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Abstract

This thesis applies the techniques of semiotic analysis to a
selection of short stories by Leonid Andreyev in an attempt to offer
one answer to the problems of categorising Andreyev's unique art and
placing it within a literary-evolutionary perspective. The semiotic
method was chosen because of its ability both to assimilate literary
texts to the supra-individual processes with which it works, and at
the same time to delineate an author's particular contribution to
these processes.

Drawing on a range of literary theory from early Russian Formalism
onwards, the study proceeds from one level to another according to a
principle of "degree of abstraction", so that each level constitutes
firstly an independent account of Andreyev's texts in itself, and
secondly one stage in an overall analysis.

The analysis at each level pinpoints, in its own terms, a series
of semiotic tensions or clashes as being at the heart of Andreyev's
literary system. Conflict within his stories between the principles
of poetry and prose, metaphor and metonymy, 'discourse' and 'story'
and between codes of allegory and codes of reference are among the
major tensions highlighted. These tensions are in turn used to account
for the fantastic element in Andreyev's stories (tension and ambiguity
being the key features of Fantastic literature as defined by many
literary theoreticians). The unique, Andreyevan version of the
Fantastic is viewed as an index of Andreyev's position in literary
evolution at a point of transition between an older, authoritative,
transitive mode of narration and a more recent, non-authoritative
mode which has come to dominate much twentieth-century literature.

The final reference-point for all these tensions is demonstrated

to be a shift in modern culture as a whole towards a more impersonal,
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mythic thought-system, a shift at the centre of which the art of
Leonid Andreyev can be convincingly placed.

The material drawn upon includes, in addition to the corpus of
Andreyev stories specified, a wide range of works by Andreyev's
contemporaries and also the hitherto unexploited draft-manuscripts
to a number of Andreyev stories held in the Hoover Institution, U.S.A.

A Glossary of the most commonly used theoretical terms is provided

at the end of the study.
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" 'NOTES "ON 'TRANSLITERATION

The transliteration scheme used is as follows:-

a - a 3 - z n - p

6 - b H = 1 P -

B - V Bo- 1 c - s

r - g x - k T - t

g - d a - 1 y - u
- e M - m b - f

ee - e H - n x = kh

x = zh o - o u - ts

m - sh 3 - e

m - shch 0~ Yyu,

B -y 1 — ya

5 - ' (e.g. ob'yasnil)

5 - ' (e,g. rabotat')

The soft adjectival ending -wmii— (xopoummit, cuuuit) has been
transliterated as ~ii- (khoroshii, sinii), except in the case of familiar

surnames such as Dostoevsky, Kandinsky, Merezhkovsky etc. The hard

adjectival ending -wiii- (cBeTuit, Bempir) is transliterated as -yi-
(svetlyi, Belyi),

In the context of Russian titles and quotes Aﬁnﬁéeﬁ 1s trans-
literated according to the above system:- Andreev. Throughout the
English text of the thesis, however, and in the context of English

titles and quotes, he retains the more familiar lettering:- Andreyev.



A)

< - _1_

INTRODUCTION

ANDREYEV THE "LONE FIGURE'" IN RUSSIAN LITERATURE-
A WRITER WITHOUT AN "ISM"

When Leonid Andreyev complained to Gorky in an oft-quoted letter dated
23rd-26th December 1912 ,Kro fI1? [na 6AaropogHOPOXGEHHBIX OEeKameHTOB —
NpespeHHs peanmHCT, NI HAacleLCTBEeHHHX DealliCTOB-IIOH03PHT eJIbHbI CHMBOHHCT"l
he was merely restating in terms personal to himself the problem of typology
that had beset critics of his work from the early days of his rise to fame
and, in the highly partisan atmosphere of the pre-revolutionary era, led to
a simultaneous rejection of his work by two opposing literary camps. It is
important to remember that that same partisan atmosphere had, some years
earlier, caused the same writer to be endorsed rapturously as "the only
true mysticai anarchist'" by the arch-symbolist, Andrei Belyi,2 and as a
great exponent of the social evils of bourgeois society in the line of
Tolstoy and Chekhov by the great guru of the Realists - Maksim Gorky.3

The benefit of distance, both geographical and temporal, has clearly
not served to eradicate the problem: at the end of a highly interesting
study concentrating on the philosophical and ethical currents in Andreyev's
work, J. Woodward, whilst aware thatlAndreyev "provided a generation with

. ‘ . . 4 .
one of its most representative voices," nevertheless insists that he '"be

regarded as a wholly unique figure in the literary life of his times."

The reader is left in some doubt as to Woodward's precise view of Andreyev's
place in Russian literary history.

Recent decades have seen the rehabilitation of Andreyev's works in his
own country and a number of valuable contributions to their study. When,
however, it comes to integrating his work into a literary-historical
typology, the author of perhaps some of the most authoritative analyses of

his prose - L. Iezuitova - does no more than reiterate Andreyev's own,
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negative definition of his relation to the literary movements of the time:
we... B DaHHHe rofbl AHApeeB He GbUl UMCTHM DEAalHCTOM, & B I'OAB 3DEJIOTO
TBOpDUECTBA TaK H He CTAll HH CHMBOJNIW{TOM, HH nexaneHTOM."6

Another of the foremost Soviet Andreyev specialists, Yu. Babicheva
has attempted to be a little more specific in associating Andreyev with the
Expressionist movement in literature. But, again, her concluding words are
relatively non-committal: ,.... B MHPOBOI HCTOPHHM HCKYCCTBa Hayaja Bekxa,
oH [DkcmpeccHoHM3M] 3aHAII AOCTATOYHO IPOYHOE MECTO — M B 3TOM MHPOBOM
acmekTe TBOpuYecTBO JI. AHgpeeBa HMeeT MHOTO BHIPAsHTENBHHX Napasneiiei H
aHanornﬁ."7

There can, in fact, have been few writers to have been connected with
as many different literary schools. Apart from Babicheva, several other
Soviet criticé (K. Dryagin, I. Ioffe, K. Mikhailovsky) have stressed

Andreyev's close affinity with the Expressionists. He has also been

associated with Impressionism (K. Chukovsky, A. Linin) and seen as a

precursor of the Existentialist and Absurdist drama and prose of the

middle part of this century (A.L. Grigor'ev). Many Soviet specialists

emphasise Andreyev's contribution to Critical Realism and stress the

unbroken line joining the great nineteenth-century Realists and Leonid
Andreyev (A. Chuvakov, K. Muratova, Yu. Chirva), whilst a significant
number of ciitics in both East and West, both before and after the October
revolution, devote considerable attention to Andreyev's links with the
Symbolist movement (A. Kaun in the West and S. Il'ev in the Soviet Union).
Woodward is one of a number who, while unwilling to place Andreyev in any
definitive manner, view him in the broad context of the Romantic tradition
in Russian literature (".... the leading role which he played in reinforcing
a counterbalancing romantic element in Russian narrative fiction and
drama").8 There is a tendency, particularly within the Soviet Union, to

obviate the problem of Andreyev's complex relationship to Realism by
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employing a term used with approval by the writer himself - Neo-Realism -

a movement with which the names of Remizov and Zamyatin have also been
connected. Prior to the Krushchev era and the revival of interest in early
twentieth-century Russian literature within the Soviet Union, Andreyev was,
when mentioned at all, consistently branded a Decadent along with the likes
of Merezhkovsky, Gippius and Sologub. (See, for example, the entry against
his name in the early Soviet literary encyclopaedias). Finally, the
Yugoslav writer A. Mihajlov considers Surrealism to be a dominant element
in Andreyev's Modernism.

To be fair to thése critics named above, the majority of them make
it perfectly clear that they are not fixing labels to Andreyev, but merely
picking out strands and tendencies in his work and, as we shall see, are in
each case doing so with full justification. The conclusion reached by these
critics coincides approximately with that reached by J. Woodward: while
Andreyev's writing is full of parallels with numerous literary schools (each
critic claiming the dominance of one or more of them), his position in
Russian literature as a whole is a unique one, situated outside any one of
the "-isms."

Judging by comments which Andreyev himself made, this is not a state
of affairs.with which he would have been unhappy. Woodward cites a remark
made by Andreyev in a letter to Chulkov (6th December, 1906): "I have
always wished, and especially now, to stand outside all programmes. I wish
to be free as an artist; a programme is binding, and that is repugnant to
me."9 Andreyev appears to provide further justification for an eclectic
approach to his art in a later letter to Amfiteatrov (l4th October, 1913)
mee.. 1 HHKOI'Ia He OCTaHaBIHBaNICA Ha OOHOIT dopMe, He [ejai ee mns cebs
o6A3aTeNbHON — H BOoOOmMEe HHUKOTHA He CBA3bBall cBob6oapl cBoell GopMOH HIIH
HampaBlieHHeM .... [JA MeHs ¢opMa Gblla H €CTb TOJIBKO TPaHHIA COLEPXaHHsd, HM

ompemenseTcs, H3 Hero ecTeCTBeHHO BHTekaeT. DBupakasach rpybo: cmepsa
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10
YelloBeK, a I[OTOM ero GDPHKH «...'

It is, incidentally, interesting tﬁat at a later point in the same
letter Andreyev makes it clear that he considers traditional realism as one
form among many, rather than as a yardstick against which others forms may
be measured. (He relativises all forms): ,/[ns MeHs .... Bech BOINPOC B TOM,
Ha upell CTOpOHe YelioBEeK, a He B TOM, NPEAIOYHTAET JIH OH CHMBOJB [AJIs BBIP QXEHHA
CBOMX YYBCTB HIH @opﬁy TYpPreHeBCKO—KYNPHHCKOrO poMaHa. IlycTh maxe KyGom
WM M3JIyYeHHeM — TOJbKO Bblpaxan 6bl OH udejloBeka, a He CBHHDBI B epmom(e."11
The implications of suéh a view are of crucial importance to this study and
will be disclosed at a later stage.

So, when we begin to consider thg reasons for the confusion surrounding
the precise nature of Andreyev's art, the artist's own public disdain for
typological exactitude can be cited as one.

There are,vof course, more important reasons, one of which is the
historical and political context in which Andreyev studies are being carried
out. This confounds our problem in two ways. Firstly, considerable
constraints on academic freedom still prevail within the Soviet Union. The
overtly ideological version of History (literary history included)
propagated there, a version which privileges nineteenth century "Critical
Realism" and its twentieth—century ramifications over the "bourgeois"
modernist developments in art, mean that, in part through choice and in
part through necessity, Soviet specialists have (with very few exceptions)
always gone to considerable lengths to "play up" anything they find linking
Andreyev with the Critical Realist tradition and correspondingly "play down"
his ties with the modern trends. (The coexistence of both trends with
Andreyev's oeuvre is often explained as a sign of "the contradictory times
in which he lived.") Inevitably a certain amount of distortion has
occurred as a result.

Secondly, however, one must take into account a factor that has now to
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be described as purely historical if, in origin, it was only too political.
The 1917 revolutions and the monumental changes they wrought throughout
Rus;ian society (the restrictions on academic freedom being one of those
changes) caused an irreparable rupture in the development of Russian
culture. Russian art which had been, in the period immediately preceding
the revolution, in the forefront of world culture had by 1940 been
contained within the strictures of the new dogma - "Socialist Realism."
But for the sporadic outbursts of new activity from artists who were
chronologically or, in spirit, essentially part of the pre-revolutionary
'Silver Age' of Russian culture (Akhmatova, Bulgakov, Shostakovich,
Eisenstein, Malevich) Russian art could be said to be producing nothing of
world significance.

This break in continuity causes considerable difficulties when one is
attempting to define the place of such an artist as Andreyev within the
mainstream of Russian culture. For such purposes a future perspective is
as important as a past perspective and, given the indisputable national
peculiarities of Russian art, a comparison with the later twentieth-century
literature of the West is obviously far from satisfactory.

The reasons we are enumerating to explain the unusual state of affairs
existing in Andreyev studies can be said to fall into four categories.

In addition to the historico-political factors highlighted above there

is, in addition, what might be termed a historico-cultural consideration,

an intrinsic authorial problem and a problem of literary theory.

It has become something of a commonplace nowadays to refer to the
alienating effects of the pace of twentieth-century social changes on
artists and art. The Czech art-theorist Jan Mukatrovsky, for example,
writes as follows: '"Today .... affairs have reached the culminating point
of a movement which gained momentum throughout the nineteenth century,

namely art deprived of a solid social base provided by its association with
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a specific stratum .... We can therefore observe a considerable separation
between art and the social organisation in the entire realm of modern art.
The audience stands between art and society and criticism stands between
the audience and art, but neither criticism nor the audience undertakes
the task of passively uniting the two .... It is not, therefore, an

exaggeration to claim that art is socially uprooted in the contemporary

world. One of the conspicuous consequences of this abnormal state is the

accelerated tempo of the development of art. Schools and movements follow

one another quickly, and there are considerable contradictions among them;

this is due to the slackening of the retarding influence of the social milieu

nl2 This strikes a chord

which in the past bound art by its demands ....
with Walter Benjamin's "Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction" in which
Benjamin stresses the ever—increasing emphasis on the reproducibility of
art as the "emancipating factor": ".... for the first time in world history,
mechanical reproduction emancipates the work of art from its parasitical
dependence on ritual ...."13
Concentrated here are all the reasons why modern art in general so
often seems to defy typologisation (social uprootedness, accelerated tempo
of develobment, resulting contradictions, relative freedom from the demands
of social grouping and ritual). One final factor belonging to this second
category of reasons is the relative proximity of what we call the "modernist
period" in art to our own day. Some would maintain, in fact, that Modernism
has yet to run its full course and that it is, at the moment, impossible to
gain a suitably distant vantage point from which to make a comprehensive
and convincing survey.
In Russia, the social changes brought about by the advent of nineteenth
and twentieth-century technology were that much more traumatic than elsewhere

in Europe - Russia had so much more to make up in terms of industrialization

and urbanization - and the effects on culture, perhaps, more keenly felt.
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The alienation experienced by the Russian intelligentsia, who were already
a more isolated class than their counterparts in the rest of Europe, was
not equalled in any other European country. The anguished writings of
Alexander Blok and, indeed, of Andreyev on the subject bear witness to this
fact.

Andreyev's social position, it is arguable, was an even more uprooted
one than that of his Russian contemporaries. He did not belong to the
sophisticated, erudite upper classes as did Blok and the Symbolists. Yet
nor could he identify with the lower strata of society as could Gorky. For
this reason one would reasonably expect the alienating effects described by
Mukarovsky to be doubled in Andreyev — firstly as a Russian, then as a
"raznochinets".

Mention of the particularity of Andreyev's social background leads us
to consider a third category of reasons for his singultar position in Russian
literary history. So far we have looked at factors that ought to apply more
or less equally to all Russian art of the twentieth century. It is now time
to turn to factors pertaining to Andreyev as an individual writer.

However much one might be tempted to question the validity of the
eclecticism noted in the approaches of critics quoted above, it can
nevertheless not be denied that a reader of the entire Andreyev oeuvre
is indeed struck by the heterogeneity it exhibits. Andreyev did indeed
cover an unusually wide range of modes of writing and, as has been pointed
out by many of the speéialists, Soviet and Western, mot in a strictly

ordered progression.

His oeuvre is, for the sake of convenience, frequently divided into
three periods: an early period (1893-1900) during which Andreyev was still
emerging from his career as a court-reporter and producing largely
imitative, satirical and naturalistic depictions of everyday life; a

"mature' period (1901-1909) during which he gradually blossomed into an
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exponent of highly original and experimental short stories and plays, (it
is chiefly on the strength of work produced in this period that his
reputation rests); and a 'late' period (1910-1919) which saw the gradual
return to a more 'realistic' approach to both prose and drama and finally
to an unashamedly polemicized and partisan journalism produced in response
to the political events of 1917-1918.

None of the critics who employ such a schema is blind to its crude
over—generalisations and to the fact that there are examples of highly
adventurous and experimental writing in both the 'early' and 'late' periods,
(cf. Tezuitova's description of the story "Obnazhenngya Dusha" written in
1894 in Tvorchestvo Leonida Andreeva )14 just as there are examples of
unmi stakeably traditional, 'realist' writing in the 'mature' period. Thus
Alexander Kaun comments in a footnote to his description of the period
immediately following the death of Andreyev's first wife: '"Mme Andreyev
(his second wife) informs me that '"Days of Our Life' was completed in seven
days. It is remarkable how the author could transport himself from one
mood to an altogether different one without pausing."15 "Days of Our Life"
(Dni Nashei Zhizni) is a play based on Andreyev's life as a student and is
written in a traditional, realist mode while "The Black Maskers" (Chernye
Maski), the other work to which Kaun is referring, is one of his most
experimental and innovative works.

Likewise, the fate of Andreyev's literary reputation cannot be
explained in full by reference to the political and social upheavals after
1917. Andreyev enjoyed a meteoric rise to fame in 1900-1901 and although
his fall from grace was less sudden (prodictions of his plays in the years
1915-1919 were, contrary to impressions given by some accounts of his
career, still running in their hundreds per season) he had, by 1915 (i.e.
well before the rigours of the revolutionary period were even being

contemplated by most) been eclipsed by Mayakovsky and the Futurists and by
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Akhmatova, Mandelstam and the Acmeists, and was a reviled figure in large
sections of the Russian literary world.

Even at the height of his fame (1902-1908) Andreyev was held by some
associateé of the Symbolist movement (Merezhkovsky, Filosofov, Ellis) to be
a thoroughly "uncultured talent", a mere popularizer of complex philosophical
ideas that he did not properly understand. Andrei Belyi who, as noted, was
initially extremely sympathetic to Andreyev's work, later came round to the
same view. It was he who, in response to Andreyev's play "Anathema',
accused the author of merely '"dressing up ideas in trousers."16 Like Blok,
whose attitude to Andreyev underwent a similar change, Belyi began to
dissociate Andreyev from what he saw as true, "High" art and relegate him
to the position of an, albeit colourful, representative of a lower, popular
form of art. Such a view of Andreyev's art still has currency today in
certain quarters as evidenced by the recent work of N.M. Zorkaya on mass
culture in early twentieth century Russia. She isolates two opposed but
complimentary tendencies prevailing in the period she is covering - a
"sistema adaptatsii' which refers to the adoption by lower forms of culture,
of genres and subject-matter previously reserved exclusively for "High
Culture", and the reverse - a "sistema vozvysheniya'" in which "High Culture"
assimilates genres and material, previously the exclusive territory of the
lower art forms. Leonid Andreyev is seen in this system as an intermediate
figure between "High Culture' and "Mass Culture" on the basis of his
gravitation towards the "sistema adaptatsii' (popularization of "High
Culture" material).17

The task of providing a convincing account of Andreyev's contribution
to Russian art is not made easier by the fact that "Mass Culture' has been
seen to require different criteria for analysis to "High Culture”, and that

Andreyev occupies an ambiguous position on the axis formed by the two. Those

accounts which lay stress on Andreyev's links with "High Modernism"
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(Symbolism, Impressionism, Existentialism etc.) often appear to disregard
the genuinely "popular" element in his work, while those versions that have
Andreyev as the crude, uncultured populariser, ignore the real contribution
he was making to experimental fiction and drama in the early years of this
century.

It might be objected that Blok and Belyi revised their opinions only
in response to a change in Andreyev's writing, and not through any
hesitation or inconsistency. based on an inability to decide whether
Andreyev was a "serious" writer or not. One might adduce in counter-
argument the fact that Blok in particular revised his opinion not just of
Andreyev's later works but also of all the previous works to which he had
earlier reacted so sympathetically (,EcTe nuTepaToph, NONMyJIAPH3aTOPb H
apoune — BOGODHIKMH .... HAmOJOBHHY AHApeeB M ecTh mHMcaTenw - Bpocos,

Besbiit ...."),18 Moreover, as is shown by V. Bezzubov in an article
documenting the relétionship between the two writers, towards the end of
Andreyev's career Blok's attitude again changed, if not turning full circle,
then at least regaining some of the lost respect for his contemporary's
writing and restating the sense of a spiritual bond that Blok had originally
felt to exist between the two writers. (He talks of the ,ucrouHukH,

KOTOpble MMMTAN¥ ero XUsHb ¥ Mow xu3Hp' as being the foundation for his
memoirs of Andreyev).19

However, none of this detracts significantly from the argument that
the extreme oscillation in views of Andreyev's work, both within individuals
(Belyi, Blok) and between groups (Merezhkovsky, Filosofov and Gippius on
the one hand, Belyi and Blok on the other) has as much to do with genuine
oscillations inside Andreyev's oeuvre, as with inconsistencies in the
approach of those assessing its worth.

Not only was Andreyev capable of producing within a short space of

time works that appeared to differ markedly in their method, he also
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produced, within the same short periods, works seemingly worlds apart in
terms of artistic merit. So, for example, in the same period that he
published "Khristiane" and "Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh", two works that
received acclaim even from some quarters normally hostile to anything he
published, Andreyev could also release works like the above-mentioned

"Dni Nashei Zhizni" which was attackéd as universally as the previous two
were praised. And the contradiction being described (Artistically valuable/
Artistically worthless) is not an exact equivalent of either of the two
articulated above (Realist/Modermist and Low Culture/High Culture) since

(a) all three of the stofies just named are, in terms of artistic method,
not so very dissimilar (and were recognised as such at the same time they
were published) and (b) there were critics contemporary to Andreyev such

as Kornei Chukovsky who interpreted the crude, popular element in Andreyev's

work in a positive light, (see Chukovsky's book 'Litsa i Maski'zo) yet still

concurred with the majority of other ctitics in discerning an element of
carelessness and even artistic incompetence in some of Andreyev's work.
These factors (socio—historical, historico—cultural and literary-
biographical) constitute three of the four categories of factors working
against an appropriate insertion of the 'lone figure' of Leonid Andreyev
into Russian.literary history.
We now come to the fourth and, for us, most important factor, namely

the problem of literary theory, and it is chiefly to that problem the

present thesis will attempt to address itself.

Let us, as a starting point, take the typological apparatus employed
by Andreyev scholars in relation to his work - the list of movements
enumerated at the beginning of this study.

Here is not the place to give a precise definition of each of the
movements named, but on inspecting a list such as this one thing comes

immediately to mind - namely that there is a great heterogeneity among the
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movements themselves, in what they refer to, and in-the fields in which they
arose. Symbolism, for example, is a movement associated chiefly with poetry
(Symbolist painting, symbolist prose and symbolist drama are secondary,
both chronologically and in importance) and one which presupposes an all-
embracing but fairly specific world-view. (It is not just a convenient
heading for a catalogue of qualities). Romanticism and Realism, on the
other hand, cover several different art-forms (painting, prose, poetry,
music) and refer, when applied outside the range of the specific nineteenth-
century schools from which their names originate, to a general outlook on
reality, rather than a prescriptive world-view. Our notion of the forms
employed by these two movements is, therefore, less concise than our notion
of symbolist forms (the "symbol" is, of course, itself a form).
Impressionism, by contrast with the previous three movements,
originated in painting and is applied to the other art forms essentially by
analogy. Any philosophy or comprehensive outlook is attached to it only by
inference, as it is really concerned with only one aspect of a world view
- the perception of visual data. Hence it is considered by some as a
ramification of sub-division of Realism. Existentialism can barely be
termed an artistic movement at all; it derives from the work of philosophers
like Heidegger and Kierkegaard and, when applied to art, (normally prose or
drama) refers exclusively to the philosophical ideas embodied in the work.
Not so a movement like Neo-realism which in its Russian literary
embodiment — a cinematic trend of the same name later became influential
in post-war Western.Europe'— does little more than unite under one heading
a range of forms and devices employed by writers like Zamyatin and Andreyev
in order to achieve an "intensification of reality" (words used by both
writers to describe the term).
Expressionism is the most prbblématic term of them all as it is far

from clear in which art form it is best represented (painting, drama and
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poetry all have claims) and because it is held by some Formalist-oriented
critics to be little more than a concatenation of certain formal devices
and by others (e.g. Worringer) to contain an exhaustive world-view.

The remarkable heterogenéity in the initial premisses of the artistic
movements with which Andreyev has been associated is balanced by one
quality uniting them; this is that all the movements named (with the likely
exception of Expressionism) were formed around real groups of individuals
who declared themselves as "symbolists", "surrealists", "impressionists"
etc., and set themselves the task of fulfilling the programmes laid down
by their various movements. In other words the terms which we are examining,
and which critics (literary, musical and visual arts) consistently apply as
typologising aids to the works they discuss, are not neutral, objective tools
of analysis developed by the critics themselves, but are borrowed (and, in
the case of broader terms like 'Realist' and 'Romantic', adapted) from the
programmes of the artists.

That Andreyev's work bears many of the hallmarks of all these groupings
is hardly in question. It is difficult to deny the presence of certain
parallels between Andreyev's "world-view" and the Symbolist "world-view"

(a belief in the existence of two realities - ‘dvoemirie - a shared

concern with the eternal and the transcendental in Man), of elements of
both a Romantic and a Realistic outlook (the lone individual in a world
from which he is isolated - Romanticism; the need to respond directly to
events taking place in the contemporary world - Realism. The stories
"Mysl'", "Proklyatie Zverya" and "U okna" are examples of the first, while
"Krasnyi smekh" and "T'ma" illustrate the second). It is equally difficult
to refute the affinity between Andreyev's concept of Man imprisoned in a
Godless world, able only to raise a noble but futile protest to the forces
imprisoning him ("Zhizn' Cheloveka" and, to some extent “Zhizn' Vasiliya

Fieviskogo") and Existentialist influenced works like Camus' "La Peste,"
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the plays of J.P. Sartre and the novels of A. Malraux. Andrggy's recourse
to devices of intensification in his prose and drama (the recurring motif,
his use of the Fantastic - cf. an article by Woodward on this theme:
"Devices of Amplification and Intensification in Andreyev")21 fully
sanctions an alignment of his work with the Neo-Realism of a writer like
Zamyatin, just as the reductive strvtture and characters of "Zhizn'
Cheloveka" and "Tsar' Golod" combined with the grotesque imagery and
schematic exchanges of these two plays are reproduced in very similar
fashion in the plays of the German expressionists (cf. the work of Yu.
Babicheva in this connection). And there is little ground for objecting to
the perception of a form of literary Impressionism (cf. K. Chukovsky) in
some of Andreyev's short prose pieces ('Nabat, "V tumane", "Vesennie
Obeshchaniya") though, admittedly, an extension of the term to cover the
entire oeuvre would seem a little far-fetched.

Yet Andreyev, as we know, almost dogmatically eschewed literary
groupings, so he can hardly be said to belong exclusively to any one of the
"_{sms" current in the Russia of his time; and it is an equally false
solution to simply assign him to a grouping distant from him in either time
or geography (Existentialism, Expressionism) since in all probablity
Andreyev would have avoided assimilation with either of these movements.

What the foregoing remarks lead to, is a realisation that working from
within the framework of a criticism which bases its methodology and its
terminology on the work of art's empirical context (what the artist
actually thought about his work, which actual groupings his devices can be
traced to), we shall always face problems in attempting to find a niche in
literary history for such a writer as Leonid Andreyev. There will always be
difficulties in attempting to unify the whole oeuvre, or even any one
significant period of that oeuvre under one heading, since the headings

(the "-isms") available refer to such diverse artistic properties and
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diverse art-forms, and there will also be difficulties in attempting to
identify Andreyev with the Realist school or with the modernist trends
when it is know that he assiduously avoided identification with either.
Seen through the eyes of a critic working on these foundations,

Andreyev emerges as the individualist artist par excellence, an artist
whom it is therefore thoroughly inappropriate to categorise, package and
label. Kaun for instance has Andreyev as the writer of his time who stood
apart from everyone else: "In this chaotic jumble of ideas and attitudes
a voice was needed which would emanate from one 'above the battle.' Not
a voice of one who dwelt in a stained-glass tower but of one who ....
could analyse and vivisect life .... A voice of one who stood outside
parties and movements and could therefore be a merciless observer, not
bothering about service to any institution or to any class or group of
people .... Such a voice came from Leonid Andreyev."22 Midway through his
book, it is true, Kaun writes "In the last account he is a realistic
writer, for when he is at his best hé lends the quality of gripping
actuality to the world of his creation, even if this world be woven out of
the threads of his fantasy."23 This usage of the-—term "Realism'" is, however,
so broad - it would presumably have to include writers as far apart as Poe,
Joyce, Balzac, Kafka and even Homer - as to be of little help to us. (It
is in fact more of an evaluative than a descriptive usage and corresponds
to Roman Jakobson's relativising characterization of the term: '"Classicists,
sentimentalists, the romanticists to a certain extent, even the 'realists’
of the nineteenth-century, the modernists and finally the futurists,
expressionists and their like have more than one proclaimed faithfulness
to reality, maximum verisimilitude - in other words 'realism' as the
guiding motto of their artistic programme").24

The very idea of "finding a neat slot" for each artist, assimilating

him into “artificial" abstract schemes and thereby destroying the
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individuality which it is criticism's task to reveal is anathema to
empiricist-minded critics. The fact that Andreyev is made to-stand out as
a unique and unclassifiable writer is a cause for triumph rather than the
admission of failure. The various '-isms'" are to be used not as rigid,
all-encompassing typological categories, but instead as aids subordinate
to the task of uncovering the artist's uniqueness and originality
(subordination of critical terminology to writer and not writer to
terminology) .

In short, the critical apparatus upon which mainstream Andreyev
scholars have based their exegesis of the writer has, built into it, the
aim of producing individuals rather than of absorbing them into abstract
"impersonal" typological categories.

When it comes to writing literary history it logically follows that
the result will be a history of the unique, individual works of unique,
individual writers and that any abstract system devised for treating
vastly different writers from vastly different epochs in a unified
perspective will be regarded with some suspicion.

It will by.now, no doubt, be plain that the task we are delineating
(a response, though not a solution, to the problem of Andreyev's place in
literary history) is to a considerable degree at odds with the
presuppositions underlying the critical apparatus that has been favoured
by most Andreyev scholars. What is clearly required, therefore, is the
adoption of a critical apparatus within which that task appears both

meaningful and manageable.

AN ALTERNATIVE PERSPECTIVE - THE TEXT AS SIGN

What we shall attempt is not a solution of the "Proklyatyi Vopros"

that has beset Andreyev scholars, Eastern and Western; not an incontrovertible

definition of Andreyev's art, an all-embracing "-ism." Instead it is
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hoped that an application of the critical approach about to be outlined will,
by altering the vantage point from which the works are examined, allow us
to show that it is possible to view Andreyev's work alongside that of his

"-isms" or explanatory

contemporaries without relying upon the confusion of
notions of contradictoriness and extreme idiosyncracy.

Nevertheless, the downgrading of Andfeyev's individuality as an artist
is not envisaged here. Indeed, by placing him in a framework that allows
us to correlate his work with wider, extra-individual processes taking
place within literature, the differences and deviations that do emerge will
be all the more meaningful. It'will even be suggested during the course
of this Introduction that the particularity of Andreyev's writing is best
served by the sort of approach indicated.

The construction of a methodological framework sufficiently rigorous,
abstract and unified to enable it to express via a single terminology the
widest possible range of literary and aesthetic activity has long been one
of the challenges taken up by the Formalist-Structuralist-Semiotic
tpadition in literary theory. (As we shall see from the following attempt
to determine how the perspective offered by that approach may be adapted
to the concerns of this thesis, it is a tradition which has, to a limited
extent, already been drawn upon by certain Andreyev scholars, who therefore
represent isolated exceptions to the generalizations we have been making
hitherto on the nature of Andreyev studies.)

It was the Russian Formalist movement which established the first
precondition for the development of such a framework, namely the need to
liberate literature from a position of "handmaiden" (Viktor Shklovsky) to
the various other humanities and establish it as an autonomous activity in
its own right, with its own internal laws of construction and its own,

special "reality'. The research carried out by Jakobson, Eichenbaum,

Shklovsky and others within "Opoyaz" (Obshchestvo poeticheskogo yazyka)
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was oriented towards a thorough formulation of the qualities that
distinguish 'poetic' or literary language from ordinary, everyday language.
Taken together, these qualities were said to constitute what Jakobson
termed "literariness" ("1iteraturnost’").25 This concept which, for reasons
that will be made apparent at the appropriate point, we have preferred to
call "poeticity" is the basic insight from which flows all the Formalist-
influenced analysis in the chapters to follow. Thus "poeticity" will
provide a useful starting point for oﬁr project because of its ability. to
distinguish clearly between different types and genres of literary activity:
it is possible, as we shall show, to establish a rudimentary 'scale' of
literary forms according to the degree of "poeticity" inherent in each.

"Poeticity" is closely related to another Formalist precept which poses

"]jterary evolution" as an independent system with its own rules of change

and development and its own particular momentum, rather than as merely a
. . . 26 . . .

passive mirror of extra-literary events. This too will be built upon

and will furnish an important tool for our analysis of Leonid Andreyev's

place within the wider literary processes of his time. The insights of

Mikhail Bakhtin (who is associated with the Formalist movement) into the

special qualities possessed by literary time and literary space and the

way in which they condition one another will likewise prove highly relevant
to the task at hand.27 Since we are concerned particularly with Andreyev
as a writer of short prose-narratives, the investigations carried out by
Viktor Shklovsky into the minimum conditions required for literary
narrativity (investigations that Shklovsky related specifically to the
short-story and novella) will, similarly prove indispensable.2

There are certain inadequacies and excesses resulting from an over-
dogmatic application of the Formalist principle of literary autonomy which
were swiftly recognised by many of the Formalists themselves and héve been

well documented by Victor Erlich, S. Bann and J. Boult, K. Pomorska and
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and others. Typical of such excesses is Shklovsky's deification of "the
device" (priym& expressed in his aphoristic and mathematical-sounding
formula: "A work of art is equal to the sum total of all its devices."
Some of the most interesting work on Andreyev, however, was produced in the
Soviet Union during the twenties under the influence of the early Formalist
obsession with the 'device'. A brief consideration of two examples from
that work is enéugh to demonstrate why the "literary autonomy" notion of
early Formalism, despite its usefulness to us, is not on its own enough
to provide the critical framework we are seeking. K. Dryagin's book on
Andreyev as an Expressionist (' Ekgpressionizm v Rossij ') devotes considerable
attention to the formal devices in Andreyev's plays which link him with the
Expressionist movement in drama. Although Dryagin by no means ignores the
wider aspects of Expressionist drama (world-view, thematic concerns ete.)
he connects the two, "motivates the devices" in a somewhat tenuous and
simplistic manner, thus exposing the pitfalls of attempting to integrate
a Formalist theory (of whose inadequacies as a total, unifying approach
Dryagih seems impligitlyiaware) with a more conventional, thematic approach:
"9KCHFKCHOHHCTquCKaH CclleHa meperpyxeHa sddekTaMu ¥ TeXHHKOH. flouemy? [Ha
IpOCTO MOTOMY 4TO ueM Bonee abCTpaKkTHa Apama, TeM 6ollee HyxgaeTcs B
Pa3UYHBIX TeXHHUYECKHX 9¢®eKTax."29

It is perhaps true that Dryagin's critical judgment is less responsible
for the doubtful integration of 'Form' and 'Content' than is the term
"Expressionism" which itself covers a range of diverse qualities relating
to both 'form' and 'content', but this only goes to show. how early Russian
Formalism, while clearly recognising the need to dispose of the Form/Content
dichotomy, achieved that aim merely by subordinating the second term of the
opposition to the first and not by integrating them.

Another Formalist—influenced critic of the twenties, A. Linin, also

produced some highly perceptive accounts of formal devices in Andreyev's
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prose. However, the same sense of over-simplification is evident in an
article on the device of repetition in Andreyev's stories when Linin
correlates the stylistic repetition with what he considers a parallel trend
in Andreyev's world-view, or 'ideology' as he terms it: 0t mpHueMa K
vmeonoruu: Cambit pueM moBTopemms spech [nTak Gbuto''] mpefcTa€T onpaBmaHHHM
ABTODCKHM CTpeMIeHMeM HaXOOUTh IOCTOSAHHOe B H3MEHHMBOM, OTHICKATDH OJIEMEHTH,
CKpeIvIfMHe pasHOPOfHbe YacTH uenoro."3

It does not seem unjustifiable to suggest some connection between the
repetition device and the overall sense of the story (emphasizing the 'law
of eternal return') in "Tak bylo" but when one recalls that the same device
occurs as frequently in numerous other Andreyev stories ["Krasnyi smekh',
"Proklyatie zverya', "Tuda Iskariot", etc.] the explanation of a direct
link between it and the Andreyevan 'ideology' becomes harder to maintain;
the three stories mentioned are built around sets of events which, as such,
can only be unique and unrepeatable.

The dichotomy between 'Form' and 'Content' is nowhere more keenly
experienced than in the Works of Leonid Andreyev. Andreyev's own comments
in the letter to Amfiteatrov to the effect that he is prepared to accept
an artistic form (,IlycTs maxe xyGoM BbPaXaeTCA WIH H3JydeHHEM ceed™)
provided it expresses one content - '"Man' - indicate that the polarization
of 'Form' and 'Content' was encouraged by the writer himself. The critical
heritage has, on the whole, willingly fostered that polarization: "Has
Andreyev a style? If he has one it is as fluid, as changeable, as
variegated as his themes and motives. He is interested primarily in
conveying his ideas .... and as to the medium .... all means are
justifiable. Thus we find in Andreyev a wide range of stylistic
variations, from extreme realism bordering on naturalism to a symbolism at
times impenetrably obscure. Occasionally he even employs mutually

contradictory methods in onme and the same work." (A. Kaun: Leonid
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Andregev.)31 Note that here Kaun again has 'realism' and 'symbolism' as
styles, in contrast with later sections of his work in which to be a
'realist' is to convey a sense of actuality and 'symbolism' necessarily
‘involves an ivory-tower, mystic-religious world view. Note also that Kaun,
in contrast to Andreyev himself, pluralizes the 'ideas' and 'themes' as

well as the styles.) yHo B oTiuuHe OT CHMBOIHCTOB, OGPa3sbi—CHMBOJIH Y

1. AunpeeBa .... He ObUIH eQUHCTBeHHOU (GoOpMOH OTOOpaXeHHA [OeHCTBUTEIIBHOCTH
...." (V. Chuvakov in his introduction to "Leonid Andreev - Povesti i:
32

rasskazy v 2-Kh tomakh".)

Even those who are bold enough to unite Andreyev's works under the
banner of Expressionism are forced by an implicit adherence to the
dichotomy to introduce complex qualifications: ,3kxcnpeccHoHHCTCKHE
TeHIeHIMH ¥ DYCCKOTO IIMCATENsl NPOSBISITCS B PealHCTHYECTHYECKHX IO CBOeH
CYTH MpPOHU3BENeHHAX .... AHnpeeB H mocie 1906 roga mumeT nbeck, pacckash B
KOTODHIX CJIOKHO COYeTanTCH SKCIPECCHOHH3M, CHUMBOJIH3M, DEaNH3M....."

(L.N. Keon: '"Leonid Andreev i Nemetskii Ekspressionism"). The dichotomy
is, of course, extended to the term Expressionism as well and L.N. Keon is,
like Yu. Babicheva, to a large extent reliant on listing coincidences in
style and theme between Andreyev and his European counterparts: ,Kapruny
MyHka M pacckas AHOpeeBa DOSHHT OCTpOE OmMymeHHe HeGIaromoiiyuMss B MHpE ....
CXOpHble OIMCAaHHA KPOBABHIX XepTB .... Msl BCTpeYaeM B NPOHU3REAEHHIX
3KCIPECCHOHHCTOB .... U emée OnHH IIpHEM K KOTOpOMy ofpamaeTcsa AHOpeeB H

33

ropasno uame HeMellKHe SKCIPeCCHOHHCTH — 3TO npHeM MOHTaxa.'"

Victor Shklovsky referred to Tristram Shandy as 'the most typical

novel' because Sterne's masterpiece, with its sophisticated manipulation
of literary norms and conventions, is one of the works most receptive to
Formalist analysis. On an analogy with Shklovsky's phrase we can perhaps
describe Andreyev as 'the most typical writer" in the sense that his works

would benefit more than those of almost any other writer from a critical
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approach which truly transcended the Form/Content dichotomy. (Hence our
claim that the approach toward which we are moving would be the one best

suited to treating the particularity of Andreyev's writing).

It is in the later theoretical advances made by Shklovsky's Russian
Formalist colleagues on their early 'Opoyaz' principles that we begin to
discover firmer foundations for the critical framework we have been
seeking — a framework which in surmounting the Form/Content problem is
more able to accommodate a broad range of aesthetic forms and aesthetic
'eras' and therefore better suited to the task of examining the role of a
writer like Leonid Andreyev in the evolutionary process of art.

The later writings of Jakobson and Tynyanov in particular show an
awareness that early Formalism was mistaken to assume that literature can
be treated in total isolation from the other art forms, or indeed from
extra—literary phenomena influencing its development. It is for this
reason that the 'complete autonomy' notion of the early Formalist writings
is tempered and modified to one of 'relative specificity' in the late
Formalist — early Structuralist writings of Jakobson, Tynyanov and the
Prague Linguistic Circle. Literature is still an activity with its own
internal laws, but one which is in constant interaction with activities
outside it: "A literary system is first of all a system of the functions
of the literary-order which are in continual interrelation with other
orders. Systems change in their composition but the differentiation of
human activities remains. The evolution of literature, as of other
cultural systems, does not coincide, either in tempo or‘in character with
the systems with which it is interrelated. This is owing to the specificity
of the material with which it is concerned" (Yu. Tynyanov "On Literary
Evolution.")

The notion of literature as system is employed by Tynyanov to remove

what had remained the central problem — the Form/Content division - by
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substituting the notion of function: "The interrelationship 6f each
element with every other in a literary work and with the whole literary
system as well may be called the constructional function of the given
element. An element is on the one hand interrelated with similar elements
in other works in other systems, and on the other hand it is interrelated
with different elements within the same work. The former may be termed

the auto—function and the latter the syn—-function.”35 It follows that

lexical, syntactic, rhythmic and semantic features can all be considered
as constructional elements with a function in relation to the systemic
whole and so there is no longer any need to split the work into "Form"
and "Content".

And thus, in the form of Tynyanov's concepts of auto and syn—-function
we would seem to have a methodology suitable a) for an immanent structural
analysis of Andreyev's prose which obviates the problems arising from his
apparent eclecticism in choice of "style" and (according to some) " theme"
and b) for the coherent and systematic comparison of his prose with the
work of his contemporaries, of writers preceding and succeeding him, and
with extra-literary processes taking place around him (auto-function).

In practice it is the former option that has beén taken up by those
Andreyev scholars (so far unmentioned) who have sought an alternative to
the traditional critical methodology. One of the most recent and most

fruitful attempts of this kind is the book (based on a doctoral thesis) by

the West-German Angela Martini: Erzahltechnicken Leonid Nikolaevid
Andreevs. The title already indicates that it is the inner functioning

of an "Andreyevan system" which is of concern to the author more than the
interrelations with other systems (literary and extra-literary). Angela
Martini states her aims in these terms '"Die vorliegende Arbeit stellt sich
die aufgabe, die heterogenen Erzahlungen Leonid Andreevs auf deren

typologische Beschaffenheit hin zu untersuchen. Es gilt, die formalen,



- 24 -

inhaltichen und gehaltichen Parallelen und Unterschiede aufzuzeigen.'" She
argues that the natural approach to adopt for these purposes is 'eine
strukturanalytischen Methode, jeden Einzelbereich der Trias, die sich in
Kunstwerk alz Einheit darstellt, auf ihre Enzelheiten und Besonderheiten
hin zu analysieren."36

Martini concentrates on Andreyev's stories in her book. Her study is
well complemented by research of the same nature (concentrating chiefly on
the drama) that has taken place over the last decade in Eastern Europe,
particularly in Poland. Structuralist methodologies are openly espoused
despite the contradictions between them and the official, Marxist version
of literary criticism prescribed by the authorities. The emphasis i,
however, again on immanency - the inner workings of the plays, including,
of course, their semantics. This is evidenced by a (Russian) summary of
Maria Symborska's article "Problematyka historiozoficzna u dramacie 'Car
Golod't AHATH3HPYA SKCIPECCHOHHCTHYecKylo no3tuky 'lapsi Tomopa,'
MHTEpPIPETHPYA CEMaHTHKY MOTHBOB TaHIA M MY3HKH, OBGBACHAR GYHKLHUIO
CHUMYABT&RHOIO IMPOCTPAHCTBA, aBTOP CTATBH MBITAETCS BCKPLITH MHOI'OTPAHNOCTDH
IpO6IIeMaTHKH DEBOJIOINHMH, aMOMBAIeHTHOCTh €€ TPakTOBKH B [paMe, COCymLeCTBOBaHUe
B Heil pasHpIX TOYEK BpeHHH."37

It can be seen here that Maria Symborska, although committed to a
total, synthesizing analysis of "Tsar Hunger" (i.e. one which elucidates a
system and not isolated features of 'Form' and 'Content') is still prepared
to adhere to many of the familiar principles underlying mainstream .
criticism: so she is still concerned to "interpret" and "uncover" true
meanings. She still takes for granted the "=ism" labels that have been
applied to Andreyev. Art as an expression of the author's philosophy is
still the underlying theoretical premise of her work. In short, she

accepts the work "on its own terms," as something from which meaning can

be extracted and explained without reference to the wider, more abstract,
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more unconscious systems according to which that meaning is produced.

The work of Angela Martini and Maria Symborska has resulted in
important insights into Andreyev's poetics. However, neither of the two
structuralist-oriented approaches sets out to address itself to the
typological problems outlined above; it is significant that Angela Martini,
for instance, takes great pains to establish a coherent internal typology
of Andreyev's stories. The area we have been marking out, corresponding
approximately to Tynyanov's auto-functional aspect of the literary text,
remains relatively unexplored territory in Andreyev studies.

Nevertheless, the 'Internal Poetics' of Andreyev's prose on which
Martini and Symborska concentrate will receive further attention in the
present study. Indeed, our necessarily selective and incomplete survey of
the Formalist-Structuralist critical tradition will show that, just as
Russian Formalism and early structuralism,.each in a subtly different
manner, dissolved the boundary between "Form" (style) and ‘'Content
(thematics), or better, reformulated the problem of meaning in a literary
text so that the division was no longer so significant - so later
developments tend toward the removal of the dichotomy between “Internal

Poetics" and extra-textual determining factors. This does not mean that,

as in some crude Marxist criticism the individual literary text is
swallowed up by the determining forces outside it (i.e. the dichotomy is
again not removed by subordinating one term to another) but that the two
terms are indelibly "written in to each other:" Syn-functional analysis
(study of the system(s) functioning within a text)‘and auto-functional

analysis (study of the external systems within which a text functions) are

each predicated the one hpon the other.
Two of the principles of syn-functional analysis which will prove
especially important to the analysis in Chapters 1 to 4 of this thesis are

that of synchrony ("the study of literary texts as a complex of interrelated
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elements outside of time™ — see below p. 36) and that of motivation (the
justification for a particular element's presence in a literary text by
reference to its relationship with all the other elements - see Glossary of
terms).

The "later developments" alluded to include first and foremost the
semiotic dimension introduced into Prague structuralism by Jan Mukatovsky,
consolidated by Jakobson and other members of the Prague school, but only
really taken up again on a large scale in Eastern Europe by Yuri Lotman
and the Tartu school of semioticians.

The auto-functional principle stating that elements in one work can be
related to similar elements in other works and in other systems (p. 23) is
greatly enhanced by semiotic analysis as practised by Lotman. Taking up
an idea of the great linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, Lotman treats the

whole of literature as a system of signs modelled on natural language. An

elemént is related to elements in other literary works because literature
itself is a single, integrated system of signs. It is related to elements
in other, non-literary modes of communication because, according to Lotman
(following Saussure) any mode of communication can likewise be treated as
a sign-system modelled on natural language. Literature is simply one of

many ''secondary modelling systems".38

There is a sense in which Lotman's conception of literature as a
secondary modelling system appears to have completed a full circle which
brings literary theory back to the point from which it started: that of
literature as an activity subordinate to the rules and categories of other
fields of study, in Lotman's case the study of natural language in
linguistics. However, Lotman makes it clear that he sees literature as
the most complex and problematic of all secondary modelling systems and
therefore the one most worthy of study. This is because literature, unlike

other forms of communication, not only models itself on language, but also
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has language as its building-material. It therefore deals with a particular

set of signs, the signifying units of which (written words) are already
complete signs in another system - natural 1anguage.39 In this way
literature retains a great deal of the specificity accorded to it by the
Formalists.

Nonetheless, it is immediately apparent that linguistics, as the
science which studies the rules of natural language, will have a major
role to play in the analysis of secondary modelling syétems including, of
course, literature. Four of the most important sets of oppositional
categories upon which the analysis of Andreyev's texts to follow is based,
derive from linguistics. Thus, one of the basic pfinciples of structural
linguistics as applied by Saussure and adopted by Jakobson and Lotman is
the idea that meaning-generation in language involves two operations - the
selection of units from sets of equivalent units or paradigms and the
combination of those units on the principle of contiguity to form horizontal

syntagmas.40 The study of paradigmatics and syntagmatics will therefore be

applied extensively in order to investigate the generation of meaning in

Andreyev's literary texts. Jakobson's linguistically grounded differentiation

between Metaphor and Metonymy which is in turn closely related to the
paradigm/syntagma distinction will also be central to our analysis.
(Metaphor, according to Jakobson functions by substituting something for
something else that is in some way equivalent to it, whilst metonymy
functions by substituting something for something else that is in some way
horizontally contiguous to it.)4

. The opposition between "énonciation and"énoncé" (the "act of saying"
involved in linguistic utterances and the '"what is said" of those utterances
respectively) is one which French linguist fmile Benveniste developed

42

thoroughly. It, too, in its literary application, will prove to be of

the utmost importance in our attempts to define the literary-semiotic
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processes of which Andreyev's work was part.

Finally, Tzvetan Todorov's idea that literary texts, like linguistic
sentences, are subject to a number of different modalities (indicative,
optative and others) which affect the way they are read, turns out to have
a crucial bearing on certain aspects of Andreyev's stories.

The linchpin of semiotics is a principle so simple and so broad that
it simultaneously harbours enormous potential and enormous dangers. The
very generality of the notion that the work of art functions as a system
of signs, a sign being simply "something which stands for something else"
(Umberto Eco), is a great strength, for it allows us at once to view art of
every era in one perspective and to meaningfully juxtapose art with other
social phenomena that function as signs. It is also a potential weakness
because, as we have pointed out, it appears deliberately to contradict the
precept that each art should be studied in its specificity and not as a
sub-branch of some othér field of knowledge. An idea of how hegemonic
modern sémioticians can appear at times may be gained from the suggestion

made by Eco (A _Theory of Semiotics ) that anything which has meaning (and

is therefore a sign) can be studied from a semiotic point of view.

That weakness is only a potential one since the notion of specificity
propounded by Eichenbaum et al. is in one sense misleading: for any human
activity to be studied in its differences from other activities, as an

activity in its own right, with its own laws, the similarities and common

ground that it shares with these other activities must first be established
and only then will the differences become meaningful ones. Semiotics

attempts to provide that common background against which differences become
meaningful and thereby avoids both the complete abstraction of the artistic

text from the rest of human activity, and its subordination to the latter.

As Mukafovsky writes: 'without a semiotic orientation the theoretician of

art will always be inclined to regard the work either as a purely formal
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construction, or as a direct reflection of its author's psyche or even
psychological dispositions, of the distinct reality expressed by it, or of
the ideological, economic, social or cultural situation of the given
milieu."4

Yurii Lotman further develops the semiotic argument for "meaningful
differences," supplements it with a notion of the artistic text as the
point where a multiplicity of regularities ("zakonomernosti’) intersect,
and in doing so provides an excellent response to those who accuse semiotics
of being unjustifiably scientific, of substituting universal, exact notions
for what in an artistic text is unique and ineffable: ,3axoH xygoxecTBEHHOTO
TekcTa: uYeM Gosplle 3aKOHOMEPDHOCTEH lepecekaeTcsi B OaHHOH CTPYKTYDHOH TOuKe,
TeM HMHOUBHIOVAlbHee OH KaxeTcs. HMEHHO mOSTOMYy, H3ydYeHHe HENOBTOPHMOTO B
XYIOXEeCTBEHHOM NPOM3BEIEHHH MOXET ObTh DEalH30BaHO TONBKO uepes3 pacKDphTHe
3aKOHOMEPHOTO, HPH HeH36eXHOM OmMymEeHMH HeHcyeprnaeMocTH. OTcCifa M OTBeT Ha
BONPOC O TOM, Y6HMBAaeT JIM TOUHOe 3HaHHe NpOH3BeJeHHe HcKyccTBa. I[IyTe K
MO3HAHMI0 — BCErfa NMPHOIKEHHOMY — MHOTO006pasHs Xy[LOKeCTBEHHOTO TeKCTa HAeT
He uepes JMpHUeCKHe pas3roBOPH O HEMOBTOPHMOCTH, a uepes3 H3yueHHe
HENoOBTOPUMOCTH Kak GYHKUMH ONMpefelléHHbX MOBTOPSAEMOCTeH, HHIUBHAYAIbHOTO
Kak GbyHKUHH aaKOHOMepHoro."45

The universalisiné objectives of semiotics understandably necessitate
a highly abstract theoretical apparatus and this too has brought forth
objections from some quarters with complaints about the artificiality and
non-provability of the "codes", "sign systems" and other categories with
which semiotics works. The semiotician can only answer that the provability
is not the point: if his abstract theoretical apparatus enables him to
demystify the individuality of the text(s) to which he is applying it,
meaningfully and consistently to compare and contrast it with other texts,
then that apparatus is fully validated.46

But how is it exactly that the particular perspective for which we
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have opted - the semiotic aspect of a work of art - would meet all the
requirements of the task immediately at hand? Is not a semiotic perspective
just that - one perspective among many, which only when combined give a
complete picture of the object to which they are applied?

To a limited extent this is true. However, the task at hand 1is not
to provide an exhaustive account of Andreyev's oeuvre but, while analysing
in some detail the workings of a selected body of his prose (the rationale
behind isolating any corpus from an entire oeuvre, and behind the particular
corpus—selection for Andreyev will be explained below) to suggest a means
of integrating him a little more convincingly than has been done so far
into the wider aesthetic processes from which his work emerged and towards
which it pointed.

The choice of a theoretical apparatus which deals in collectively
established codes, sign-systems etc. is the choice of an apparatus which

automatically assumes a place for the individual artist in wider aesthetic

processes; its categories and terminology are those only of "wider aesthetic
processes." (A sign of whatever sort only becomes accepted as such through
convention and collective accord.) To enquire as to the place of Andreyev

within these wider aesthetic processes is automatically to demand a semiotic

analysis of his texts. Such an approach seems ideally suited for our purpose.
The advantages of having a methodological framework sufficiently
universal in application-potential and sufficiently abstracted from its
object of analysis are both possessed by semiotics and have been described
(pp.v28—é9). There are two more advantages of particular importance which
facilitate our task considerably. Both of them build further upon the
powerful ability of semiotics to "integrate" and to "differentiate'" within
a single theoretical framework (p.ag above).
Firstly there is the semiotic notion of level ('uroven') which allows

us not just to consider heterogeneous works within a single framework, but
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also to integrate heterogeneous elements within any single work, and thus

dispose of the fragmenting terminology normally applied to different
features of the same work. Semiotics sets out to explain how things
acquire meaning and how that meaning is communicated. It follows,
therefore, that no matter which empirical aspects of a work of art we take,
whether it be the phonetic qualities of a single line, or the philosophical
qualities of an entire novel, those qualities can, inasmuch as they have
sigﬁificancé (i.e. "possess meaning®), be studied from within a unifying
semiotic perspective. Instead of adopting the technical terminology of
alliteration, metre, rhyme etc., for the former, and the very different
terminology associated with the history of ideas for the latter, we could,
for example, examine both aspects in terms of the selection and combination
of units of meaning (paradigmatics and syntagmatics - see p. 27 above). We
would be examining two different levels of meaning, but using the same
descriptive apparatus for each.

The semiotician can select any level of an artistic text and examine
its signifying function, safe in the knowledge that he will be able to
collate it with the signifying function of any other level, (the basic
rules of signification being the same for any sign or set of signs). At
the same time he can connect the two-levels as constituent parts of the
overall system of signs Qe call a text. At another level the whole text
itself functions as a single sign within its own distinct system of signs.
Thus the semiotician is able to switch to this "higher" level (the level of
"Text-as-sign") in order to study new, more general areas of meaning. Such
will be the basis of the methodology to be followed in our study of
Andreyev's texts.

The notion of level, then, enhances semiotics' powers of integration.
The second advantage it possesses (see p. 30 above) stems from the complex

nature of human signs as understood by semiotics and strengthens its
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ability to differentiate subtly between forms of semiotic activity.

Semiotics, as Lotman, Jakobson, etc. understand it, studies a whole
communicatory situation involving a number of aspects: sender (sender's

code(s)), channel, message and receiver (receiver's code(s)). The sign

itself has a material aspect — paint and canvas for painting, stone or

metal for sculpture, language for literature. It also has a signifying
aspect (the organisation of the material aspect into meaning-conveying
units), a signified aspect (the unit of meaning attached to the meaning-

>

conveying unit), a signification (the overall meaning of a sign in a given

context) and a referent (the actual material object represented as opposed
to the mental conception of it, or "signified"). These aspects taken
together constitute a set of variables capable in theory of accounting
from within a unified theoretical framework for all down to the subtlest
differences between art and other areas of human discourse, and between the
various forms of artistic activity.

The work of art being a particular sort of sign, we can expect a
particular sort of relationship to obtain between the variables mentioned,
one which would clearly distinguish it from any other form. of human
communication and so allow us to study it in its specificity.

Jan Muka¥ovsky, for example, has studied the special relationship
between SIGN and REFERENT in art and, in particular, in the work of
literature. His idea that literary signs must, throughout their historical
development, both denote reality and at the same time appear to the reader

as a concrete part of that reality will help us particularly in our efforts

.. . . 47
to assimilate Andreyev to a literary evolutionary process. Jakobson's

above-mentioned distinction between Metaphor and Metonymy (p. 27) lends

itself especially well to study of this same sign-referent relationship;
literary texts may be differentiated according to whether they signify

reality by presenting themselves as its equivalent (Metaphor), or as being
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in contiguity with it (Metonymy). Meanwhile, Tzvetan Todorov's definition
of the literary Fantastic in terms of a hesitation on the part of the
reader between two reading strategies produces a point of intersection on
with Jakobson's Metaphor/Metonymy theory that will make it (Todorov's
"Pantastic") highly effective in an Andreyevan context.

Jakobson and Todorov are also among those to have studied the SENDER-
RECEIVER relationship in literature. We referred above to Todorov's idea

of literary modalities (p. 28) and to its significance for our analysis.

Because, in effect, it deals with an instruction from author to reader.
about how to treat the events of a particular narrative, Todorov's theory
clearly belongs under the “"Sender-Receiver" rubric. So too, though in a
less direct way, do the writings of Mikhail Bakhtin. His contrastive

definition of Monologic texts (authoritative, stable, one-directional:-

from sender to receiver) and dialogic texts (lacking in authority, unstable,

two—directional:- between sender and receiver) is an excellent .typologising
tool with great relevance to the prose of Leonid Andreyev. Bakhtin's
theory can be linked to Benveniste's category of "énonciation™ (p. 27)
which itself may be used to distinguish literary texts according to the
degree with which they foreground their origins in a sender's "act of
narration'l. This idea is, in turn, connectéd with the terms Discourse
(elements of narration that betray the presence of an authorial figure) and
Story (elements thch disguise themselves as pure "event™) . Though deriving
originally from the Russian Formalists' "Syuzhet/Fabula" distinction the
Discoursg/Story opposition as it is to be applied below corresponds more to
the definition given to it by American theorist Robert Scholes.48

The rules and procedures according to which literary signs are
produced and received are known in semiotics as codes. Perhaps the most
thorough investigation into the TEXT-CODE variables in literary communication

has been conducted in France, with semioticians like Philippe Hamon building
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upon the seminal writings of Roland Barthes in this area.

Finally, Yurii Lotman and the Tartu school of semioticians have
produced some remarkable work in the semiotics of whole cultures.49 This
work offers us amongét other things, a reliable means of tracing historical
changes in the functioning of all the above variables to shifts in the
relationship between two fundamental factors affecting all cultural activity,

namely the "Continual-Mythic" (an element in human thought which stresses

synthesis, the circularity of time and the similarity of all things) and

2]

its opposite, the "Linear Discrete.” Lotman's contributions to this field

of semiotics will be drawn upon extensively in later sections of our study.
Now when the question of the selection of levels is broached, the two

advantages offered by semiotics (integration by means of the notion of

level and differentiation via the set of variables suggested by the complex

nature of signs themselves) can be combined; it makes much sense to take

as the dividing lines between levels those stiiggested by the semiotic

perspective itself, namely those of the signifying situation:- sender-text;

text-referent; text-code; text-receiver; sender-receiver. At the same time

each of these separate "levels" can be treated as a signifying situation

in its own right with the same semiotic apparatus applied. What we are

really talking about is the repeated application of the same apparatus

describing the signifying situation, with emphasis falling upon a different
constituent part of that signifying situation each time. In other words

the other constituent parts are not excluded each time but merely temporarily
placed in the background. For example, a section concentrating on the text-
code relationship will not exclude consideration of sender-receiver, text-
referent etc. as these are vital to the functioning of the text and code,

but will include them only insofar as they illuminate that particular
relationship. Likewise, text and code will become "background" when sender

and receiver are foregrounded. In this way a fully integrational method
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is obtained, whereby a micro-semiotics is not isolated from a macro-
semiotics and vice-versa but instead the two are part of one and the same
apparatus.

The method is, within the terms of reference of literary semiotics, a
synthetic one, drawing as it does on the findings and approaches of a range
of theorists in both East and West.

In order to specify how exactly the approach outlined will apply to
the works of Leonid Andreyev it is necessary to move on to discuss the aims,

terms of reference and proposed structuring of the study.

STRUCTURES, AIMS, TERMS OF REFERENCE

The title of our study refers to one particular branch of Andreyev's
literary activity (the short stories) and to one particular period in his
literary life~time. Why the stories and not the plays? Why the middle
period of the oeuvre?

There are five responses to those questions:

i) The demands of practicality: any study which proposes to base its

findings upon careful examination of the works themselves cannot hope to
cover the whole of an oeuvre as large as that of Leonid Andreyev. It must
limit itself to a corpus of works selected from that oeuvre.

ii) The demands of specificity: The omission of the drama can be

explained as a result of the methodology adopted - one which, while capable
of integrating different genres and different art-forms within the same
framework, nevertheless respects the specificity of each. An extension of
the terms of reference of this study to cover Andreyev's drama would
necessitate a full investigation of the peculiar semiotic rules governing
the dramatic signifying situations - something which would require a
separate study in its own right.

iii) The nature of the Andreyevan heritage: The works written in the
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period chosen (1900—1909) represent the bulk of the Andreyevan heritage.
With one or two notable exceptions (e.g. the play: "Tot kto poluchaet
poshchechiny') Andreyev's place in literary history is founded upon works
written within these dates and any attempt to define that place should
concentrate its attention accordingly.

iv) The logic of the methodology: Since we are adopting a critical

approach which deals in supra-individual categories and in which the
biographical author is no longer the focus of attention, there is now no
need to follow the biographical development of his oeuvre from beginning
to end — indeed that would contradict the logic of the methodology as
defined above. We are therefore perfectly justified in isolating a cross-
section of the oeuvre.

v) The demands of the Synchronic principle: Ferdinand de Saussure in

his ‘Cours de Linguistique Generale distinguishes between a synchronic

approach which studies systems outside of time, as on a single temporal

plane, and a diachronic approach which studies the development of systems

in and throughvtime. The analysis below will by no means eschew the question
of diachrony. Indeed the purpose of the enterprise is to locate a place for
"the Andreyevan text" (see below) within literary history, and history must,
by definition be a diachronic system. Nevertheless, in order to do this it
has been considered appropriate to examine the Andreyevan oeuvre essentially

as a synchronic system, otherwise we would be faced with the problem of two

diachronies of different orders:— a literary biographical diachrony and a
literary historical diachrony. We might then attempt to accommodate that

synchronic whole within one or more of a number of diachronies.

The choice of the period 1900-1909 is then vindicated, not only
because it contains the bulk of the Andreyevan heritage but also because,
as a "middle period," any synchronic system developed on the basis of the

works which constitute it, is able to account for works from other periods
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in the form of realised potentiality (later developments) and unrealised

potentiality (early steps): "Pure synchronism .... proves to be an illusion:

every synchronic system has its past and its future as inseparable structural
elements of the system" (J. Tynyanov and R. Jakobson).50

What this means for our study of Andreyev is that the corpus of works
we have indicated (short stories, 1900-1909) will form a basis for the
elucidation of a body of rules governing the production of the "Andreyevan
text" — an ideal abstraction which corresponds to no actual text in
particular but which, while epitomising the texts of "the most Andreyevan
period" of the Andreyev oeuvre, can account for the individuality of every
separate text in that oeuvre.

Though most atteﬁtion will be devoted to the specified corpus, it is
now obvious that not infrequent "forays" beyond its boundaries (both
temporal and generic) will be required in order to substantiate claims made
about "realised and unrealised potentialities" (earlier and later developments)
in relation to the Andreyevan text.

In the same way (and for parallel reasons) that "the author" and his
complete, unified oeuvre is not going to be regarded as a central, guiding
notion, so the individual work loses its status as a unique, indivisible
whole. It would therefore be somewhat inconsistent to conduct our analysis
via a series of exhaustive readings of individual Andreyev stories, though
theoretically this would be perfectly feasible, given the critical apparatus
we intend to employ. Instead the corpus shall at all times be treated as
a unity, and individual texts shall be cited and analysed insofar as they

illustrate a given point, i.e. realise a given (trans-authorial) code or

structure.

Following on from this, the strong comparative element in the study
will not be a matter of comparing Andreyev as a unique and insoluble whole

with other such unique and insoluble wholes. Any comparison to be made will
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centre on the subtly differing realisations of these codes and structures

from author to author.
The same logic called upon to justify the selection of a limited

section of Andreyev's oeuvre for close analysis may be invoked to explain

a similar selectiveness in the non-Andreyev works that are to be cited: we

shall rely mainly (but by no means exclusively) on works generically and
temporally close to Andreyev's short stories 1900-1909, for the demands of
practicality, specificity, the logic of the methodology and synchronicity
apply equally to the trams—authorial context into which we wish to insert
Andreyev's texts. Indeed, since "the Andreyevan text" is to be no more

than a particular combination of trans-authorial codes and structures, the

argument for selectiveness in relation to Andreyev's works and the argument

for selectiveness in relation to non—-Andreyev works is one and the same.
Having dealt with our terms of reference within the Andreyev oceuvre it

is now necessary to determine the structure of the analysis to be undertaken

in order to clarify the nature of our wider terms of reference and thus the

overall aims of the study.

It was decided that the structuring of a semiotic investigation of
literature should be according to level (see above). The signifying situation,
we recall, divides naturally into a number of levels, each of which implies
the presence of the remaining levels for its own functioning, but can be
foregrounded by turn for the purposes of analysis.

While this principle will be adhered to in our semiotic examination
of Andreyev's prose, we have further decided that the progression from level

to level will be determined according to degree of abstraction. Each level

will, in turn, correspond to a single chapter. Thus the first chapter

corresponding to the least degree of abstraction, will examine what, for

convenience, we have called "text-assembly" - the way in which the reader

of an Andreyev story builds meaning in the most immediate (least abstract)
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sense (see below).

This will serve as a grounding for Chapter 2 which will go on to
examine the relationships obtaining between the text, its source (sender),
its referent (the reality it models) and its addressee (receiver), thus
extending our analytical perspective and its degree of abstraction from the
level of text to that of the extra—textual realities to which it is
referrable. In fact, source, referent and addressee are not strictly

speaking themselves extra-textual constructs, but are positions within the

text enabling the reader to make a meaningful connection between text and
extra—-text. This is an example of what is meant by saying that each level
implies within it all the remaining levels.

Chapter 3 will further widen the perspective and extend the level of
abstraction to cover the literary-historical context in which Andreyev's
works function. This will involve a pinpointing of the literary and socio-
literary codes responsible for the meaning generated in the texts.

The final chapter, Chapter 4, brings us to the furthest level of
abstraction. Here we shall attempt to point to certain aspects of an
overall cultural system which account for all three previous levels and
within which Andreyev's texts may therefore be accgmmodated.

A conclusion will draw together various strands from the foregoing
chapters and aim to provide some sort of an answer to the major questions
with which the thesis is concerned: first and foremost the question of
Andreyev's place in‘literary and cultural history, but also that of
Andreyev's specificity - his unique contribution within the literary-
cultural process.

The structure outlined is, as explained, not a linear one, whereby
the findings at each stage add to those of the previous stages in a

progression which, only when complete, constitutes an analysis of the whole

corpus. In contrast to that, each stage here will on its own terms
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constitute an analysis of the whole corpus, and of the Andreyev corpus in
its literary-historical context. The difference between the stages is to
be found in the level of analysis. Inevitably this means that some of the
same textual evidence will recur from chapter to chapter in different
contexts. Far from constituting unnecessary repetition we would argue that

it is only when a given piece of textual evidence has been considered from

a variety of perspectives (on a number of different levels) that its
significance can be said to have been anywhere approaching exhausted.
Indeed, in the chapters to follow it has been deliberate policy to achieve
continuity through the consideration of the same pieces of textual evidence
on differeﬁt levels of analysis.

Continuity of level though there may be, it has however been necessary
to make certain modifications of terminology when moving from level to
level which might create the impression of discontinuity. The modification
is, though, only limited and the original, guiding principle of literary
semiotics (that all meaning be considered in terms of signs) will be adhered
to throughout. The modification is determined by the particular element
of the signifying situation which is at the centre of attention at any
given moment (sender, code, cultural system etc.)

The first chapter will, then, rely heavily on the vocabulary of a
general poetics of fiction. Since it will constitute a relatively immanent
analysis - that is, one drawing mainly on the immediate evidence offered
by the texts themselves as assembled by the reader - its methodology and
terminology is largely that of the earlier poeticians (Jakobson, Shklovsky
and Tynyanov in the East and, later, Todorov in the West) who were still
occupied in completing the project initiated by the first Russian Formalists:

a major scientific theory of literature as literature. We shall begin with

the Formalist notion of "literariness™ or poeticity (see above p. 18) and

apply it particularly to the question of Andreyev's choice of the short
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story as the prose form in which to write. This will be followed up with

an examination of "narrative transformation” in Andreyev's stories, based

on Shklovsky's theory of single narratives. The concept of "motivation”
(p. 26 above) will be applied to certain linguistic qualities in Andreyev's

writing, as will Bakhtin's theories of literary space and time (p. 18) to

certain semantic peculiarities.
Most attention in Chapter 1 will be given over to consideration of

the paradigmatic and syntagmatic generation of meaning in Andreyev (p. 27

above). As well as looking at what we shall call 'intertextual' paradigms
of character and event (see Glossary of Terms) we shall also propose a
bésic, "Andreyevan" generating-paradigm to account for the selection of
units of meaning in all the stories of interest to us. When considering
Andreyevan syntagmatics, Jakobson's two categories of metaphor and metonymy
(p. 27 above) will enable us to determine the principles upon which the
units of meaning in Andreyev's stories are horizontally combined to form
linear texts.

The concepts of paradigm and syntagma are so highly adaptable that
they may themselves be applied at many different levels - from paradigms
and syntagmas of character, plot etc. (immediate textual meaning) as here -
to the paradigmatics and syntagmatics of whole cultures (cf. the recent work
of Lotman). In this way the terminological gap between an immanent poetics
and an interdisciplinary study of cultures is bridged.

The distinction will form the backbone of our analysis in Chapter 1
because of these “bridging™ qualities and because of its particular
importance in the stories of Leonid Andreyev.

The second chapter, treating the Andreyevan text in its relation to
“origin", "destination™ and "reference" will begin by concentrating on the
third of these variables. The need for a rather broader perspective (one

less restricted to "immediate' textual meaning) has caused us to return to
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Roman Jakobson's distinction between metaphor and metonymy in order to
clarify the way in which the Andreyevan text models the world outside it

(see p. 27 above). Todorov's theory of the Fantastic, developed and

modified by Rosemary Jackson will also, for reasons that will become

apparent, be useful here. The theme of the Andreyevan Fantastic is in fact
central to this thesis and as well as forming the core to Chapter Two, will
recur frequently throughout Chapters 1, 3 and 4. These ideas will be
supplemented by recourse to another semiotic adaptation of a concept from
linguistics — that of modality (p. 28 above).

The second half of Chapter II deals more with 'origin' and 'destination.'
Apart from making use of the by now sophisticated theories of voice and
perspective (Genette in France, Uspensky, Bakhtin, Korman and Lotman in the
Séviet Union), it will also synthesise Bakhtin's approach to monologism and
dialogism (p. 33 above), Benveniste's approach to literature as an "act of
narration” (“énonciation™ - pp. 27 and 33 above) and Scholes' analysis of
Discourse and Story elements in fiction (p. 33) in order to situate
Andreyev's work within an overall trend towards a particular type of
literary utterance which was taking place at the turn of the century in
Russia.

Chapter Three focusses more closely on Andreyev's place within the
evolutionary process in literature at large. There are a number of models
of literary evolution, but the one furnished by Jan Mukarovsky (p. 32 above)
has proved most fruitful here. This is combined with an examination of the
literary codes at work in this evolutionary process, to which Andreyev's
texts turn out to be central. Particular attention will be given to the
functioning of the "“codes of realism" for which an article by Philippe
Hamon (drawing largely on the work of Roland Barthes) has served as a
basis. This is followed up by an analysis of the role of allegory in

Andreyev's texts, an analysis inspired by Jonathan Culler's important
y y y
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insights into the recurrence of certain fundamental semiotic problems in
world literature. The work of Umberto Eco on the historical formation of
new literary codes will also prove useful in this chapter.
The fourth and final chapter is perhaps the most tentative in terms
of aims, owing to the dearth of precedents forthcoming from the heritage
of literary semiotics. This factor has meant somewhat less terminological
rigour than in previous chapters and the apparatus adopted is probably best
described as a synthesis of Lotman's work on culture, Bakhtin's discoveries
in the realm of literary prototypes and some rather more traditional
theoretical work on Russian culture and mass communications at the beginning
of this century. It is nevertheless hoped that the loss in rigour will be
amply compensated for by the suggestivity of the results and that any loss
of continuity between this chapter and the preceding three will be minimal.
In connection with our earlier description of Chapter I we stated as

our aim the reconstruction or uncovering of "the Andreyevan text" - an ideal,

abstract construct capable of accommodating every actual text in the
Andreyev oeuvre, but corresponding to none of them. The notion of the

elucidation of an "Andreyevan text' can now be broadened to include within

it the overall aims of our whole enterprise: as the objective of a

synthesizing synchronic analysis it is the point at which vastly different

works from different periods of an oeuvre spanning a quarter of a century

converge. And as the objective of a semiotic analysis it is likewise the

point of convergence between the unique and individualised oeuvre of Leonid
Andreyev and the process of literary and cultural development at large.
Because it is capable, ideally, of accounting for all the writings in
Andreyev's oeuvre, there seems to be every justification, when attempting
to assemble the Andreyevan text's laws of production, for drawing on
knowledge of Andreyev's manuscript-drafts. 1In the theoretical context: of

this thesis the drafts will be treated normally not as indicators of an
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all-important "authorial intent", but as actualisations of an Andreyevan
structure, to be considered alongside actualisations constituted by the
published texts.

The manuscripts referred to below are from Andreyev's "Kleenchataya
tetrad'" held in TsGALI, Fond II, Moscow and the previously untapped sources
of Collection no. 88, Hoover Institution, California, U.S.A. ("Rukopisi
Leonida Andreeva').

On those occasions when the drafts are cited precisely as evidence of
an "authorial intent", it is, again, not in order to elevate that intent to
the status of a particular work's meaning, but instead to constitute it as
what we consider to be the author's reading of his own text. The authorial
reading can then be placed together with other readings so that we might
gain an idea of the dominant modes of reading prevailing in Andreyev's time.

References to Andreyev's published works are, unless otherwise
specified, ﬁade according to the 1911-1913 "Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii"
published by the Marks qulishing house.

A short glossary of the most frequently recurring theoretical terms
has been provided at the end of the study. Each chapter, moreover, will be
prefaced by a brief exposition of the theoretical background to the
terminology specific to it.

We are now in a position to begin the gradual process of constructing

the Andreyevan text.
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CHAPTER ONE

SOME ASPECTS OF THE POETICS OF ANDREYEV'S PROSE

i)  Andreyev and the Short Story:- "Poeticity'; Narrative
Transformation; Narrative ""Memory"; Internal
Motivation; The Short Story and Literary Evolution

a) "Poeticity", the Short story and Andreyev

This chapter, like those to follow, will be concerned with the
generation of meaning in Andreyev's stories. The process of meaning -
generation can be divided for the purposes of analysis into a number
of stages, or, better, levels (since in practice they all function
simultaneously and in unison). Here we shall concentrate on the least
abstract, most immediately accessible level of that process — the

"textualisation of meaning'', implying by that term a confinement to

the specifically literary (indeed literary-prose) structures and rules

of organisation as opposed to those of wider semiotic significance.

For this reason there is some justification in referring here to
a poetics of Andreyev's prose since the term still retains many of the
connotations of the "study of literature as literature" originally
associated with the Russian Formalist school.

Though the results obtained below are intended to have validity
for the whole corpus of stories selected for analysis and for the
solution of all the problems articulated in the Introduction, they in
no way constitute a complete poetics of Andreyev's prose, but relate
instead to certain key aspects.

Foremost amongst these is the question of gehre. Its importance
to poetics and to semiotics in general appears self-evident. Each
literary genre is in a sense '"a contract between author and public"
and thus involves a particular sender-text-receiver relationship and

calls upon a particular set of literary codes. (See Chapters Two and
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Three). It also brings with it a particular set of internal rules of
construction and assembly.

Since the status of Andreyev's works as short stories ("rasskazy"
and "povesti™) is of such immediate relevance to their assimilation as
literary texts it is with this that we propose to begin.

The four initial structural features of the Andreyevan text as
short story which are to be investigated are all closely interrelated.
They touch upon the nature of literary language in the context of the
short story's position on the novel - lyric poetry spectrum ("poeticity");
the effect that this has on the short story as narrative (narrative
transformation) and the way in which it is developed from "eyent" to
"event" (narrative memory); the relationship of these three factors to
the integration of the short story as a meaningful whole (internal
motivation). The theoretical framework for each of these concepts
will be provided as and when they are introduced. The argument in
each case will be that these structural features of the short story
underwent intensification in the Andreyev oeuvre and in some instances
attgined a nearly pgre state in texts covered by the period 1900-1909.
Furthermore, features inherent in the poetics of the short story will
be held responsible for some of the "most typically Andreyevan' aspects
of that period and will therefore feature as prominent structural

properties of the "Andreyevan Text". The theme of the Andreyevan text

as actualiser of certain key structures in the short story will in
fact run throughout this Chapter and much of Chapter Two.

The early research of the Formalist "Opoyaz'" group centred on the
nature of what they termed '"poetic language" - i.e. on what makes the
language of literature (poetry and prose) different from "'everyday
language" (see Introduction, p. 18). Later, Roman Jakobson shifted

his attention to the 'poetic function", having decided that '"poetic
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language" as such was a misleading concept and that instead language
in general possessed a number of different functions, the selection
from among which depended less on concrete qualities in language than
on the attitudes of producer and receiver towards it.2 Jakobson's
well-known definition of the poetic function of language as involving
a "set towards the message'" - meaning an emphasis on the signifying
elements of language for their own sake, rather than for what they
conbey - had the effect of making poetry, with its meticulous attention
to every syllable of every word as the ”mogt literary" genre and the
novel as the "least literary". It is not necessary to accept entirely
Jakobson's equation of "literariness'" ["literaturnost'"] with the "set
towards the message' and the resulting hierarchy of genres, in order
to realise that the novel and the lyric poem do nevertheless differ in
the way he describes.

The greater length of the novel makes it naturally conducive to
the building of complex "signifieds" and less conducive to the building
of self-reflexive, independent relationships among itsféignifiers? of
which poetry is eminently capable. The short story, merely by virtue
of its relative length cduld logically be expected to form an inter-—
mediary genre on the scale of which the novel is one pole and the
lyric poem its opposite.

While this is clearly a far too simple and generalised notion on
which to build a full genre-theory it does provide a platform from
which a more sophisticated differentiation of the genres may be
developed.

To return the context of the discussion to the texts of Andreyev,
his earlier stories (pre 1901) would anyway appear neither in their
production nor their reception to give priority to poeticity (the term

we shall now use in preference to "literariness" in order to remain
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conscious of the hierarchy of genres that Jakobson's theory implies).
For the most part they are "conventional™ (for their time) narratives
on themes of social concern that owe much to Tolstoy, Chekhov, Gleb
Uspensky and Gorky, as the writer himself acknowledged. They were
known for their combination of, amongst other elements, the
uﬁobtrusiveness and economy of expression made famous by Chekhov and
the sense of moral purpose of Tolstoy's later works. Andreyev never
really broke free from the influence of these writers and throughout
his career frequently returned to their kind of writing, both in
prolonged spells and in "ome-off" stories, so that during a period of
radical artistic experimentation which produced "Zhizn' Cheloveka",
"Tsar' Golod", "Eleazar" and "Proklyatie zverya". Andreyev could still
publish "Ivan Petrovich" (1906) which, but for certain contemporary
contextual details, would not have seemed so very out of place in the
early, satirical stage of Chekhov's oeuvre.

However, it would appear logical that this is not evidence of
some kind of creative schizophrenia on the writer's part and that
there must be elements in the synchronic structure of Andreyev's prose
which account for the heterogeneity in its diachronic development.

This thesis receives support when we recall that amongst Andreyev's
very earliest fiction there are stories like "Obnazhennaya dusha"
which in its highly unconventional treatment of a fantastic theme
presages Andreyev's most innovatory prose.

Andreyev's adherence - with the exception of the singularly and
significantly unsuccessful novel "Sashka Zhegulev" - to the short genre
in prose throughout his career is one obvious structural factor uniting
early "traditional" and later "radical" works.

By choosing to write within this genre Andreyev thereby accepted

the constraints imposed by it (see again Jameson's The Political
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Unconscious )3 and though in his writings on literature he repeatedly
stressed the priority of "content",4 Andreyev could not escape the
compositional consequences of his choice nor the readings it forced on
his public. Chief among these constraints is the greater propensity
towards "poeticity" which the short story brings in comparison with the
longer prose form — the novel.

Poeticity in the stories of Andreyev's most successful period
(1900-1909) takes a number of different but interrelated forms, not all
immediately traceable to the generic peculiarities of the short story,

"set

but all of which are clearly explicable in terms of Jakobson's
towards the message' (p. 47 above).

Firstly, and perhaps most obviously, we might draw attention to

the linguistic register in which stories such as "Proklyatie Zverya'",

"Lozh'", "Bezdna'", "Den' gneva', "Stena" and numerous others are
written. The first-person narration in all these stories (with the
exception of "Bezdna') indicates that they are being presented to us

as the written recollections of real people. However, the register in
which the narration is conducted is, in each case, so “high" with such
an abundance of overtly literary expressions and turns of phrase, that
the reader's attention is to a certain extent distracted from the task
of gauging the narrator's personality and contructing the often bizarre
events of the plot. It is turned instead towards an appreciation of the
literary language of the narration itself. In other words, the
linguistic register of the stories causes the language to lose some of
its transparency and transitivity and acquire a significant measure of
opaqueness and self-reflexivity. This tendency is less well developed
in Andreyev than in the later practitioners of so-called "ornate prose"
such as Isaac Babel and the early Pilnyak, but, as the opening paragraphs

of three stories will demonstrate, Andreyev can, with some justification
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be portrayed as a precursor of these writers:-

nITY CBOGOOHYI0 NEeCHI0 O I'pPo3e CIpaBeOjIMBOCTH H Kapbl CIIOXWUI A,
Kak yMmen, — a— [bxepormMmo llackaHbsa, cHUWIHHACKUM 6aHOuT, y6ubua,

II5

rpaburenb, NPECTYIHHK .

nf 6owers ropoma, s J06MN0 IyCThRHHOe MOpe M jec. Mos gyma Marka H
nogaTivBa ..... TO GOIpNas OHAa CTAHOBHUTCH, IIPOCTOPDHAas M CBeTilas Kak
BedepHee He6O HaO NIYCTHIHHBIM MOpeM, TO CKHMMAeTCs B KOMOUEK ....
OPOTATHBAETCH KaK Cephii KODHOOP MexIy TIIIyXux creH'.

nTume, Tmme, Ttume. IlogBuHbCH 6muxe. OCMoTpu B raasa. f Bcerga
6bUIa OUapOBATENbHLM CYmMECTBOM, HEeXHbIM, YYBCTBHTEJIBLHbIM H 6i1arogapHbiM.
U 6maropodHelM U MynopbM. W TakuM THGKHM B H3BHBax CTPOHHOr'o Tena, 4To

' . n/

Te6e 6yIeT DPAmOCThI B3TVIAHYTH HAa TRWXYH IUIACKY MOKW ..

The poeticity of Andreyev's linguistic register is frequently

enhanced through his choice of narrative model. Nineteenth-century
novels often turned to non-literary models such as the diary, the
historical manuscript, the confession in order to add authenticity to
the events of their plots. Though, as we shall later see, Andreyev
himself sometimes used these models, his selection of more specifically
literary models for stories like "Tak bylo" (folk-tale), "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" (hagiography), 'Iuda Iskariot" and "Eleazar"
(Bible), "Pravila dobra" and "Rasskaz o tom kak u zmeya vpervye
poyavilis' yadovitye zuby'" (fable) again switches the focus away from
the authenticity of the contents and towards the literariness of the

narration.

Even a less overtly "poetic" story like '"Moi zapiski' is nevertheless
ridden with self-consciously literary quirks, such as the exaggerated
use of lengthy footnotes, the sudden insertion of unusually short
chapters 3 or 4 lines in length, and the constant reference on the

part of the narrator to his "dorogoi chitatel'".
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While the presence of such features in an eighteenth-century
narrative would appear perfectly natural and unobtrusive, their
function in a post-Pushkinian context is far more likely to be the
focus on literary language for its own sake we have been describing.
This comparison, incidentally, illustrates Jakobson's distinction

between "poetic language" and the "poetic function of language' (pp.46-47

above). The qualities we have enumerated do not in themselves

constitute a fixed, unchanging "poetic language". In the context of
Andreyev's prose, appearing as it did in immediate succession to the
everyday, transparent narration typical of nineteenth-century
narrative, they would better be described as "re-activating" language's
poetic function.

Similarly, despite the short story's greater poeticity relative

to the novel, a writer's choice of that form need not in itself

indicate an orientation towards greater poeticity:— witness Pushkin's
adoption of the short narrative-form before the nineteenth century
novel had even established itself, and as part of a move away from
what was seen as the overbearing artifice and literariness of
sentimental prose. In Andreyev's case the short-story form points to
an activation of the poetic function, while in Pushkin's case it does
not. The significance of this point will be come clearer below

(p. 85).

Other examples of poeticity in Andreyev's most successful
narratives can be tied in more directly with their status as short
stories, and, indeed, with the attributes of lyric poetry to which the
short-story is, relative to the novel, naturally inclined.

Andreyev's prose, for example, is replete with poetic figures of

all sorts - metaphors, similes, oxymorons, personifications and even,

occasionally, metre and rhyme. The combined effect of these is, as
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above, to add density and intransitivity to his mode of narration.
This aspect of his writing has been treated in detail by, amongst
others, J.B. Woodward in England, and N.A. Kozhevnikova in the Soviet
Union8 and does not need expanding upon here. Suffice it to say that
poetic density of the kind to be found in the following example, which
at times appears to come close to breaching the barrier dividing prose
from poetry, could barely be sustained for the length of an entire
novel and reads much better concentrated within the limits of a 10-20
page "rasskaz":
n3aMépsmye OKHa, 3anyleHHbe HHeeM, CBEeTJIeH IOf OTHEM M HCKDaMH, ObUH
HeNnpoHMIaeMbl, KaK CTeHbl, ¥ OTHEeNANH JgeH OT cepoH HOouM. Bes3srpaHH4YHbM
KOTbLIOM OHa objerana G0M, OaBuila Ha Hero CBepxy, HCKajla OTBepCTHe,
KyHma 6bl IMPOINIYCTHTH CBOM Cephlii KOTOTH .... U cHOBa ¢ BH3roM 6pocanachk
Ha oM, BbUla B Tpy6e rOJIOOHEM BOEM HEHACHITMMOH 3J106bl H TOCKH O6MaHmBana:
v Heé He ObUIO HeTel, OHA COXPalla HX B II0JIe, B IONE ...

Oua Hamna. OroHs BoOMABMOI JaMibl IPOTOUYMI KPYXOK B IYmHMCTON 6poHe
.... X oBOoe, gBOe .... OOOApAaHHbE TONble CTEHH .... CHAKMAas NyCcToTa
BO3OyXa U JwogH. Ux ,u;Boe".9

The same applies to Andreyev's wide use of contrast, textual
PP y

symmetry, repetitions, and recurring motifs. Stories like "Bezdna"

feature a series of striking, and, indeed, shocking contrasts (the
dark, forbidding forest and the bright, sunlit road passing through it;
the idyllic romance of the two lovers; the savage bestiality of the
rapists, etc.). "Prizraki" is built around a network of symmetries
(the gypsy-girl's song of unrequited love in the restaurant "Babylon",
the medical assistant's unrequited love for Dr. Shevyrev in the
lunatic asylum; Doctor Shevyrev's mysterious powers of silent
domination over the inhabitants of both restaurant and asylum, etc.).

The never-tiring "one who knocks" (,ToT xTO cryuur") functions as a
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symbolically-laden recurring motif in the same story, while the very

title of "Tak bylo" is part of the recurring phrase "Tak bylo, tak
budet" which punctuates that story's plot from beginning to end.

These aspects of Andreyev's writing, too, have received extensive
analysis in the work of early Soviet critics K. Dryagin and A. Linin.
Neither critic, however, makes reference to the fact that the persistent
and thorough development of such textual relationships is, to a large
extent, dependent on the short story's capacity for encouraging its
reader to retain in his memory and to interlink signifying elements
independent of their signifieds (p. 47 above). One example of the
utmost subtlety which demonstrates this fact occurs in "Prizraki", the
story in which Andreyev's development of poeticity attains its
apotheosis. On the first page of the story we read in the introductory
description of the asylum:- ,Bouto THxO, THme 4YeM B CaMmoi¥ [epeBHe, rre
HOKNT HMeTYXH, JialT cofakd, W Kpu4yaT geTH. TyT He ObUlo HH merei, HH
coBaK, KOTODHX 3aMeHsJ BbICOKHH, TIIIYXOLi 3a60p".11 We wonder why the
narrative has omitted to state the absence of cockerells, as rhetorical
convention demands of such a sentence-structure. The answer is to be
found buried in. the concluding paragraphs, when the missing cockerel
turns up in the form of one of the patients' delusions: ,.... B KOHHe
KOpHOOpa 3a Ge3MONIBHOM [OTOJe OBEephbl0 INOCILWANCA I'DOMKHHE KDPHK. 3To
KpHua 6OH§HOﬁ, KOTOpBII CcUHTan cebs neTyXOM".12 Thus, in implying
originally that cockerels are-in fact present within the asylum (by
failing to specify their absence), the third-person narrator appears
in retrospect to have himself submitted to the same delusion. The
full significance of this blurring of appearance and reality will
become apparent in later sections of the present chapter, and in
Chapter 2. Clearly though, such subtle and detailed exploitation of

symmetry/ﬁasymmetry between beginning and end is far better suited to
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the brevity and concentration of the 'rasskaz' than to the diffuseness
of the novel.

The establishment of independent relationships among signifiying
elements via symmetries repetitions etc. of the kind just described is
extended right down to the micro-level of single words. (Cf. our
discussion of semiotic levels in the Introduction, pp. 31-32). This

produces what might be called "verbal contamination" - a process which

constitutes by far the most striking and radical version of poeticity

to be found in Andreyev's mature prose. The process occurs when an
attribute of a noun or set of nouns (single adjective phrase, or whole
descriptive cluster of phrases) attaches itself to another, semantically

unrelated noun (or group of nouns), as though contaminating it with

its own qualities. Thus, towards the end of "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" the rapidly deteriorating sanity of the priest leads him
to read from the Bible to his idiot-son the passage dealing with how
Jesus miraculously restored sight to a blind man: ,llonuMaems! Crenott
oT poxgenus. HUKorma He BHOen conHua .... BenHbIt yenoBek! Crenoii
genosek!" A few lines later a description of the raging storm outside
Vasily's hut and the tolling church-bells contains the following
instance of contamination:— ,,30BE&T GIYXIAKDHMX KOJOKOM, MU B OeCCHIHH
laueT ero crapsii, HamopBaHHeN rojoc. MW oHa [Merens] kauaercs Ha ero
4uEpHbIX, CJeIbiX 3BYKaX M MOET: UX gBoe, nABoe, asoe'.

The title of "Krasnyi smekh" is itself an example of just such
contamination, the red colour of blood and murder transferring itself
through the course of the story to a cluster of nouns centred around
"madness™ and "laughter" to form a particularly suggestive combination.

The process works in the reverse direction, from noun to adjective,
as demonstrated by the ubiquitous influence of the noun "kamen'" in

"Tuda Iskariot": ,HMyma, DOXIEHHHEI Cpelu KaMHeH KaMeHHbie MBICIIH 3
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14
B KaMeHHcTOM Hepycanume okaMeHeBmero Hymy'".

Texts like "Stena", "Krasnyi smekh®™, "Proklyatie Zverya", and
"Iuda Iskariot" are so rife with verbal contaminations of this nature
(and there are other variations involving adverbs, verbs and the
extension of metaphors and similes beyond their "rightful" semantic
domain) that their energy and movement derives, in places, almost
solely from this source:-

"Bémny BIMBAsCh B 3eM0, BHICHIHCDL OTPOMHBIE, CEpble KaMHH — CJIOBHO

IpomWesl 3mech KOTHa—TO KaMeHHb HOKIb, M B GECKOHEUHOH IyMe 3acThUIlH

THXEnme Kamwt. KW Ha OTIPOKHHY ThIi, OBDYGIEHHEII Yepen GbUl TIOXOX 3TOT

OUKO—IIYCTHIHHBI OBpar, H KaxObii KaMeHb B HEM 6blla 3aCThIBHAS MBICTIB, H
UX ObUIO MHOT'O, M BCe OHH OyMalld TAXejlo, 6e3rpaHuYHO, INPOCTOPHO.
BoT mpyxemobHO IIPOKOBHIPSAJ Bo3le Hyas Ha CBOMX MATKHX HOrax

oBMaHyThll CKOPIHOH. MWyma BSIVIAHYJ Ha Hero He OTHHMAs OT KaMHA TI'OJIOBHI

ceee H cHoBa OCTaHOBUIIMCHL Ha UeM—TO ero riuasa .... BOT H3 3eMIH, H3

KaMHell, U3 pacCeluH, CTajia NOJHHMAaThbCA CIOKOHHad, HOUYHas TbMa, OKyTala

Wymy u GLICTPO MOMON3ia BBEPX .... HacTynuna HOUYB CO CBOMMM MBICIIAMH
H CcHaMH ...."15 The underlined words chart the linking of Judas to
the stones, the scorpion and the night in turn.

A contemporary commentator on Andreyev's stylistics, N.A.
Kozhevnikova has herself drawn attention to the adjective - noun
variety of contamination and linked it to what she sees as a "changing
attitude to the word" characteristic of early twentieth-century
literature. For "changing attitude to the word" we might justifiably
substitute the formulae: '"increased emphasis on poeticity", or
"foregrounding of language's poetic function".

In the same article Kozhevnikova points out that instances of

contamination are not confined to Andreyev's later, "modernistic'

texts but occur also in his earlier "realist" narratives. This offers
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some support for our suggestioﬁ that Andreyev's narrative oeuvre may
be regarded as a unity not only because of the simple fact that the
author adheres throughout to the "rasskaz" and "povest'', but also
because the increased emphasis on poeticity which such an adherence
implies, is a feature of both "early-realist" and "later-modernist"
stories. (pp. 7-8 above).

It is, in fact, not difficult to show that those works of
Andreyev written in the shadow of the nineteenth century also contain

in embryonic form the recurring motifs, contrasts and textual symmetry

etc. which we cited as examples of poeticity in stories like "Prizraki",
"Eleazar'", and 'Tak bylo"l

The story "V podvale" (1901) which is, in more ways than one, at
an intermediate stage between the initial and later, innovatory
periods of Andreyev's career, contains descriptions of a hostile
night outside the eponymous cellar placed at intervals throughout the

text. The night thus takes on the quality of a 'recurring motif'.

In addition, at each occurrence it is associated with forces of gloom
and death:
i) ,OH BHUMATeNIBHO M HOJI0 CMOTDeJl mnepen coboll B Tawiyw TbMY

yxoasmen Hoqn.m ‘rorga OH BHEEN TO, Uero He BHOAT OAPYrHe:! KOJbIXxaHHe

Ceporo—oTrpOMHOTO Tena GechOpPMEeHHOTO M CTPAWHOTO ....'

ii)" 4.... CMEpThb yXe CTODOXHJIA ero, KaK XullHad, cepas NTHua, cienas
IDM CONHEYHOM CBETe M 30PKas B UYEpHbe HOUH ...."
iii) ,JIpumia Houn. Ilpumma oHa yépHas, 37afd, Kak BCe HOYH M TBMOH
DACKHHYJIACh 10 LAlEKHM, CHEXKHbIM NOsM. U BO MHOTHX CepAuax IOTYIHIA
oHa cjabple, TIEKIHE HCKDBl .. ..

The climax to the narrative is the counterposing of a new-born

child, together with the figure of light (,,9Ta ManeHbKas XHM3HBb,

citabasg Kak OFOHgK. B CTen:u .... 4YTO~TO o6emana, KpacHBoe, CBeTJIOE,



6eccMepTHOe'") as the forces of life and hope against those of darkness
and death: ,Jllppmia HOYb .... ¥ H3TOJOBBHA YXKe yCaxuBalach OecmyMHO
XHMIMHAas CMepTh M XKala CIOKOHHO, TepIelHBo, HaCToﬁqHBo".l7

The resulting contrast is not so different in form and effect
from the more shocking and strident juxtapositions to be found in
"Krasnyi smekh" and "Proklyatie zverya'.

We can go back still further in Andreyev's career to 1899 to
discover that in "Pet'ka na dache", the initial description of a

hairdresser's cruel treatment of his young assistant is repeated

symmetrically, with very similar wording towards the end of the story:

1) nBCIIH ero [moceTuTensa] 6pun He cam XO03AHH, a KTO—HHOYOb H3
nogMacTepbeB, TO MENOT CTAHOBMIICA T'DOMKHM H IpHHHMAas GopMy
Heonpenenénﬂoﬁ rposei:— Bot norogm!

JTO 3HAUWIO, UTO MaJbYHMK HEJOCTaTO4YHO GHICTPO Iogal BOLY H ero
KOET HAKA3AHHE ....'
ii) 4....M DoceTHTenb BHOEN, KaK K ION3€PKajbHHUKY NPOTATHBANIach
MajlleHbKaa, rpsAs3Hasg DYKa H CJIbIIAJ HeonpeeeHHO YI'DOXAWMHE ménoT: BoT

noroou !

Jto 3HauYWwiIo, 4YTO COHIHMBLI MallbUMK DAasJINII BOOY, HWIIH IIepenyTan

nl8
MPUKA3aHHUA +...

That these examples are of the sort to be found in the short
stories of many writers demonstrates only that Andreyev's early works
are serving in this instance as models of the "conventional" short
story, the inherent "poeticity"” of which his later, "radical" texts
exploited to the full.

Since "poeticity" however is a relative term and functions to a
greater or lesser degree in all literary genres, there is no reason
for a writer like Belyi not to attempt to exploit it in a genre which

accommodates it relatively less easily than the short story - i.e.
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the novel.

b) Narrative Transformation

The circularity and recurrence of signifiers in the last quoted
example are difficult to separate from a concomitant circularity of
signifieds. The return of the event-sequence to the initial situation
and all that it connotes in terms of a "pessimistic", static view of
life is as important as the repetition of signifiers and its response
to the requirement of "poeticity".

Many critics, among them Babicheva and Kaun, have commented on
the law of Eternal Return ('Zakon vechnogo vozrata') as being one of
the linchpins in Andreyev's thought-system. D. Maksimov is one of
several who see this factor linking Andreyev to Blok, Belyi, Sologub
and the other Symbolists.19 A. Linin (see Introduction above) made a
specific link between stylistic devices of recurrence in the story
"Tak bylo" and a philosophy of historical circularity that he claims
is directly responsible for them.

There is no need to digress here into a critique of the idea of
the primacy of either "form" or "world-view" (Linin's theory was, we
recall, criticised for being over-mechanistic in this way. See
Introduction, p. 20), but there is justification in saying that
the formal laws of genre in which any writer operates can have as much
influence on "world-view" as the latter can on "form". The point is
that a degree of circularity, repetition (the recurrence of beginning
in end) is as inherent to the short-story as is the relatively greater
poeticity (in comparison with the novel) with which it is bound up.

It does not necessarily have to take the form of an exact
repetition but, as Tzvetan Todorov shows, the simple story always

enacts a movement from one state to another (A text with no movement,

no development, would be no story and probably no text): The second
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or final state is a transformation of the first, or initial state,

which means that it must recontain that initial state, refer back to
A 20 . . '
it in some way. The altered wording of the repetition or 'reference-
back' in "Pet'ka na dache" is an index of the "difference in identity"
which characterises these transformations.

In addition, the movement from initial state to final state is
accomplished via a "turning-point" or peripeteia - the central action
or event in the narrative which causes the transformation to come about.

(See Viktor Shklovsky's "C teorii prozy — Moscow 1929). Because the

short story inherently stresses the relationship between its initial
state and its final state to a greater degree than the novel, it is
more likely to have an emphasised ending. As Ann Shukman points out,
a novel "will more likely emphasize the course of events and its
, ending may be muted and unemphasized".21

Just as a text with no movement is no narrative, so the same
applies to a text which moves from one state to another, totally
unrelated state. This axiom may be measured against a) the novel
which although, as narrative, is also bound by the law of transformation,
can siffer a much weaker relationship between its initial state and

its final state to little detriment, and b) (lyric) poetry in which

the narrative element is often barely present and therefore enacts no
transformation.

This single notion of Narrative as the achievement of varying
combinations of "difference" and "identity" between an initial and a
final state via a peripeteia, can be employed as a typologising tool.
It might be used to determine the relative "narrativity" of different
genres and of different texts within a single genre.

The early stories of Leonid Andreyev are little different from

those of Chekhov or of most other preceding short-story writers in



their enactment of narrative transformations. It can be said, though,
that those written before and around the beginning of the century show
a greater tendency to emphasise the difference element in the trans-—
formation over the "identity" element and to have a correspondingly
pronounced and well-developed peripeteia. So in "Bargamot i Garas'ka"
(1898) it is the newness (even if only temporary) of the protagonists'
attitudes towards each other - Garas'ka's incredulous gratitude and
the policeman Bargamot's incredible, forgiving generosity - which
dominates, to the point that the initial state of hostility between
them is present only by implication, as a yardstick against which to
measure the new relationship. And the central episode which brings
about the reconciliation, a confrontation between an insolent,
inebriated Garas'ka and an irritable Bargamot, resentful that he is on
duty on this Easter night, is drawn out to cover two pageé by means of

a series of "retardations" (see Shklovsky's "Art as Device'"). Thus

there is a long gap between the point when Bargamot's change in spirit
is first hinted at: .Y Bapramora uecanuch PYKH, HO CO3HaHHe TOr'O, 4TO
B TakKoH BeJIMKUH JeHb KakK OygTo HeymoOHO IIyCKaTh WX B X0, CAEpXUBallo
"22 - . - .

ero and the point when that change finally manifests itself:
nBapramMoT rojlocoM He OCTAaBIIABINM HM Malledmero COMHEHHS B TBEPOOCTH
NIPHHATOrO UM pDeleHH:d, 3asBUI:

Ca " 23 .

— TlotimeM KO MHe pas3TroBIATHCS . The two are separated first by
Bargamot's own condescending retorts (,,Yx Momuan 6m! - npespuTensHo
orBeTun Bapramor — [lo cBeTy Hamusatbes!") and then by Garas'ka's

. . . w24
abusive provocations (,,JJa Th, Uyd4eslo OTOPOAHOE, IMOMMH .... ).

In "Na reke" (1900) Aleksei Stepanovich's initial despondency
and loneliness (,JIpOTMBHO 6BNIO BCE, UTO B HeM, M 4TO BOKDPYr Hero. U

25 .
peeM Anekxceill CTemaHOBUM UYXOH | is repeated at the end of the

story. But it is repeated in the form of its exact opposite - a state



of heightened, ecstatic emotionality and complete spiritual affinity

with everything around him: /A Anexcew CTenaHOBHYY YYAHIIOCBH, UTO

gyma ero - Takod xe 3Byk (referring to the sound of church bells),

M GbUTO0 CTpamHO, UYTO He BHIEPKHT TeNlo eé CBOGOSHOrO mojléra: PykH ero

KOCHyJIach Opyras, ropAauas pyKa W YXO DasIuuyalo THXHH, OO0A3NMMBLII H

PagoC THRIH menoT. 3BYKH BCe JIMJIMCh M PafoCTh WX CTaHOBUNACh OYPHOH,
. 126

JMKYIOLEH ...

Here, too, the peripeteia (Aleksei Stepanovich's participation
in a rescue operation following the flooding of a river) is stretched
out over several pages, and Aleksel Stepanovich's spiritual
metamorphosis retarded (delayed) through his meeting with the
obstreperous old Dankov who is on the point of death.

Similarly, in "Pamyatnik" (1899) the state of the prostitute,
Pasha, at the outset is one of emotionless indifference and mental
exhaustion: ,PaBHOOYWHC IPefoOCTABHB TIDA3HOMY M MOKPOMY NOLOJY MiaThsi
OBMHUIaTh MOKpHE HOTH, OHM 3a6O0THIHCH JHIb O TOM, uToGH 3TH Haubolee
ycTansle YacTH eé YCTajloro Tejla He DAacnois3alHch mallee NMpefesoB .... TO,
4YTO Ha3HBAETCA MBICIAMH, He BXOIMIIO B KPYT OTHpABJIEHHI €€ OpraHusMa M

. n 27 .. e e
ee 06eCcnmoKoMIIO HenpHsTHOe OmMymeHue . This is matched by the initial
hostility of the man she attempts to solicit: ,Yero T ko mHe

. oo 28 .
npucTana? UYro nesemp? Y6upalics, moxany#cra . The story culminates
in a dramatic reversal of this situation:- ,llama, Ilameuka, noxanef
MeHs, Bedb s OOHH. BCK XM3HbL HE IOHAT, YMDY ....

- Hy »mumbpi, Hy He Hapo minakaTb. MeHs Toxe OMIH. Mens Toxe
w29 .. . . . on

KAJIETh HaOgo ... The beginning of the peripeteia, as in "Bargamot
i Garas'ka'", is marked by the hint of a change in attitude on the
part of one of the protagonists: ,Cmymait, T, Kak Teba, - Mana!

Hoxany#, saﬁnEM KO MHe Ha MHMHYTY. TOJNBKO Thl He B3gyMai uero! — crTporo

30 . .
noGaBuil oH. — IIpocTO MHEe Xalko Tebs' . Again, however, a series of



retarding obstacles must be overcome before the reversal can be
accomplished. (Pasha's continued, though half-hearted attempts, to
treat her host as an ordinary "client"; Aleksei Georgievich's initial
contempt and condescension towards his guest; his lengthy digression
into the finer details of his literary career).

The same narrative model is followed in numerous other stories
including "V Podvale" (1901) in which the gloomy, futile existence of
the down-and-out thief Khizhnyakov is momentarily transformed through
the intermediary of a young mother and her new-born child: ,On BHOmen
peGEHKa..... M eMy KasaloChb, 4YTO 3TO DOOUINICA OH CaM [fid HOBOHM XM3HH,

H XUTh GymeTrT Hoiro , U XM3Hb ero GymeT mpekpacHa ...."31 It is an
ideal model to accommodate the publicistic leanings of a writer like
Andreyev. So, for example, in "Inostranets' (1902) it produces, in
artistic form, an effective pamphlet for revolutionary Russian
patriotism; the hero, Chistyakov, feels bored and alienated in his
native Russia (initial state). He meets the patriotic Serbian student
Raiko and feels sympathy for him when he is taunted by other Russian
students (peripeteia). Finally, Chistyakov is so impressed by Raiko's
determination to return to his homeland and fight the injustices being
endured by his fellow countrymen that he comes to recognise the error
of his ways, to beg forgiveness of his own motherland and commit
himself to the patriotic cause: / IOHAT OH, YTO HE MOXET XHTb Ge3
DPOOHHB, H He MOXeT ObTh CYAaCTIMB MOKa HecuacTHa OHa ...."-(final
state).32 This is repeated in '"Marsel'eza' (1903) where a cowardly
and diminutive Frenchman, eager to please the Russian authorities so
that he may be allowed to return to his homeland, is transformed by
the example of some Russian revolutionaries into a heroic martyr who
joins their political fast and dies in full revolutionary glory, with

the singing of the "Marseill@ise" over his coffin.
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In none of these stories, nevertheless, is the difference between
initial state and final state exactly equal to a polar opposition.
In each case the difference is complicated through the introduction of
an, albeit subordinate, element of identity, an identity which can be
divided into two varieties. In "Na reke'", "Pamyatnik", and "V podvale"
the difference between the initial state of despondency, indifference/
alienation among the protagonists, and the final state of spiritual
uplift/affinity with others, is supplemented in the final words of
each text by a hint at a partial return to the situation prevailing
at the outset. Thus, despite Aleksei Stepanovich's new-found affinity
with the world around him, the last lines of '"Na reke" remind us of
the frailty of all human relationships, of the tragic circumstances
in which the reconciliation has occurred, and record the trace of a
shift back to the state of loneliness and vulnerability with which the
story began: Ha ManeHbkoM GankoHUMKe CMyTHO TeMHEJHM [iBe UejloBedeckHe
QUIYpH, M HOYb, M BOAA OKpyXala MX. B gockax mofia OmMymanoCh nérxoe,
enBa YIIOBHMOe COOpOraHHe, H KasajloCh, YTO BEeCh CTapblii M I'DemHbH
HOMHNKO TDSACETCSA OT CKDHITHIX CJ163 M 3arTyMEHHbX PhifaHMIH ...."33.

In "Pamyatnik" the reconciliation between prostitute and writer
is followed by the disappearance of the prostitute and the suggestion
that, of the two protagonists, the writer at least has reverted quickly
to his habitual life of escapist fantasy: ,OpnoB oTnpaBuncsa Ha O6bYHOE
MECTO K MaMATHHUKY C CHIIBbHOIH 60Osi3Hbi BCTpPeTHUTh TaMm llamy. Ho eé me
OKasalloch HM B 3TOT, HH B Clenywm@e OHH .... OpJoB .... TOpPHO
3aceMeHWl K NaMiTHUKY

- A BCE-TakKH Xalb, 6péT MymkeH. § emé MHOroro He gockasam'.
And the last two lines of "V Podvale" ensure that Khizhnyakov's

spiritual revelation does not permit the complete domination of

difference over similarity:— uA y HU3TOJIOBbA yKe yCaxuBanach GecmyMHO
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XUmMHAas CMepTh M H¥Oala— CIOKOHHO, TEepHnelHsBo, HaCToﬁtuo".35 Employing
a term which will be introduced in more detail below (see also Glossary
of Terms) we might say that difference in these stories is undermined

syntagmatically:- via the horizontal, linear course followed by the

combination of events within the text itself (difference succeeded by

a small measure of identity).

When explaining his positive assessment of "Bargamot i Garas'ka"
Gorky referred to the author's , yim6Ka NErkoro HeLOBEepHsA K daxty",
the sense that Andreyev does not himself really believe in the
likelihood of the reconciliation he describes. This can be seen as an
example of the second way in which "difference" is undermined in the
earlier stories. Here it is not a case of "difference'" succeeded by
a measure of "identity" within the text itself. Instead, the events
and scenes making up the new narrative state do not appear to match
any set or pattern of events with which we are familiar in life as it
exists outside the text. We are left with the sense that the
protagonists ought, "in real life" to have remained unchanged or
identical to their former selves. 1In "Bargamot i Garas'ka" difference

is undermined paradigmatically; the events of the new narrative state

fail to fit familiar, external paradigms from which they might appear
to have been selected.

This second model is still more evident in "Marsel'eza" where
the highly sentimental and romantic turn taken by the hitherto
credible sequences of events is underlined in the focus on song with
which the text ends: ,Mu nenu .... BCé rpomMue, BCEé pafoCTHee
3Byuajia I'POMKAas IIeCHs; B HEXHHX PYKax OOHMLOB THXO KOJIbXAalCd YEepHsIi
rpob6.

Mb1 menu Mapcenbesy."37

It is significant that the peripeteia in this story is barely



developed at all. The cowardly Frenchman's transformation occurs,
quite literally, overnight without any apparent stimulus:- ,0H
HegoBEepYHBO IOCMOTpEN Ha MeHs, MokKadana TojIoBow H, BSHOXHYB,\ymén. A
Ha [OpyTroil IOeHb, 3asaBUII, 3eJleHsll OT CTpaxa, Kak IOomyram:

— Mwmie ToBapumu! i ‘roxe 6yny romopartk C BaMH!"38

The , HemoBepue kK dakry" is here made specific within the narrative,
as if the narrator's awareness of the incredible nature of his story
excuses his lack of explanation: M oH romomanm! Mp He BepHIIH, Kak
He BepHTe BH ...."39

"Inostranets", too, culminates in a song and a flood of
romanticised rhetoric quite out of keeping with the matter-of-fact
tone with which the story begins: ,C omuHapgnatu 4acOs BINIOTH [0
BOCHMM Beuepa CTYAeIT UMCTAKOB XOOHII MO YpOKaM' fees. B 3TOM
yyBCTBe GbUTa MOTy4Yas PAfoCTh M MOTydas CTHXHMIHAA ThICAYerojocas CKOpOb.
OHa pas3fuia OKOBbl B KOTODHIX TOMHIIAChE €I'0C Ayma; OHa CHIHIA ee ¢ gymoi
HEeBeNOMOTO, MHOTOJIMKOI'O, CTpajgawmero 6para ....

.... A BHM3Y OmATh nen Paidixo, M OUKO CBOOOLhb H CMEJH 6bIJIH THEBHO
TOCKYKIME 3BYKH ero IecHH ...."40 Again the reader is left with the
sense that "in real life'" none of this would have happened, that
Chistyakov ought to have retained at least some of his former,
vulnerable self instead of turning into a carbon-copy of the idealised
Raiko.

We have argued (p.59) that the greater "poeticity" of the short
story in comparison with the novel demands a relatively greater
degree of circularity, a relatively greater emphasis on the
recontainment of initial state by final state. This would seem
logically to point to a need fof the dominance of identity between

the two states over difference between them (remembering that it is a

condition of narrative that neither should ever entirely efface the
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other). The analysis above has demonstrated that, if it is not
actually dominant, "difference" is very much to the fore in the early
part of Andreyev's oeuvre. As a very general rule the stories written
after 1900 begin to assert more forcefully the identity aspect of
narrative transformation over that of change or difference. This is
accompanied by an appropriately reduced emphasis on the peripeteia

or turning-point.

Just as the "difference''-dominated or dynamic narratives stretch
well beyond the somewhat abitrary 1900 boundary, so the move towards
"jdentity"-dominated, or static narratives begins well inside the
boundary. '"Bolshoi thlem'", for example was published in 1899. 1In
this story a group of card-players carry on playing and exchanging
empty remarks despite the death of one of their number. (A roe Mu
BO3bMeM Temepb uerBeproro? — Ho EBnpaxcus BacuibeBHa He cimixana ero,
3aHsATas CoOGpaxeHHAMH XO3sHMCTBeHHOro xapakTepa. llomosuaB, oOHa
copocuma:— A Bh, fkoB HBaHOBUY, BCEé Ha TOH Xe KBapTHpe?")41 The state
of human alienation prevailing at the beginning of the narrative is
repeated at the end, unaffected by the single event which it
describes. The peripeteia is clearly marked (,,Ho B uersepr 26 Hosa6pA
B KapTax npoHs3omia CTPpaH.~isd nepemeHa")42 and extended by means of a
classic retardation device (the "narration time' is slowed down so
that a single game of cards occupies nearly two pages, until the
arrival of the doctor who declares Nikolai Dmitrievich dead). It is,
however, a false one. The change occurs, significantly, B kaprax',
and not in the protagonists. Such changes have already been
accounted for by the narrative which has earlier stressed that the
cards possess an internal logic of their own: u.... B 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH
3ToﬁA3aanqanaCL KH3Hb KapT, ocobas OT XM3HH HIDaBIMX B HUX JlofedH.

wy 43
Jiomu XoTeM U LOGHBAJIMCh OT HHX CBOErO, a KapThl [ef1amH cBoe" .



The turning-point is a turning point in the development of this
independent logic and has no bearing on the initial narrative state
prevailing among the protagonists. Even Nikolai Dmitrievich's death
with which the game of cards coincidentally ends has been repeatedly
forewarned in the preceding pages, so that its occurrence strikes the
reader as being merely in the course of things: .... IlpoknaATbe
IeCTepKH ONATH CKANHIM CBOM WHDOKHE, Oeiple 3y6sl. B 3TOM YyBCTBOBANOCH

YTO—TO DOKOBOe U 3j106:oe'"; ,JlpousomwTM U OpYyTrHe COBHTHS BHE KapTOYHOM

urpel. Y EBnpaxcuu BacunbeBHr yMep .... GOnbmoH KOT .... 3aTeM

Huxosnai OmurpueBHd mcues'; ,.... H BCce C yQUBIEHHEM y3HalHM, 4YTO OH

cTpamaeT IpyoHOM xab6oil, ¥ 4TOo B cy660TYy y Hero 6bUl CHIIBHBI MPHNAIOK

GomesHH ...."3 ,4.... kK Huxomaw [MATpHeBHYY [KapTh] GbUtM MO-TpEeXHEMY
s N

... 37I0— HACMEmIHBH, M B 3TOM UYyBCTBOBAlIOChH YTO-TO (aTalbHOe ...."44
The fact that in his final hand Nikolai Dmitrievich has achieved the
Grand Slam that eluded him all his life serves to reinforce a sense
of the complete powerlessness of individuals over their circumstances,
of their inability to effect change either in themselves or in the
world around them.

"Bol'shoi Shlem" foreshadows texts like "Prizraki" (1904). in
which the peripeteia has disappeared almost entirely. Here the still
more pronounced shift to the identity pole of narrative transformation
is reflected in the barely interrupted use of the Imperfective verbal
aspect to depict everyday life in a lunatic asylum and a nearby
restaurant. The narration slips only occasionally (and often hardly

perceptibly) from this "iterative'" use of the Imperfective, to

Imperfective—-as—incomplete~action + Perfective, in order to denote

the skeletal plot which begins with Egor's admittance to the asylum,
traces his assimilation to the way of life there, and ends shortly

after the death of Petrov, another patient. Because the story,
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inasmuch as it is a story, is precisely about assimilation to a norm,
it is very difficult to pinpoint a single turning-point precipitating
the transformation of non-assimilation into assimilation; the process
is a drawn-out and gradual one which begins on the day of Egor's

arrival (,Eropy TuModeel i OTBellM KOMHATY C BLICOKHM IIOTOJIKOM .... ETOp

b

TumobeeBuu ObUT Tak JOBOJIeH CBOel KOMHATO#, UTO IPHBOOMUI BCeX 60JIbHBIX
cMOTpeTh €é .... IIOTOM OH U 3aMaHyThle GONbHBIE .... NPOCTO CHAEIH TakK

u pa3r03apHBanH").45 Yet it 1s one which is still continuing at the
end of the narrative .(,,— Henbsa xe cumeTr B cyMacmenmeM no&e U He
IOCKy4YaTh NOpow .... CKYUHO MHe O4eHb, TaK CKy4YHo. W Horu gomat'") .
Even Petrov's death — the only real event of the entire narrative -
affects the lives of the patients only at a deep and unspecified
level:- ,,0u [Erop TumodeeBuu] 6bUl XMB M XJIONOTal, a 3TO OLUIO HMUYYTH He
MeHee HMHTepecHO, 3aramouydo M BaxHO, 4YeM yMepeThb H JjiexaTs B rpofy, ¥ OH
3T0 CO3HaBal .... M Tonmbko B raybuHe ero CO3HaHUA ObUIO YTO—TO
TpeBOXHOE, pacTepsaHHOE, KaK OYATO OH 3abbl YTO-TO OYeHb BaxHOe, XOuer
BCIIOMHHTH ¥ He MoxeT'.

The story concludes with a page-and-a-half-long description of an
"event" which is apparently not an event at all, but a figment of
Egor's imagination:— his meeting and conversation with the religious
figure Nikolai Chudotvorets. The final pafagraph re—focuses upon the
"satient-who-knocks'" (yror kTo cTyuut') who has served throughout to
epitomise the unchanging nature of things in the asylum, and plunges
the narrative once and for all back into the static—iterative mode:
wHoub y6MBana; a OH BCE CTydYan. Yxe racmu orHu B ,BaBumone', a oH
BCE cTyuan, 6e3yMHO—HACTONUMBbBELI, HEyTOMAM:Li, IIOYTH GeccMepTHNT' .

Further analysis of this and other texts (see pp. 130-153 below)

will reveal that the absence of plot dynamism is compensated through

dynamism of another variety at another level.
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"Prizraki" is by no means the most extreme of Andreyev's texts
in its tendency towards narrative stasis. The earlier "Nabat" and
"Stena'", for instance, come perilously close to foregoing the status
of narrative altogether; it is virtually impossible to distinguish
in stories like these two separate narrative states of which one might
be a transformation of the other. They are perhaps better described
as "poems in prose" in which the narrative state remains the same
throughout. In "Stena" the purging of literary time on which
narrative is dependent is made specific: ,YHax He GbUTO BpeMeHH ....
YMupas Kaxmyle CeKyHOy, OHHM GblUIM GeccMepTHB KakK 6orn".49 In this
bizarre account of the attempts of a colony of suffering lepers to
overcome the huge physical barrier imprisoning them, it soon becomes
clear that the event with which the text opens is but one link in an
ever-repeating circular chain:- ,f u gpyro# [IPOKAXEHMbEL, MbI OCTODPOXHO
TMOANOI3IH K eamoii cTeHe .... M yHapwimMch TPYAAME O CTeHy ¥ OHa
oKpacuinach KpPOBbKW HamHX paH, HO ocTanacsk HelnogBHXHOH .... — YOeHlTe
HaC — CTOHATH Mbl +- oo . w¥l onATe momsnu mMel, A M Opyro#
npoxaméﬂnmﬁ we.. W Mpl VBHUOENH OOHH CIIMHH .... HO HENONBWXHbI ObUTH CIIHHbI,
KaxK BTopas CTeHa ...."50

There are scenes and events which acquire singularity if only by
virtue of their sheer grotesqueness (the couple who decide to marry
in order to set up a trade in stones falling from the wall and are
prepared to sacrifice their children to that end; the hungry lepers
who turn to cannibalism yet still starve each other of food).
However, they are deprived of narrative consequence and dismissed by
the narrator with incomprehension: ,Kak riyno: pomuTb LeTeH YTOGH
y6UBaTb. A DOTOM OHa CKOPO HU3MEHHUT eMy — ¥ He€ TakMe NyKaBwe rynasa'';
wBOT 6bUTO cMemHO: TOT yMep 3a COJIOGHOTO, a TOJIOAHOMY faxe Kycka oT

n5l

HOTH He OCTamnocCh. U s cMmesancs, M OPYTofl MPOKaXeHH CMesIcs ....
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The only point at which a new narrative state becomes a possibility is
in the fipal paragraphs, when the narrator suggests a bizarre means of
defeating the common adversary. The suggestion, no sooner made, is
however immediately deflated and the circular chain re-established:
nPasBe xaxmpii Tpyn He eCcTh CTYNEHB K BepmuHe? .... YCTHIEM Tpynamu
3eMo; Ha TPYHE HaGPOCHM HOBbE TPV M TaK AOHAEM [0 BEepmHHBI .. ..
BpaTps! ; mpocunr 1 — BpaTbs!

Ho romoc Mo#i 6pul T'HyCaB. ¥ OblXxaHUe CMPagHO, ¥ HHKTO He XOTel
CIymaTh MeHs, npoxaméHHoro".Sz

The term "poems -in prose' returns us ap?ropriately to the novel-
short-story-lyric poem spectrum with which this chapter began. If we
accept the usefulness of this spectrum as an aid to the analysis of
all literary genres then we ought to accept one of its implications -
the inherently greater "poeticity" of the short story in relation to
the novel. Thus, in moving towards a non—transformational form of
prose which purges itself of narrativity altogether, the Andreyevan
text can be seen to be stretching to its limits a tendency embedded in
the nature of fhe short story as such.

In schematic form the stories we have looked at so far might be
arranged as follows:

NARRATTVE TRANSFORMATION

Novel ‘ Short Story Lyric Poetry

& : ~

N 7

Tending towards / \ Tending towards

dominance of difference dominance of identity

"Na reke" ??asur? Of Retaining dis- "BolPshoi

) - identity tinguishable i N

'Pamyatnik . . shlem

! introduced narrative + P -

'V podvale" - . . Prizraki

syntagmatically peripeteia of sorts

"Bargamot i 'Identity’ ' Approaching "Stena"
Garaska" introduced the total

"Marsel'eza" paradig- absence of

“"Tnostranets"™/ matically narrativity "Nabat"
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There is a need to accommodate certain apparent anomalies in this
schema. Firstly, the presence of the later story 'Marsel'eza" (1903)
to the left of the spectrum and the earlier "BoTshoi shlem" (1899) to

the right is explained by the non-absolute character of the categories

- their status as norms from which there will always be deviations -

and also because the Andreyevan text which the schema models is a

synchronic construct — one which bypasses questions of temporal
sequence (see Introduction).

Nevertheless a whole body of longer "povesti' belonging to the
1900-1909 period appear initially to.openly flout the schema with
their unmistakeable dynamism. These include "Krasnyi smekh', "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo!", "Proklyatie zverya", "Tuda Iskariot", "Eleazar"
and "Mysl'".

"Tuda Iskariot" and, to a certain extent "Eleazar", appear less
anomalous when attention is focussed on the fact that the story of

Judas as a dynamic narrative is, in large part, already known to the

reader from the familiar biblical account of it. The Andreyevan
textualisation of that pre-existent narrative is not dynamic. The
closing words of the story: .... M y BCex HapofloB Kakue OblUlH, KakHe
ecTh, OCTaHeTCcd OH OOUHOKHM B KEeCTOKOH ydacTH cBoeli — Hyma U3

KapuoTta - HpenaTenb"53 in fact deliberately return us to our original
state of knowledge — knowledge, that is, of the traditional picture of
Judas drawn from the account of his actions in the Bible. The
narrative transformation proceeds from the state of Judas' reputation
and all that it has meant to Western Culture to a state which
reasserts the reputation and its significance and effects "difference"
only in the suggestion — and it is never more than a suggestion
shrouded in the biblical "facts" of Judas' story and the almost equal

prominence given to Judas' evil side - that it is perhaps a state



imcompatible with the "true" motives behind the events. And that
"final" state is anyway partially deducible from the very beginning of
the narrative since Andreyev would obviously not have chosen to retell
the story of Judas unless he had an alternative logic of some sort to
impose on the motives and manner of Judas' treachery. For this reason
it is very difficult to isolate a peripeteia. Judas' capacity for
altruism is first mentioned explicitly in the episode in which he
saves Christ from a hostile crowd. Yet it has been present by
implication well before then in the descriptions of Judas' own self-
effacing modesty and in his tolerance of the other disciples' taumts.
The two narrative states — acceptance of the traditional version of
the Judas story/questioning of that version — are hard to separate
even at the very beginning of the text. '"Tuda Iskariot" is a deeply
"static" narrative more akin to "Prizraki" than to "Na reke" etc.

It is possible to view a story such as "Mysl'", again with its
superficial dynamism, in a similar way. The fact that Kerzhentsev
has committed a murder is given from the outset:. ,OguHagnaroro
mexa6ps 1900-roma moxTop MeguuMHel, AHTOH KepxeHueB, COBEpIMI y6uﬁCTBo".5
We are given an idea as to the circumstances surrounding the murder and
the reasons for it: ,Kak BCA COBOKYNHOCTb [OaHHBIX, TaK H HEKOTOpbe
IpedmecTBOBaBIME eMy OOCTOSITENbCTBA HAaBajM IIOBOA 3alOfO3PHTH
KepxeHileBa B HEHOPMAIBHOCTH €r'0 YMCTBEHHBIX CHoco6HOCTeﬁ".55 We know,
therefore, from narrative conventioﬁ, that the text we are about to
read will proceed to add to or question those circumstances and
reasons. At the end of the story Kerzhentsev is still in prison,
after his trial, and we are still unsure as to his sanity, as is
Kerzhentsev himself: |, IpuTBopsuica M s cyMacmemmwM 4ToOn YOUTH, HIH
y6un moToMy 4TO OBl cymacmeanM?"56 Kerzhentsev's final reply to the

Judge's question asking whether he had anything to say in his defence



deepens the void facing Kerzhentsev, the court and the reader:
wHuuero — orseTun oGBuHseMmbri. H emé pa3 OKHHYJI B30pOM CcoOpaBmHMXCH
CYIUTH €ro W INOBTODHI
- anero".5
We, too, are left with a void, an intensification of the absence of
complete knowledge with which we .started, rather than with an ultimate
knowledge deriving from a dynamic transformation of that initial state.
As in "Iuda Iskariot'", the "difference" element in the trans-—
formation amounts to the suggestion of an alternative Iogié behind the
events and facts we have been given.. In both texts, however, "identity"
(Judas as traitor and the mystery surrounding his treachery; Kerzhentsev
as deranged murderer and the ambiguity and mystery behind that
derangement) remains to the fore, while the:aspect lending the stories
their superficial dynamism which in both cases relates to "plot" (the
story of Judas' betrayal of Christ; the story of Kerzhentsev's growing
derangement, the murder he commits and subsequent trial) is relegated
to an inferior level.

The vagueness and ambiguity of these two texts and of others

making up the Andreyevan text can be interpreted structurally as the

result of conflict between a) the acceptance of narrative linearity
(reflected in the adoption of superficially linear plots and of the
longer "povest'" [novella] form) and b) the rejection of narrative
"difference":- "identity in difference' played out in an overtly
linear generic form (the novella) is bound to result in conflict and
ambiguity.

Structural reasons for Andreyev's growing preference for the
longer "povest'" will be made explicit shortly, but the presentation
of many of these texts ("Mysl'", "Moi zapiski", "oOn", "Dnevnik

Satany") as diaries or personal recollections can even now be seen to
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serve as a form of motivation (or compensation) for the absence of
ultimate knowledge that a dynamic transformation would provide; we do
not expect ultimate knowledge from a collection of diary entries.

c¢) Reduced Narrative Memory

By contrast, the concluding words of "Krasnyi smekh" - ,.... 3a
OKHOM .... CTOAN caM KpacHsi cmex"58 - cause the reader to project the
final narrative state into the future and imagine the complete
capitulation of humanity before the horror and insanity of war. There
seems to be no reference back to any previous '"narrative state" and
"Krasnyi smekh", along with "Proklyatie zverya' and "Zhizn' Vagiliya
Fiveiskogo" demands that oui notion of narrative transformation be
supplemented in order that it be accommodated within the schema
outlined above.

In an article treating the connections between Todorov's theory
of narrative transformations and Freud's theory of Repetition Peter
Brooks writes: '"Narrative must ever present itself as a repetition of
.events that have already happened, and within this postulate of a
generalised repetition it must make use of specific, perceptible
repetitions in order to create plot, that is, to show us a significant
ihterconnection of events. Event gains meaning by repeating (with
variation) othér events .... repetition, repeat, recall, symmetry, all
these journeys back in the text, returns to and returns of, that allow
us to bind one textual moment to another in terms of similarity or

59 The relevance of Freudian

substitution, rather than contiguity".
Repetition need not concern us here, but Brooks has certainly
clarified one of the presuppositions underlying Todorov's theory of
narrative: the notion of narrative transformation implies not only

that the final state be "similar to" as well as "different from" the

initial state, but also that movement from one to the other - the
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individual events making up the transformation - itself be carried
out on the basis of similarity (identity) as well as mere contiguity

(difference). This is what is meant by an integrated plot - one in

which each event is related to all the others and not simply contiguous
with them.

The events making up "Krésnyi smekh'" are presented as "fragments
of a discovered manuscript", and this in itself points to a lack of
integration between them. The protagonist progresses from one
spectacle of horror and insanity to another, with the very minimum

of reference-back, or narrative-memory to link them, so that characters

like the insane Doctor who stands on his head, and the narrator's
friend writing home to his family, can make fleeting appearances,
never to be taken up again. And the narrative memory functions at
such a reduced level that the narrator himself can first die and then
reappear in the final stages of the story. The only way to "motivate"
(compensate for) such disorganisation is indeed to present it as
scattered fragments of an incomplete, hand-written manuscript produced
by a semi-insane person.

The sequence of events in "Proklyatie zverya" likewise spans the
protagoﬁist@ encounter with his double on the train, a horrifying
spectacle in one of the city's restaurants, an encounter with a caged
tiger in a zoo and the culminating scene with the beast and its curse
to mankind - events that are linked in contiguity to one another, but
once described are immediately discarded by the narrative rather than
integrated. Chapter divisions are again presented in the form of
incomplete fragments:— n.... U oH BcE emeT .... a BO DTY OI'DOMHas
opMAmas curapa. EpgeT ....

Hx TaM 6BUIO0 MHOTO, MajIeHPKMX TOPOLOCKHX AeTeit ¢ GOHHAMH H

60
ryBepHaHTKaMH, HO A H36eran CMOTDeTb Ha HHX e
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The discontinuity, the lack of a mecessary relationship between
these and other contiguous pairs of events severely hinders any
opportunity of viewing them as part of an integrated transition

between one narrative state and another. Reduced narrative memory

counters any attempt by the reader to effect a dynamic narrative

transformation. This, incidentally, points up another observation of

Brooks to be taken up below:— the absolute indissociability of

"difference" and "identity'". The difference between individual events
and narrative states required by 'dynamic' narrative transformation is
wholly dependent on a background of similarity between them, just as
the "identity'" required by “static" narrative transformation can only
be perceived against a background of difference between them.

"Krasnyi smekh" and "Proklyatie zverya' are, by virtue of their
reduced narrative memories, deprived of dynamic narrative trans-
formation and suspended in-a narrative stasis; the encounters could in
each case in each text be replaced by different encounters with
different creatures at different times in different places and all

that remains of narrative significance to the reader is the fact of

"the encounter" repeated again and again without resolution and

without development. (See 1i(b) and ii(c) below for further
discussion of this point). The narrating "I" which recounts them is
also all that links them. (This will become important in Chapter
Three).

It is because the "plot" in these two stories, and in others, is
l1ittle more than a linear sequence of barely related happenings that
their beginnings and endings seem to emerge from and disappear into
nowhere: 5l Gowch ropoma, s MG MYyCTHHHOe Mope M jec'
wopop! Topop! K Tebe upgy s, MoA BoamoBiieHHas! BcTpeTb MeHs JIaCKOBO.

q rtax yeran! S tak yeran!" ["Proklyatie zverya"].



... Besymie u yxac. BrepBele A NOYYBCTBOBAI 3TO vell

w34 OKHOM .... CTOsI caM KpacHbli cvex'" ["Krasnyi smekh']

4B TO Xapkoe M 3JI0Bemee JeTO TOpeyo Bce" . w4 Momua 6exanmu
MBI KYIA—-TO BO TbMy H BO3JIe HaCc HaCMENWNTHBO IDHITalk Hamu yépHple TeHu'
["Nabat"].%!

It is the uneasiness with which the narrating 1" functions as

the only link between the events in these stories (and the precarious-—
ness with which that function is achieved) that explain the problematic
nature of "plot". There is much that is vague in the narrator-
protagonist's relationship with his "loved—-one" in "Proklyatie zverya',
and that whole aspect of the text strikes the reader as false, awkward
and "superimposed". Gorky remarked upon the inconsistencies of plot
within "Krasnyi smekh": how is the second brother who has never been
to the front able to relate the happenings there in such detail? Does
the first brother actually die, or is the apparent death attributable
to the éecond brother's own hallucinations? Is it really credible to
expect the narrators of either "Krasnyi smekh" or "Proklyatie zverya",
given the situation they are in, to record the events occurring to and
around them in such a detailed manner?

A.”Linin has also written of Andreyev's fragmentary narratives,
held together by such "superimpositions” as a narrating "I" and
recurring leitmotifs which he describes as pkak 6B IeMEHTHpPYA cob6ou
mesble ClieHbl, 3MH30Mbl, cioxeTs" and without which: ,MaTepuan He CTAHYTHIA
KpemKko¥l HHTBW ClokeTa, He saxpennéHHmﬁ eé ys3jaMd MOT 6B pacnacTbes .
Andreyev's own reading of his texts as evidenced in the progression
followed by earlier unpublished manﬁscripts to "Krasnyi smekh" likewise
bears out the notion of superimposed plot lines "strung together'" by
the artifice of a narrating "H".63 Such an interpretation, however,

flies in the face of much of the previous work on Andreyev's prose.



- 78 -

This takes "Krasnyi smekh" and "Proklyatie zverya' as the épitome of
Andreyev's subjectivist modernism and therefore requires that the
first-person narrator — the subjective consciousness - be the focal
point of each narrative. (See for example Mihajlov's reading of
Andreyev's modernism).64 Resolution of the contradiction between
these two readings must be deferred until Chapter Three.

The number of Andreyev texts which adopt some kind of "uslovnost'"
(or deviation from impersonal, third-person narration) as their

narrative form (diary—form; first persomn "recollections'" - 'Nabat",

"On'", "Proklyatie zverya'", "cultural pre-texts" usually biblical,
sometimes fairy-tale: '"Iuda Iskariot", "Eleazar", "Tak bylo",
"Rogonostsi') is notisignificant. These can all be argued to
represent impositions of order, continuity and familiarity on what
would otherwise (and in some cases remain, despite the impositions)
radical subversions of standard linear narrative.

Despite its third-person "ommiscient" narration, "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo' too, falls into the above category of texts.
Tezuitova is among many who have drawn attention to the role of the
hagiographic model and the biblical story of Job in this text.65 The
dynamic linearity (the story of one man's life covering all his
tribulations and triumphs from the early days of his marriage to his
death) which these models bring with them, is also, ultimately, made
illusory by them.

"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo', like "Iuda Iskariot" retells a
familiar biblical story (though, this time, transposed in space and
time on to modern Russia) with again the suggestion of an alternative
logic behind the events:- that there is, in fact, mno divine purpose
behind all Job's (man's) suffering. Vasilii's confrontation with, and

struggle against the forces that beset him is "pre-empted" by a
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"master—text" - the biblical narrative against which Andreyev's
narrative is to be read — and also by a reinscription of that master-
text in the first lines of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo": ,Hap Bcei
wU3HDID Bacumus OMBEHMCKOTO TATOTEN CYDOBBII M 3aramouHpi POK .. .. TouHO
NPOKIIATHI HEBEJOMbIM NPOKJIATHEM OH C HHOCTH Hec Taxenoe 6GpeMs nedanu

. ... ColH TOKODHOTO M TepHeMBOTO OTHa OH caM ObUl TeplendB H MOKOpeH
.... BelcTpo majam M MeUieHHO MOJHMMAaNCs, CHOBA Najal U CHOBA
mogHMMAalNCca M XBODOCTHHKA 34 XBODOCTHHKOM ... TDYOIMOOHBO
BOCCTAaHABIUBA .... CBOMH MypaBeﬁHHK".66 The whole course of the
narrative proper is marked out in these opening words of meta-
narrative which ﬁre—scribe the repetitious fulfilment of a series of
cycles tracing a path from norm (Vasilii and family happy and

contented) to a breaking of norm (disaster imposed on Vasilii and

family by the ,Taxémii pok') to the potential questioning of the

forces that impose the disasters (a potentiality expressed in the
tension and anguish with which Vasilii pronounces after coming to terms
wifh each disaster: ,d Bepw'") and back to the norm (Vasilii's faith
reaffirmed). Each subsequent narrative "cycle" fulfils the pre-
scription anew and Vasilii is not only a passive tool in the hands of
a hostile fate, he is also, textually, a passive tool in the hands of
a pre-determined narrative path, a path determined by this narrative
generating-structure. Every new tragedy which appears to mark the
beginning of a peripeteia (the death of Vailii's first son, the birth
of the idiot, the death of Vasilii's wife) is immediately absorbed by
the cycle so that the transformation remains frustrated.

The final tragedy before Vasilii's final descent into insanity
and death is fﬁe death of Semen Mosyagin. The structural equivalent
of the return to normality in this case becomes Vasilii's preparation

for the miraculous resurrection of Mosyagin's dead body. At a single
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point the "return to norm" and "breaking of norm" (disaster) then
merge into one another in Vasilii's failed attempt to raise the body
and the appearancevof "the idiot" in his place.

Vasilii's insane flight from the church and his death are the
only possible outcomes that such a disintegration of the narrative-
generating structure will allow; Vasilii as a character is so
dependent on this single, self-repeating structure manipulating him -
he is little more than the artifice linking the sequence of
"encounters™ - that when it breaks down, so must he, along with the
narrative of which he is the focal point.

The disintegration itself (the merging of "norm" into "breaking
of norm'") was structurally necessary in order to prevent the narrative
continuing into infinity, a key requirement of any narrative being

that it must have a marked beginning and a marked end (cf. Yurii

67

Lotman in "Trudy po znakovym sistemam').

Far from signalling a new narrative state, the priest's insane
flight from the church marks the structural impossibility of any
further continuation of the narrative. Imnsanity, a constant thematic
concern in Andreyev's work, is more often than not the semantic index
of structural breakdown (cf. the endings of "Bezdna", "Krasnyi smekh'',
"Viumane", "Vor').

Vasilii's potential reaction against the hostile forces of nature
is never actualised in the form of a full-scale existential rebellion:
that would have produced a dynamic narrative transformation emphasising
difference over identity. His "protest', which is none other than a
descent into total insanity, is not allowed to "congeal' into a new
narrative "state'" - it is simply the means by which narrative closure
is effected. "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" is no more an anomaly to the

original schema of Andreyevan narrative transformation than 'Tuda
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Iskariot" or "Krasnyi smekh'.

d) 1Internal Motivation

The departure point for our discussion of narrative transformation
was the relatively greater propensity of the short story (compared with
the novel) towards "poeticity" - the establishment of independent,
self-reflexive relationships among its signifiers - and the
intensification of that propensity in Andreyev's later "povesti'. It
is helpful to re-examine the "poeticity" of the short story from the
viewpoint of motivation, thus shifting the emphasis again from
material (the markers of "poeticity") to function (,CTPyKTYypHsI# NMOAXOR
MmofpasyMeBaeT, 4YTO TOT HIM MHOH IIDMEM. paCCMaTPHBAeTCs He KaK OTAeNbHas
MaTepuanHas [aHHOCTL, a Kak GyHKuusa'') .

Motivation as understood by Shklovsky and the Formalists refers

to no more than the justification for any particular "device" - that

which makes its presence seem necessary and essential, rather than
determined only by the author's desire to achieve a certain effect,
. . . . 69
and that which integrates it with the rest of the text.
Since "motivation®™ and "poeticity" seem to have a common

oppositional term in "arbitrariness'. it might appear logical to

postulate an equivalence between .the two. However, matters are
complicated when it is recognised that motivation may be divided into
an "internal® and an "external" variety. (See Yuri Tynyanov's
"Rhythm as the Constructive Factor of Verse").70 Classic examples of
internal motivation would be rhyme and metre in poetry:- factors which
make a particular word's presence in a poem seem justifiable and
necessary and binds it to other words by establishing internal
relationships within the poem into which that word fits. External
motivation, by contrast; would be typified by the use of the idea of

a long journey over unfamiliar territory to "justify" the building of
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a narrative around a character's encounters with obstacle upon
obstacle (cf. Homer's "Odyssey" and certain modern T.V. serials such
as "Star Trek"). Here a structural feature is made to seem necessary
and linked up with other features through its referral to an external
order — a concept of reality (the outside world) which associates long
journeys over unfamiliar territory with the encountering of numerous
obstacles. Clearly, only "internal motivation', the motivation of a
text's signifying elements among themselves, corresponds to the
definition of poeticity we have been working with, one reason why that
definition is not wholly binding on its object - literature. It
follows that the novel, which deals in such units of sense as
"reality'", 'character", 'psychological mood", is more reliant on
external motivation than the short story, which is, in turn, more
reliant on it than a lyric poem. The relative importance of internal
motivation, of course, takes the reverse order.

In this light, the impression of superimposition and artificiality
produced by the plot-lines of "Krasnyi smekh", "Proklyatie zverya"
and to a certain extent '"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'' can be regarded

as an effect of weak external motivation:— Vasilii's death and the

death of the first brother in "Krasnyi smekh" are motivated less by
reference to other points in their respective narratives and more by
reference to an external order, a concept of reality which makes
death the most likely (i.e. credible) outcome of a series of events
as horrible as those undergone by Vasilii Fiveiskii or the first
brother in "Krasnyi smekh". Similarly the resolve of the narrator
to return to his "loved-one'" at the end of "Proklyatie zverya" is
motivated first and foremost by a concept of reality which insists
that, given the opportunity, a person is likely to want to escape

from a series of experiences as disturbing as those undergone in that
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story, rather than to continue suffering them indefinitely. However,
because the laws and principles of the external order are not applied
thoroughly and consistently throughout the course of each of these
narratives, the reader is left éomewhat incredulous, with a sense of
artifice and lack of integration.

Vasilii Fiveiskii's "end" as a narrative unit is, then, determined
by a breakdown in narrative structure, but his death - the surface
manifestation of this structural necessity - is determined on the
basis of external motivation. (When people talk of T.V. script-writers
"killing-off" characters, they are aware that the characters'
disappearances are required by the structure of the serial that they
are watching, and that the deaths are just a convenient - i.e.
externally motivated means of achieving this).

Now, the consumption of the shorter prose genres within a single
session of reading means that the reader retains in his memory
signifiers as well as, and separately from their signifieds (p. 47
above); he therefore looks for relationships between these signifiers,
motivation (other than external motivation) for them. The short story
can be described as a more synchronic (atemporal) genre than the novel
and a more "spatial" one; to a certain extent the reader disregards
diachrony - the temporal, linear axis - and treats the text in a
spatial manner, searching for relationships between one part of the
text—as-whole and another. Because anything which the reader retains,
he seeks to make significant, he attempts to give these relationships
meaning, to métivate them. (For this admittedly metaphorical, usage
of the term "textual space" see the writings of, amongst others,
Tzvetan Todorov).

Andreyev develops this structural law of the short prose-genres

to such a degree that, from being something of which the reader 1is
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reminded from time to time, ("Pet'ka na dache", "Na reke'" etc.) the
repetitions, recurring motifs, contrasts, textual symmetries etc.
which were examined above under "Poeticity" (pp. 45-57) appear to
become the organising force of the narrative ("Prizraki', "Krasnyi
smekh", "Proklyatie zverya').

It follows also that instances of verbal contamination, which
were viewed above as representing an extension of Andreyevan poeticity
to the micro-level of single words (p. 49), can now be recast as
examples of internal motivation. The need to make words covering
unrelated semantic fields connect with one another is also the need
to motivate each separate word and each separate field in relation to
the others. So, in the second example we cited from "Iuda Iskariot",
the semantic field of Judas' inner thought processes (a crucial one in
the semantic hierarchy of the text) is internally motivated by its
relationship to the stories amongst which Judas first entered the
world, and so on. (See p. 55).

It can be argued further that what was described above as weak
external motivation in some of Andreyev's stories (pp. 82-83) is often

a case of the needs of external motivation being all but supplanted

by the needs of internal motivation. This is particularly true in,

say, "Krasnyi smekh" where the reader's increasing incredulity at the
sheer macabre horror of the events being described follows as a result
of a switch in the text's priorities:— away from the need to refer all

the events to some external order and thus locate them in a familiar,

outside, reality (external motivation), and towards the need to
establish internal links between all the words of the text by
contaminating them with the semes of a few of them (*red", *blood",

"horror", "madness"), towards internal motivation in fact.

A similar example is to be found in "Stena". Here the



improbability of the happening stems largely from the lepers' apparent
incapacity to do anything other than repeat endlessly their absurd

and futile protests at the cruelty and suffering inflicted on them by
the wall. Again, the improbability is partially explicable in terms
of an overriding of the demands of external motivation (the need to
justify the events by referring them to a familiar external order) by
those of internal motivation (the need to justify the events by
establishing internal links between the words and phrases which make
them up). Priority is in this case given to the repetition of certain
phrase and motifs (,YMupas Kaxgywo CeKyYHAY Mbl Obimd GeccMepTHb Kak 6oru'';
wY6eitre mac!'; ,Ho romoc MOMt GbUl PHYCAaB, a JplXaHMe CMpanHO, H HHKTO

He XOTeJ CIylaTh MeHA npoxaméHHoro")7l rather than to any attempt to
make the lepers' behaviour appear plausible. The lepers' actions thus,
to a certain extent, subordinate themselves to the recurring motifs;
verbal repetition produces an absurd and implausible repetition of
what is already somewhat implausible behaviour.

Much of our above discussion of narrative transformation in

Andreyev can also be re-expressed within the terms of the present
context. For examéle, it does not require a great leap in logic to
deduce that the shift within Andreyev's oeuvre from a basically
dynamic narrative form (difference dominates over identity) to a
basically static one (identity dominates over difference) has much to
do with a corresponding increase in importance attached to internal
motivation:- linkage takes preference over sequence. (Internal
motivation can, of course, never establish complete domination over
external motivatipn or else the texts woula lose all contact with
external orders and cease to function as communication. The words,
phrases, figures etc. functioning in a system of internal motivation

may function similtaneously in countless other systems as Chapter



Three will attempt to show).

In the two major prose genres — the novel and the short story -
internal motivation is, to reiterate, the prerogative of the latter.
The shift we have been describing.is therefore again attributable to
the major theme in this Chapter so far:- the tendency of Andreyev's
stories to "bring to the surface" the structural constraints of the
genre in which he is working and develop them to their full potential.
It is interesting to note in this connection that Andfeyev's
theoretical writings on drama, especially his "Pis'ma o teatre", as
well as the execution of some of these theories in his plays "Zhizn'
Cheloveka", "Tsar' Golod" and, later, "Tot kto poluchaet poshchechiny"
reveal a similar intent to "make the most of" the specific constraints
placed on the play as a literary form.

e) The Short Story and the Evolutionary Process

There remain the questions of why Andreyev should want to take
this course and of whether he was exceptional in doing so.

To begin with, the short story tended to be the dominant prose
genre of the period in which Andreyev was writing, supplanting, as it
did, the great nineteenth—century novel from that position. Strictly
speaking, however, the re-emergence of the short-story had more to do
with the overall dominance of poetry over prose in the early years of
this century. Yurii Lotman describes the dependence of the process of
literary evolution on the prose/poetry opposition thus: ,Koraa
MYMKHHCKas TPAJHIMA NPeBpaTHIach .... B HCTOPHUECKYl, HE omymaemylo yxe
B KauecTBe XMBOTO JIHTepaTypHOro ¢akra, Korma mnposa nobefurna HaCTOJBKO,
4TO HepecTrana BOCIPDHHHMATbLCA B OTHOmNEHMH K Hei, [pOM30meNn HOBbI NOBOPOT
k mossmu. Hauamo XX Beka, kak Hekorpa Hauano XIX, B DYCCKOH JIHTepaTtype
Npomen moj 3HAKOM HO93HMHM., M mMeHHO oHa Owuia QoHOM Ha KOTODPOM CTal

omyTuM mpoucmermmii B 1920-x romax pocT XyIOXKEeCTBEHHOM aKTHBHOCTH
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72 . ..
npossl' . Developing this idea we can see that the short story at the
beginning of the century, like every other literary form, carried with

it as a "present absence'" this binary opposition between prose and

poetry and the temporary preference attached to the second term. The
short story itself was given preference over the novel less because of
any intrinsic advantages it held as a prose-form and more because it
is relatively closer to poetry - the ideal for that period.

All this would lead one to expect a -celebration of the poetic
qualities within prose, just as the ninetéenth—century celebrated the
prosaic, representational qualities of, say, Nekrasov's poetry. Here,
then, is at least part of the explanation for Andreyev's exploitation
of the short stéry's structural potential - his attention to
"poeticity", his preference for “static" narrative transformations and
for internal motivation. He is 1in doing this merely bowing, albeit
unconsciously, to the pressures imposed by the temporary ''victory" of
poetry in its permanent struggle with prose.

Development of the "poeticity" of the genre is not exclusive to
Andreyev. It is, if anything, still more perceptible in the prose of

"symphonies'" in particular are consciously

Andrey Belyi whose four prose
constructed entirely around textual symmetries, repetitions, motifs
etc. (Cf. Belyi's foreword to the symphonies in which he explains the
principles he adopted in writing them).73

It barely needs pointing out that many of the most influential
prose-writers of the period were also (sometimes first and foremost)
poets: apart from Belyi - Gippius, Bryusov, Sologub and even Remizov
whose career began with poetry.

Remizov's early prose, again for the most part "rasskazy" and

"povesti™ is replete with the features we have noted in the work of

Andreyev and Belyi (cf. for example "V plenu", "Krestovye sestry"l,
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"Pyataya yazva') and Remizov, too, consciously gravitated towards a
poetic-musical ﬁodel for his prose:— ,# smoc - He Moé'.... Y MeHs HeT
mapa TMoCIefoBaTElbHOCTH, 4a BCE CpuBYy. C KakWM TPY/IOM si MPOTHCKHBAI
cBO@ neceHHoe B SMHYECKYH cbopmy".74 Remizov is here quite conscious
of the reason for his réjection of the longer prose—form in a way that
Andreyev, perhaps, was not. He also hints at an awareness of the
detemporalisation in his prose .that is also characteristic of Andreyev's
work (HeT mapa NOCIeNOBaTEILHOCTH, BCE CPHBY). Remizov's narratives
are, as a consequence, affected by the same stasis which resulted from
non-dynamic narrative transformations in Andreyev, something not lost
upon the critics of the time (A.A. Ismailov declared in 1913 that in
"Krestovye sestry" Remizov showed himself to be a "definitely static"
writer),75 nor on the great literary historian D.S. Mirsky who wrote
of the same work that it was "a masterpiece of comstruction, though
the plan of it is not strictly narrative".76

The lyric (i.e. static, non-narrative) qualities of Ivan Bunin's
prose have been noted by Mirsky and many others, as have those of
Boris Zaitsev's stories, actually described by Blok in some of his
literary criticism as "poems in prose".77 The prose of Sologub,
Bryusov and Sergeev-Tsensky, though each with its own idiosyncracies,
is similar in both respects (tendency towards a frequent use of
textual symmetries, contrasts etc. plus tendency towards non-dynamic
narrative transformation). The frequent recourse to ”uslovnfe formy"
(cf. the fairy-tale like "Strana gde votsarilsya zver'" by Sologub and
Gippius' religious—allegorical influenced "On-Belyi'") imposes the same
sorts of restraint on narrative transformation as it does in "Tuda
Iskariot", "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo", "Tak bylo" etc. Gippius'
"Byl i takoi" and Sergeev-Tsensky's "Ubiistvo" are both constructed

around the juxtaposition of two contrasting halves that are "read
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against each other" (textual symmetry and contrast; textual spatiality)
~and even the fitles of many of Sologub's works reveal the static
nature of the narratives they anﬁounce: "Utesheniya", "Krasota",
"Narye sny'" etc.

It is pfobably safe to assert that of these writers Belyi,
Remizov and Andreyev went furthest in the actualisation of potential
harboured by the short story as a genre.

Though, according to the terms of reference adopted for the
present section of this Chapter, Andreyev is much more readily
comparable with these mainly Symbolist writers than with Gorky, Kuprin
and the "Znanie" group, this is not to say that he is, for typological
purposes, being aligned with Symbolism. What is most important here
is not that Andreyev is "closer" to Belyi than to Kuprin but rather
the swing to the first term in the poetry/prose opposition and the
emergence of internal motivation as a dominant organising force -
structural changeé that insome way affected the whole of early
twentieth—-century art. (Kuprin, of course, was also principally a
writer of short stories). This might appear to be no more than a
difference in emphasis but it is one with crucial theoretical
consequences (see Introduction).

We might briefly broaden our horizon and quote the words of
Vasily Kandinsky on modern art: "I should say that modern painting
has expressed two clear aspirations: 1) towards rhymicality and
ii) towards symmetry'". In the same essay he states: "Gradually the
arts have begun to reject elements of expression which are fortuitous
and alien to art (word, sound, volume, line, colour) .... while
forced to address ourselves to the limitations of these primary
elements we find new potentials, new richness in these very confines

All peripheral elements disappear of their own accord. Only the



essential remains - the artist's aim".?s These words, written in

1915, a little after the heyday of all the writers mentioned (including,
of course, Andreyev), nevertheless admirably demonstrate the close
interdependence of "internal motivation" and the establishment of a
modern aesthetic. We can infer from them and from the analysis above
the place of Leonid Andreyev in that process.

ii) The assembly of Meaning in the Andreyevan Text:-—
Paradigmatics and Syntagmatics

a) Intertextual Paradigms

An alternative way of phrasing our remarks upon the reader's
assimilation of the short story would be to describe the short story

as a comparatively syntagmatic-oriented genre. What is meant by this

is that the relationship of points along the horizontal axis of
combination is of greater significance.than it is in the novel, where
the building of paradigms along the vertical axis of selection tends
to dominate. (See R. Jakobson for thé definitive work on Syntagmatics
‘and Paradigmatics in the Literary Text).79 Lyric poetry, of course,
with its intricate rhythmic and phonetic patterns and relationships is
the most syntagmatic-oriented genre of all.

Thus, when reading Turgenev's "Otsy i deti" or Tolstoy's "Anna
Karenina" we are less interested in whether the ending repeats the
beginning, or whether the first half of the novel reads as a
symmetrical contrast to the second, or whether a particular detail
recurs as a leitmotif throughout the novel (though such relationships
are by no means unmarked in:these novels:- witness the recurrence of
the railway motif in Anna Karenina). These are all linear relation-
ships along the syntagmatic axis. We are much more interested in the
building of character, setting, a sense of reality which are all non-

linear, paradigmatic units of sense. In fact, of course, we select



features from paradigms of character, place etc. and combine them
syntagmatically to form the linear constructs we know as our readings
of "Otsy i deti" and "Anna Karenina'. As Jakobson shows, the two
axes are entirely interdependent; we can only select from a linear,
horizontal, combination of features and we can only combine features
that have been selected for combination. The terms "syntagmatic-
oriented" and "paradigmatic-oriented" refer to no more than the
emphasis placed on either axis, but they are nevertheless useful
differential tools of analysis. |

Thus, in concentrating on Andreyev's actualising of potential
inherent inthe short story as a genre, we were essentially engaging
in analysis of the syntagmatic dimensions of his texts; the short
story, relative to the novel, privileges syntagmatics over paradigmatics.
What, though, of the paradigmatic axis in the Andreyevan text? It
must, by definition, function at every point in every text, since a

text, like a natural language, must have rules of selection as well as

rules of combination. But just what is being selected and from where
in "Krasnyi smekh", "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo", "Proklyatie zverya"
and all the other quintessential Andreyev texts?

Drawing on Jakobson's methodology, Tzvetan Todorov has argued that
the interpretation of any literary text is accomplished according to

what he calls "syntagmatic and paradigmatic indices of interpretation".

The latter are described as '"the assimilation of an element to a

series outside the text - in culture" (with the example "vose means
ny 80 ' .

love™). The reader of Turgenev's novels, for example, interprets

scenes and events - for the most part the actions of characters -

according to selections from externally established conventions of

human behaviour and psychology. The indices of interpretation are

single, paradigmatic:— an action, a detail which evokes a whole




familiar pattern of human behaviour and enables the bearer of that
action/detail to be situated in an outside world. Syntagmatic indices
on the other hand are characterised as '"the juxtaposition of elements

in a text".81 Examples given include contradiction, graphic codes

(dots, exclamation marks etc.), repetition, discontinuity, superfluity,

non-verisimilitude (invraisemblance) and inconsistency (inconvenance).

Paradigms are, in this case, constructed from within the text by
connecting two or more syntagmatically linked indices of interpretation;
so a Pasternak poem might be interpreted via the establishment of a
paradigm based on the juxtaposition within the text of the poet's "Ya"
with the "natural world" in which he situates himself. Interpretation‘
of some of the more radical Futurist verse (Khlebnikov, Kryuchonikh)
might depend more on the establishment of and selection from paradigms
based on discontinuity or inconsistency between elements within the
respective texts. Being the more "syntagmatic-oriented" literary form
_poetry tends, as in the examples just given, to give precedence to
syntagmatic indices of interpretation and the establishment of

intratextual or "internalised paradigms'". The novel, accordingly,

favours paradigmatic indices of interpretation and selection according
to externally established paradigms which, because they are constituted
by the conglomerate of cultural texts, we shall in future refer to as

. . . . 2
"intertextual paradigms" (See Julia Kr1steva).8

It has just been argued that Andreyev's choice of the short story
in preference to the novel was strongly influenced by a shift towards
the poetry end of the spectrum in literature at large, and that his
short stories tended therefore to actualise the "poetic' potential of
their genre. We might therefore expect an accompanying emphasis on
syntagmatic indices of interpretation and on "internalised paradigms".

This, as we shall shortly see, is indeed the case, but we should not
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forget that Andreyev was a prose—writer rather than a poet. Moreover,
even his most fantastic and "modefnistic" stories retain the possibility
of assimilation to an outside reality. The functioning of paradigmatic
indices of interpretation is far from suppressed in Andreyev's work

and externally established, intertextual paradigms far from inactive.
(1) Character

Such paradigms might be divided into three categories - those of
character, those of discourse, and those of event. Paradigms in each
category are evoked repeatedly by numerous paradigmatic indices of
interpretation. So, for example, Doctor Shevyrev's domination of, and
cruel indifference to his infatuated assistant Mariya Astaf'evna in
"Prizraki" are details which evoke an intertextual character paradigm
active throughout the Andreyev oeuvre, namely that of the romantic
anti-hero. The same paradigm was formulated by Yurii Lotman (to
account for Lermontov's Pechorin) in terms of pairs of oppositional

qualities:83

hero / crowd

genius / mediocrity / = opposition

mind + rationalism / heart + emotion equivalence

+ intuition

tyrant / victim

The romantic anti-hero fills various slots on the left-hand side, while
those on the right are filled by other characters.

Shevyrev's brusque and dismissive manner with Mariya Astaf'evna
and the fear and respect he inspires among the patients are attenuated

versions of the tyrant/victim opposition. At the same time, Mariya

Astaf'evna's selfless devotion to the man she loves fills the "heart



+ emotion" slot and is foiled by Shevyrev's seeming inability to react
emotionally to any of the human tragedies he encounters - a throwback

to the "disease of the mind" afflicting Pechorin, Onegin, Rudin etc.

The same opposition is repeated in the contrast between Shevyrev's
calm and detached reaction to Petrov's death and Egor's naive excitement
and genuine sympathy for Petrov's mother. Shevyrev is earlier described
as being the centre of attention at the restaurant "Babylon" (.lokTopa
BCTpeYas s pafoOCTHBMM KDPHKaMM .... TaKk Kak CUMTAIH ero CBOMM fpyrom')
but in meeting that attention with a disdainful indifference (we are
told that he frequently forgot everybody's name and made only a pretence
at conversation) he sets himself up above and in distinction to "the
crowd". While "Prizraki' by no means specifically actualises all the
equivalences and oppositions in the paradigm, each of these details
acts as a paradigmatic index of interpretation evoking the complete
set and lending familiarity to Shevyrev's character. This intersects
with a paradigm which might be described as that of the "mysterious
expert"(cf. Dostoyevsky's Father Zosima, Conan Doyle's "Sherlock Holmes"
and H.G. Wells' lomely scientists as vastly different prototypes).

The very title "Doctor" is one index evoking it. Others include
Shevyrev's remarkable ability to quell unrest among the patients
(yes.. OOHMM CBOHMM TNOSBIIEHHEM YCIIOKauBall 6OHBHMX")85 the mystery
surrounding his personal hébits (,/BeII0 HemoWATHO, KOTHAa OH yCIeBaeT
CnaTh M Tak BHHUMATEIbHO 3aHHMMATbCA coGoﬁ")86 and the strange affinity
that the lunatic Petrov perceives between the doctor and the sinister
flock of crows on the eve of his death. The fact that the reader can
select from both of these familiar intertextual paradigms in his
reading of "Prizraki" enables him to accord the character of

Shevyrev a certain minimal complexity =~ =~ and authenticity.

The paradigm of the romantic hero is reactualised in "Mysl'",
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where Dr. Kerzhentsev refers repeatedly and specifically to his faith
in the unlimited powers of his mind. In this he is opposed to
intuition in the form of Savelov as the irrational, creative artist,
and the old servant Martha with her "knowing smile'" whom Kerzhentsev
despises, yet envies for her spontaneity. His cynical manipulation of
the woman he desires, Tat'yana, and his eventual murder of her husband

(Savelov) are indices evoking the tyrant/victim opposition and thus

the whole paradigm. Kerzhentsev, too, sets himself up as the hero
rising above a contemptible crowd (,5l 6b1 eIMHCTBEHHBEI UejIOBeK,
s 87 . . . .
KOoTOoporo a yBaxan'') and he makes a point of contrasting his own
genius with the intellectual mediocrity of both Savelov (y,.... ko
. ny 88
BCEeMy KPYIHOMY OH 6bl1 HeclocofeH ....'') and the servant, Martha.
The paradigm intersects with that of the literary confessor
(,,Jo0 cux mop S CKpBIBAIIl HCTHHY, HO Tenepb OGCTOSTENbCTBA BHHYXOAWOT

8 . . . .
? and also with that of the heroic scientist—-expert

MeHsI OTKpHITH ee')
who has an innovatory experiment to carry out (cf. H.G. Wells and much
science fiction): ,.... KOUO4a MOH IUlaH HAXOOWIICA TOIBKO B NPOEKTE Y

“ w90 t
MeHs SBWIACH MBICJIB O TDO3HOH OIACHOCTH MOETO OIBITA ... . (Kerzhentsev's
plan to put his intellect. to the ultimate test by murdering Savelov
and then escaping full punishment by feigning madness). These latter

two intertextual paradigms enter into conflict at the point when

Kerzhentsev calls upon his logical expertise to question and so

undermine the truth of his own confession: ,.... B MOW TOJIOBY Bomila
HoBas MbICIIB, O6lIamanmas BCEeMH CBOHCTBAMM MOEH MBICIIHM : SICHOCTEI,
TOUHOCTRK M IPOCTOTOH : a BO3MOXHO, 4UTO AOKTOp KepkeHueB HeHCTBHTENbHO
cyMacwepnmmii. OH gyMal, 4TO OH NPHTBOPAETCs, 4 OH LEeHCTBUTEIHHO

.n 91 . . . '
cyMacmemgmui - . The conflict is reflected in Kerzhentsev's reference
to himself in the third-person.

Kerzhenstev's novelty as a literary character results, then, from
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a particular intersection of three familiar intertextual paradigms
(cf. Lotman's previously é&ited "law': ,3axoH XymoxecTBeHHOTO TeKcTa:
TeM GoNnble 3aKOHOMepHOCTel nepecekaeTcs B [aHHOM CTPYKTYDHOH ToOuKe,
92

TeM HHOUBHOyallbHee OH kaxercs').

The same can be seen to be true of Vasilii Fiveiskii. This story

also contains paradigmatic indices evoking the romantic anti-hero's
structure. Fiveiskii, too, is set apart from '"the crowd": ,Cpean
mogeil o. Bacumuit 6bUT Tax BHOMMO 060COG/EH, TaK HENOCTHXHMO 4YYyX BCeMY,
: n 93 .
Kak ecy ©6pl OH He ObUI UEJIOBEKOM . He too is tormented by an over-
active mind: OH mém .... TOe najgadvaMM ABIAKTCA Bce : M BeccTpacTHoe
N n94 .
He6Oo .... U XOXOUymMii Hapon U coGCcTBeHHasa GecnomanHas MeICHb which
leads him repeatedly to question his faith in God. Vasilii, like
Pechorin and Onegin before him expresses boredom with life (,,CxyuHo,
95 .
HacTs, sagymumBo ckasan mon'')”~ and his often haughty and contemptuous
attitude to his wife, his daughter and many of those who come to

confess their sins to him actualises something of the tyrant/victim

opposition. The paradigm comes into sharp conflict with that of the
"everyman" (cf. prototypes in folk and medieval religious literature)
of which Vasilii is also an actualisation. Indices of this paradigm
include his lowly origins and his adherence to the norms of family
life (,,CblH NOKODHOTO M TEPIENUBOIO OTLA, 3aXONYyCTHOrO CBAMEHHHKAa, OH
caM Gl TeplellMB ¥ MOKOpeH ....Korma oH cpenancs CBANEGHHHKOM OH
. 6 .
KeHWICS Ha xopomeil SeBYmKe H DOMWI OT Heé cbiHa M [oup'). We might
also include his susceptibility to natural disasters and family
tragedy. The conflict is in a sense resolved through the figure of
Ivan Porfirych whose extreme cynicism and contempt for Vasilii's
. 1" 97 .

weakness (,,0H OTKpHITO Ipe3Hpan HeypgauHHKa ) and for people 1in

. m 98 .
general (4.+... BCEX moOell OH HCKPEHHO CUYHTAJ AOypPaKaM# ) make of him

a purer version of the anti-hero and set Vasilii's own "anti-heroism"



in stark relief. A third paradigm suggests itself in the tradition
of the Russian "stradalets" common to folk/religious literature and
exploited by Dostoyevsky among others. The tragedies heaped upon
Vasilii and his passive acceptance of them serve as indices here.
This paradigm intersects with that of the Romantic anti-hero
throughout, and in particular at the point where Vasilii decides that
he has been selected by God for a special feat of endurance and shuts
himself in a little hut with his idiot-son in preparation for his
miraculous deed (superiority and isolation + self-induced suffering).
It intersects also with the "everyman'" paradigm, the conflict here
being resolved by the making of Vasilii into a model for the sufferings
of others (isolated from, but representative of them): ,Bacummii
yyBCTBOBAN ce6s Kak OLUHOKOE [epeBO B MHOlle, BOKPYI' KOTODOTO BHE3amHO
BBIpOC GmlﬁesrpaHHquﬁ H PyCTOH nec".?9

Finally, all these paradigms are intersected by that of the
carnivalesque "Koshchun" whose mocking pfofanity is indexed in the
notion of a priest who doubts in God's existence, and ultimately in
the scandalous act of attempting to raise a body from the dead, inside
a church.

The reader, then, selects from all these familiar intertexts
when constructing Andreyevan characters, whose originality and
authenticity are determined by the number and complexity of
intersections produced.

(2) Event

A similar principle operates in the construction of plot. The
reader's ability to assimilate Andreyev's event-sequences depends
upon his recognition of familiar, intertextual plot paradigms from

which the events are selected and which are clearly signalled by

paradigmatic indices of interpretation. The originality and
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authenticity of the sequence again dependg, as Lotman stresses, on

the number and complexity of intersections between these paradigms.
One such paradigm is actualised by the narrative transformations

proposed above for many of Andreyev's early stories (pp. 59-66). The

"confrontation - reconciliation'" sequence, best represented by

"Bargamot i Garas'ka' and "Pamyatnik", is a familiar ome throughout
literary ﬁarrative from the Bible through to Dostoyevsky (Raskolnikov
and Sonya) and Dickens ("A Tale of Two Cities'). The reader
immediately recognises the sequence in "Bargamot i Garas'ka" and in
"Pamyatnik". He also perceives it in "Na reke" (Aleksei Stepanovich
and the notorious Dankov household), "Angelochek'" (a moment of
spiritual affinity between father and son brought about through the
intermediary of a wax angel obtained with difficulty by the son from
the father's former lover) and in "V podvale" (Khizhnyakov and the
rest of mankind reconciled briefly through the intermediary of a new
born child). Thus in each of these stories the reader is able to
place and so make sense of the events. Little matter that the
reconciliation and the confrontation involve three people, only one
of whbm is common to both ("Angelochek") or that the confrontation is
replaced by a chance meeting ("V podvale') - no more than one
paradigmatic index is required for the whole familiar sequence to
become active in the reader's interpretation.

"V podvale" is intersected by another familiar intertextual

paradigm:- the sequence plotting an arrival at a place followed by

an engagement (or confrontation) with its inhabitants, culminating

in a departure (cf. Turgenev's novels, Chekov's plays, Gogol's
"Revizor" and other earlier examples). The engagement is here an
"off-centre" one (Khizhnyakov barely comes into contact with the

mother and new-born child who have come to visit other people) and




the departure only a projected one, but there are enough indices to
make this sequenceé an active one in the story.
Purer actualisations of this sequence are to be found in the

following stories:- "Proklyatie zverya" (the narrator's arrival in the

town, his confrontation with various horrors there and his eventual
departure); "On" (the student's arrival at Norden's house, his
confrontation with Norden and engagement with Norden's mysterious wife,

his departure); 'Iuda Iskariot" (Judas' arrival among the disciples,

his engagement and confrontation with them, his departure and suicide);
"Eleazar" (Lazarus' arrival back from the dead, his confrontation with

his townsfolk, his return to the tomb); "V temnuyu dal''" (the

revolutionary's return to his parents' home, his confrontation with his
family, his departure); "Zhili byli" (Lavrentii Petrovich's arrival at
the clinic, his engagement with the other patients, his departure
through death); "Prizraki" (Egor's arrival at the asylum, his
engagement with the other patients and staff, his imaginary departure
00

1
at the end - ,JlomeTuM kymasmbynb - U nonerenn'); "T'ma' (the

terrorist's arrival at a brothel, his confrontation and indeed

reconciliation with the prostitute Lyuba, his departure through arrest);

even "Krasnyi smekh" (the first narrator's admittedly delzsed arrival

in his home-town, his engagement with his brother and family, his
departure through death) and '"Molchanie" (the girl Vera's return to
her home after a trip to Petersburg, her silent confrontation with her
father, her departure through death).

This latter story is itself intersected by another plot paradigm

which traces the consequences of an initial happening through to a

(tragic) conclusion, often in the form of retribution (cf. the

persistence of this structure from early mythic narratives such as the

Oedipus legend and the Iliad, to the modern crime—-thriller). Vera
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suffers some unspecified tragedy in Petersburg, is unable to
communicate her grief to her parents, becomes irrevocably silent and
commits suicide, finally engulfing the whole home in a deathly silence.
"Gubernator'" (execution of innocent peasants - indignation of towns-
folk - exactment of retribution in governor's assassination) offers

a clearer actualisation, as does "Rasskaz o semi poveshennikh" which

is an almost exact reversal of the latter (as;assination of official
- capture and imprisonment - execution of courageous terrorists).
"Mysl'" and "Moi zapiski" provide "off-centre" versions of the same
sequence: crime - trial - sentence (in the case of the former) or
imprisonment + release and self-imposed re-imprisonment (in the case
of the latter).
Other event-paradigms which converge in the Andreyevan text are

the conventional "love-triangle" as in "Lozh'" (the narrator, his

lover and an unspecified third-party who may or may not be an illusory

product of his jealousy) and "Proklyatie zverya" (the narrator, his

"1oved—one" and "the city" which exerts a curious magnetic hold over

him) and the hagiography (Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo) .

(3) Discourse

Every narrative involves an act of telliﬁg as well as a sequence
of events and therefore presents itself as discourse as well as story.
This distinction will be of great importance in Chapter 2. At the
present stage of analysis we cén point briefly to two intertextual
discourse-paradigms to which many Andreyevan narratives can be

assimilated. Firstly there is that of the "authentic document" whose

indices enable the reader to pose certain texts as the genuine narrative

acts of real individuals:- the court-report ("Khristiane'"), the diar
p y

("Moi zapiski"), the personal account ("Proklyatie zverya", '"On"),

the manuscript ("Krasnyi smekh", subtitled ,,OTpHBKH H3 HaliJeHHOH
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pykomucu'"), the confession ('Mysl'"). Secondly there is that of the

impersonal religious/folk tale whose indices enable certain texts to

be posed as originating in some authoritative collective consciousness

(cf. the Bible and most folk-literature). 'Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo",
"Eleazar", "Tuda Iskariot" and "Tak bylo" are clear examples.

There are frequent cross-breedings within and between each of
these paradigms. So, "Mysl'" is both a court-report and a confession.
"Moi zapiski" is both diary and confession. "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" has elements of both biblical narrative and folk tale.
Stories like "Stena" and the incomplete "Bunt na korable' possess
features which allow them to stand either as the product of a collective
religious consciousness or as an authentic document by a real individual.
On the one hand their lexicon is "high" and biblical; on the other
hand they are narrated in the first-person. (Very often the single
index of interpretation for either discourse paradigm is no more than
the use of the first—person in the case of the "authentic document"
and the presence of an item of biblical or folk lexicom in the case of
the "collective consciousness'').

The three sets of intertextual paradigms (character, event,
discourse) are, of course, always closely linked to one another,
normally in a hierarchical arrangement. In those stories where
character is of the greatest importance ("Mysl'", "Moi zapiski'),
event is simply a medium through which character reveals itself and
"discourse™ the framework supporting "event®™. In those stories where
“ovent" or plot is more to the fore, ("Bargamot i Garas'ka", "Krasnyi
smekh", "Eleazar") character is simply the agent of event and discourse,
again, its support. There are no Andreyev texts in which discourse is
specifically foregrounded, but examples would include certain types of

"skaz'" literature where the function of event and character is chiefly
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to point to discrepancies, idiosyncracies and shifts of emphasis in

the act of narration. (There is something of this in 'Moi zapiski'

where the reader is forced to question the truth of what the narrator
has been telling him and ask whether the whole diary has not been
something of a game which the narrator has been playing with him -
see Chapter Two).

b) Internalised Paradigms

Interpretation of Andreyev's texts according to character, event

(plot) or discourse is reliant on paradigmatic indices of inter-

pretation (p. 91). However, it has already been pointed out (p. 92)
that in actualising the poetic, and therefore the syntagmatic potential
inherent in their genre Andreyev's short stories create opportunities

for the establishment of, and selection from internalised paradigms

based on the syntagmatic juxtaposition of elements within them. The

three sets of intertextual paradigms just examined can frequently be
found in a relationship of subordination to precisely such internalised
paradigms and it is this that explains the sense experienced by the
reader of many Andreyev stories that, despite the presence of
characters engaged in a plot of sorts, this is somehow not "what the
stories are about', or at least not just what they are about. The
analysis to follow will show that the archetypal Andreyevan
internalised paradigm is founded on the syntagmatic juxtaposition of
contrasting or conflicting elements an& can therefore be formalised
as a set of oppositions. We can gain an idea of the shape taken by
the set of oppositions functioning in one of Andreyev's most well-
known stories by recalling our earlier section on Narrative trans-
formations and Narrative memory (pp. 57-80).

We noted in our examination of narrative transformation in "Zhizn'

Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" how the narrative is generated via a self-repeating
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sequence moving from an initial norm-situation (happiness, faith in
God) to a breaking of that norm (disaster and potential shaking of
faith) and back to the norm (reaffirmation of faith). Moving from one
level of analysis (narrative transformation) to another (paradigmatic

structure) we can propose a simple generating paradigm for the

narrative which opposes a passive Man to a Hostile World. Some of the

members (equivalences) in each set consist of:

ggg_(from the biblical 'master God's testing of Job (absent as
narrative' of which Andreyev's an actualised term in Andreyev's
story is a model) text, but paradigmatically
functional)
Vasilii (at the stage preceding The Disasters that befall him
each disaster) (deaths of first son and wife;

birth of idiot—-son; failure to
raise Mosyagin; insanity; his
own death)

The Cripple (who confesses his The Suffering he has endured
sins to Vasilii) _ through his life

Vasilii and his parishioners as The "Idiot" (associated with
a collective (associated with Nature - cf. the hailing
weakness and passivity) blizzard; with insanity - cf.

his "Gu-Gu'" noises; with death

- cf. his appearance in

Mosyagin's coffin)
The oppositions need not be between an individual and an external
force: the opposing force may come from within, as in the case of
Vasilii's insanity, or his wife's alchoholism. (The paradigmatic
structure transcends empirical divisions such as that between humans
and an outside world.) in each case, however, the oppositions arise
from the syntagmatic juxtaposition of conflicting elements within the
narrative.

The generating paradigm is a synchronic structure functioning at
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every point in the narrative. Units and events so far unnamed can
all, therefore, be inserted into one or other of the opposing spaces.
For example, the dark and sinister Ivan Porfirych can normally be
included amongst the signs of the hostile forces opposing Vasilii,
though during Mosyagin's funeral service he is a parishioner along
with all the others, while the insane Vasilii becomes the epitome of
the forces opposing them. (This reversal of positions again
demonstrates how the Andreyevan generating structure breaches or
defies the traditional unities of character). The funeral service
for Mosyagin (acceptance, belief and weakness, passivity), meanwhile,
slots into the left-hand set of equivalences.

There are an infinite number of potential actualisations of the
generating paradigm that are absent from the published text of "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'. Many such actualisation were eventually
suppressed from earlier manuscript versions of the text.101

At the same time, the diachronic actualisation of this virtual
structure repeatedly traces a path from one side of the paradigm to
the opposite side (from Vasilii, to the death of his son, to the
cripple, to his sufferings, back to Vasilii's wife etc.) so that the
whole narrative, in both its synchronic and diachronic aspects, is
"contained" by the single paradigm.

Such narrative self-containment by an internalised or intra-
textual generatiqg paradigm is one of the crucial structures of
meaning production in the Andreyevan text. We see it, for example,
in the story of .life in a lunatic asylum, "Prizraki', where the
tension that the reader senses beneath this superficially calm and

leisurely narrative is due largely to the articulation of a

paradigmatic opposition between:
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ii)

iii)

iv)

v)

vi)

vil)
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Deceitful World of Appearance and a (Hostile) World of Reality

The Asylum (the place of
delusion and deceit)

Egor's delusion (that he is
taking on night—time foes and
heroically defeating them)

Petrov's Paranoia (directed
largely against his mother)

The doctor's assistant's
delusions (about Shevyrev's
feelings for her)

Egor's conversation with the
dead Petrov (the continuation
of routine in the asylum as
though nothing has changed)

The "difference" and mystery

of the restaurant ''Babylon"

The apparent immortality (of

both characters and narrative)

the OQutside World (Egor's
unscrupulous mother; Petrov's
pretentious brother and heart-
broken mother)

The Reality of his Insanity
(he wakes up each morning
covered in scars and bruises)

The Reality (of his mother's

innocence and broken heart)

The Reality (of Shevyrev's

complete indifference)

The Death of Petrov (the end of
routine as we have known 1it)

The Reality of its ''sameness"

(it echoes the asylum in nearly

every detail)

The Actual Mortality of both

(signified in the death of
Petrov; the word "almost" in
the final phrase: "almost
immortal'; the breaking off of
the text itself)

The penultimate opposition in effect subsumes the first:-

asylum/outside world (including "Babylon') (1)

asylum/outside world /

asylum €> outside world (vi)

in a manner which involves the oppositional structure "feeding back"

into itself its own previous actualisations, thus reinforcing the

self-containment of the Andreyevan internalised paradigm.

The self-

containment works in both directions (inwards and outwards) so that

the last opposition in our paradigm opens it out on to a meta-narrative
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level, where instead of an opposition between a self-deluding
character and a hostile represented reality, we are confronted

ourselves, as self-deluding readers (who have come to believe in the

immortality of characters and narrative) with the textual reality
that both must end.

The internalised paradigm generates meaning not only on a
(macro-) level of narrative but also on a local (micro-) level of
stylistics: ,Jleve6HHMua Haxomuiiach 3a IOPOJOM H CHAapyXM NOXOAMIA Ha
OGHIKHOBEHHYI0 HA4YY ...+ mnes... HO OT CTEKON, TO KPACHEIX, TO XEJTbIX,
TO CHHMX .... BCEé 3TO CTPAHHO MEHAJIOCh, H eCJIf CMOTDPeTh Tak: OblCTPO
nepexons uepes BCE CTEKNIA .... [OXOJWIO Ha OYenb CTPaHHYW Mysmxy".loz
The whole paradigm pivots on the verbs "to seem, "to be iike"
(xasarbecs, moxomurh) and the narrative can be read as an extended
articulation of that one word: xasartbca'.

When we turn to the diachronic actualisation of this virtual
structure, the function of Dr. Shevyrev becomes very important. It is
he who provides the linkage between the two sets of terms; he both
fills the semantic space separating them and ensures that the
narrative flows freely between the two. Structurally he is the
device by means of which synchronic structure is translated into

diachronic narrative. That device is given external motivation (see

p. 82) by "disguising" the linkage as the journeying to and fro of a
real human being. Shevyrev it is who journeys by night to the
restaurant "Babylon" and then back to the asylum in the morning (he
inhabits both worlds and provides the literal link between them).

Shevyrev it is who acts as the origin of delusion in the asylum -

both as its founder (author) and as the doctor (author) disguising

the truth to his patients (readers) - and as the possessor of truth

(he knows the truth about the patients' state of sanity, about the
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real nature of the restaurant Babylon). Shevyrev is the character
who mediates between Petrov's family (the outside world) and the
asylum. With his apparent indifference to the female sex and his
obsession with cleanliness and sweet-smelling perfumes Shevyrev by his
very physical essence reifies the neutral, androgynous, mediatory role
that he plays in the narrative's structure.

¢) "Judas Iscariot' and the breach of the character as unity

" The notion of character as motivation for structural mediation
("Prizraki") or actualisation of intertextual paradigms ('"Mysl'") i.e.

as an "effect of structure' rather than unity—in-itself is a useful

one. We have shown how the internalised generating paradigm in "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo' breaches the unity of character by having a single
personage function on both sides of its opposition. The same can be
seen to happen in "Iuda TIskariot".

Critical attention towards "Iuda Iskariot'), one of Andreyev's
most celebrated and most discussed works has justifiably centred on
the character of Andreyev's Judas and his motives for betraying Christ.
However, reliant on a critical framework of verisimilitude and depth
of character, credibility and motivation of plot, and the extraction
of a single "correct meaning" critics (from Blok to Woodward) have,
while praising the story's strange aura and disturbingly thought-
provoking thematics, tended to be left with an overall feeling of
frustration and dissatisfaction with a text that defies them in all
three areas:— Judas raises problems of psychological verisimilitude;
His actions are unclear in motivation; étcoherent, overall meaning is
hard to extract from the text.

Without claiming to offer an alternative reading of "Iuda
Iskariot'" which solves all the problems of coherence (an aim anyway

contrary to the purpose of semiotic analysis which is a "reading of
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readings' rather than a reading in its own right) we can perhaps
offer a perspective in which the problems encountered by readers and
critics of the story become manageable.

The need to bear in mind the fact that Andreyev is employing a
familiar pre-existent narrétive in the form of the biblical story of
Judas was stressed in the section of narrative transformation. It is
foremost here -too.

The first and last words of the text: wHucyca Xpucra MHOro pas
npegynpexnganu, 4To Hyma us Kapuora - 4denoBek oueHb OYDHOH ClIaBel U €ro
HyXHO ocTeperarnbcs' . ftesss U Y BCEX HAPOOOB .... OCTaHeTCA OH
OOMHOKHMM B XECTOKOH yuacTu cBoelt — Wyzma us Kapuora, HpenaTenb"103
confirm that the traditional, culturally sanctioned view of Judas as
the incarnation of Evil informs Andreyev's narrative from beginning
to end and is not something which emerges at an appropriate point in
the sequeice of events, as it would were this a new and unfamiliar
narrative. Also present from the beginning, though in a more discreet
form, is an opposing view of Judas as the victim of other peoples'

weakness and hypocrisy and, by extension, as the "positive hero" of

the narrative. The influence of such a view is felt in the opening
paragraphs where the accumulation of other peoples' remarks inevitably
has the effect of, to some .extent, objectifying them and distancing

the reader from their claims: . Hucyca .... OPEOYIDEXTAIH ....

pacckaspBamd fanee .... ¥ 3TO eme pa3 FOBODHIO O TOM, uTO Hyma -

IYDHOR quIOBeK”.lo4

It is conveyed in Judas' own stories in which he inevitably
portrays himself as victim: ,Ilo pacckasam Hynpl BHXOOWIO Tak, GyATO
OH 3HaeT Bcex Imogeil, ¥ KaXIsli YeroBeK KOTOPOT'O OH 3HaeT, COBEPHHII B

1105

cBOel ¥M3HM KakoH—HUOYOb AYDPHON MNOCTYMIOK MM Oaxe IpecTyIUleHHe

in the way he refers to himself: ,o6ManyTwit Uyna, GemHbri Hyma", and
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in some of Judas' own actions — e.g. his saving of Christ from a
hostile crowd.
In fact neither of the two 'views'" of Judas ever appears in pure

form, nor can they be expected to since it is the opposition between

them which constitutes the generating paradigm of this narrative.
So the unity of Andreyev's Judas as character is breached by an
internalised generating paradigm which at all points in the narrative
opposes a 'negative' view of an already textualised biblical Judas to
a 'positive' one. Andreyev's Judas is permanently both the traditional
Judas, the incarnation of evil and the new, positive Judas. Sometimes
he may appear "more one than the other" (Cf. his saving of Christ and
his visit to Caiaphas to betray Christ). This is the ‘result of the
diachronic actualisation of the paradigm:- first one term, then the
opposing term. Even at these points, however, the paradigm, as a
synchronic structure, is operative in full; thus when Judas saves
Christ from the crowd his action appears double-edged and tainted
with ulterior motive, just as his treacherous visit to Caiaphas is
tinged with heroism.

Judas' very thoughts are articulated according to the same
paradigm: ,Ja! llenoBaHueM JIO6BH NpefaéM Mol Te6a M BBICOKO Hap

106
TeMeHeM 3eMIIM Ml NOJHHMaeM Ha KpecTe JIoGOBHS pACHATYI Mo60Bb' .

His constant reference to himself in either the third-person singular
or the first-person plural echoes referentially the fragmentation of
his uniﬁy as a character that we are plotting structurally.

The structure is not alwayé actualised in terms of "Victimiser/
Victim" or "Evil/Good". One of the functions of the disciples is to
fill the second term in an actualisation in which.the marked‘values
are those of knowledge (positive) and ignorance (negative) and in

which Judas first fills the first position:- , A passe He y Bcex
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VUeHHHKOB INIOXas namaATh? Korpa Agyer CHALHIT BeTep OH NOGHUMAET COP H
FOBODAT ¢ BOT BeTep. A 3TO TOJIBKO COp, MO moGpemi Poma ...."107 and
"then, with a reversal of functions, (Jesus and the disciples now
occupying the "knowledge' position) the second:- ,®oma! A uTo ecmu
OH npaé? Ecnu xamMHH y Hero nog Horami, a y MeHs ﬁon HOT'OM IIeCOK
Tonpko? Kro obMmaumiBaeT Hymy? :— Bbl MIIM caM Hyna?"los At the same
time, of course, Judas' knowledge is always tainted with a hint of
ignorance and the disciples' "ignorance' with a hint of knowledge and
vice versa.

Jésus, then, functions as a sort of double for Judas, sometimes
fulfilling one potentiality and sometimes the opposing one in the
generating paradigm, but at the same time always containing the whole
structure at any given point. The structure both contains and splits
the two characters since the opposition it articulates is one not
between characters, individuals, but between whole discourses — the
biblical discourse which portrays Judas as Evil, and an alternative
discourse that portrays the opposite.

In this context we can perhaps accommodate the strange physical

affinity that Andreyev stresses between the two figures as another

example of the reification of structure: ,0x [®oma] BHMMaTempHO

pasrnageiBan Xpucra u Hymy cupeBmMx pagoM H 2Ta CTpaHHas OJIM30CTH

6oXeCTBEHHON KpacoThl M YYOOBHMHOIO 6e306pa3usa yrHerana ero yM, Kak
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HepaspemuMasi 3aragka .
The narrative's syntagmatics actualise the structure in

diachronic form, tracing a path to and fro between the two sides of

the opposition and this produces the rhythm of alternation that is so

characteristic of the Andreyevan text (cf. "Tak bylo", "Krasnyi smekh",
"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'", '"Bezdna' etc.): .M c arToro xe AHA Kak—

TO CTPaHHO MSMEHAIOCh K HeMy oTHomenwe Hucyca'; ,.... HO yke Ha Hpyrow
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meHs ®oMe TPUINIOCH CO3HATHCH, 4YTO OH omubcsa B Hyme, Tak npocT, Tax

MATOK +... OBUI HCKapHOT"; "Tpnbxo opgHaxnopl Uyma Kak—-To 0OCOGEHHO pesKo
H CTpéHHo HAMOMUHAII IIpEeXHero Hyny".;lo

There is, of course, a parallel and overlapping syntagmatics in
the form 6f the biblical version of the progression of events leading
to Christ's crucifixion and Judas' suicide, a version which Andreyev's
text adheres to in a highly selective and approximate manner. The
two progressions (Andreyevan and biblical) constrain and influence
each other in a way that prevents the narrative from acquiring the
almost outrageously fantastic proportions of, say, "Krasnyi smekh"
which is unconstrained in this sense.

The duality produced by the internalised paradigmatic structure
we have been describing has by no means been lost on other critics of
the story. Woodward, for instance, writes of "the two attitudes to

111 It is'a question of where that duality is sited. Previous

Jesus'.
critical approaches required unified, consistent characters,
realistically motivated actions, coherent plots and extractable
meanings so that Woodward, and most of his predecessors, are, perfectly
correctly, led to the same conclusion reached by Zinaida Gippius half
a century earlier; "Thus 'Judas Iscariot' appears to confirm Gippius'
view of Andreyev as a writer who is unable to cope with the problems
which he himself raises in his works .... It cannot be disputed that
there are two distinct schemes which are not successfully dovetailed".112
Put another way, all those who have found this same inconsistency
in "Judas Iscariot'" have carried out valid readings of the text
according to familiar intertextual paradigms of character, codes of
realism (see Chapter Three below) and conventions of hermeneutics.

The duality, which we have sited as the basis of an internalised

generating paradigm, does not easily assimilate to these models and
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causes a rupture in their unities.

d) Continuation of Paradigm and the Andreyevan Ending

Because a paradigm (internalised or intertextual) is, in the

context we have been using the term, an abstract, virtual structure,

there is, in theory, no limit to the number of actualisations it can
generate. It is in this sense inexhaustible. The nineteenth-century
novel took advantage of this fact which enabled it to be in a certain
sense '"open—ended'" - capable of being continued by the reader beyond
its own boundaries. So the reader of Tolstoy's "Anna Karenina" can
project the paradigms generating the characters of Levin and Kitty
"into the future", beyond the novel's end and predict further
developments in their lives.

Sometimes the projection is actualised in textual form by the
author himself, as in the case of sequels. Even a writer like
Chekhov - who preferred the short story (the "syntagmatic'" genre) to
the novel and whose work many (including Belyi) hailed as the end of
realism and the beginning of modernism - could write trilogies of
stories ("Kryzhovnik", "Chelovek' v futlyare", "Dom s mezoninom') in
which characters and/or themes are carried over from one text to

another. Intertextual paradigms of character, plot and setting, in

Chekhov, still provide the dominant mode of reading. The continuation
of paradigm may take the form of a continuity of theme or setting from
one narrative to another as in Turgenev's 'gentry novels" or Chekhov's

"country-estate' plays. (Cf. Philippe Hamon's discussion of this
v piay

point in "Un Discours Contraint”).113

Andreyev's propensity for the internalised paradigmatic structure

whereby a semantic system is created, as it were, "ad hoc", for the
given text and no other, means that his prose is characterised by a

distinct lack of such trilogies, sequels and continuities of setting/
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character. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine, for example, a second
"return-visit' by Eleazar from the dead, difficult to imagine a
repeat ora continuation of the bizarre and horrific scenes described
in "Krasnyi smekh', or even how the love-life of Nemovetsky and
Ninochka might continue after the horrific, multiple rape described in
"Bezdna'. These themes are exhausted within the single stories which
they dominate. As Chukovsky once noted with characteristic expressivity:
wOH [AHmpeeB] MeHseT cBou Temul kak JoH MyaH XeHNMH, HO BCSKOM OTHAeTCH
oo Korma".ll4 While it is true that several critics have proposed
unities of theme or outlook for Andreyev's work, as in the case of the
chapter divisions in the books of both Kaun and Woodward ('"Depersoni-
fication and Self-Will"; "Crime and Punishment"; "The Two Realities"

- Woodward; 'Problems of the Individual'; "Collective Humanity";
"Reason and Morality" — Kaun) and of the formulations of Belyi (''The
Poet of Chaos") and, later, V. Chuvakov (,TBopuectso JI. AHnpeeBa ....

OTpAasujIo Kpuuamye IPOTHBODEYH: IIepeJIOMHOM HCTOPHYECKOH 3MOXH TIIySOoKOoTo

ny 115 . .. .
KpH3HMca KanuTamusma''), these are strictly critical abstractions

and not thematic continuities on a parallel with Turgenev's 'gentry
novels".

Here we come upon what 1s perhaps the major source of tension
within the Andreyevan text, for a conflict is engendered between the
Andreyevan "internalised paradigm" as we have described it here, and
the products of the "intertextual paradigms' examined above (pp. 1l4-
117) - character, event and also setting, all of which remain
functional in Andreyev's narratives. On one hand the internalised
paradigm is an independent, virtual structure perfectly capable of
re—actualising itself ad infinitum and with a momentum that inclines

it to do just this:- why not an endless continuum of confrontations

between a '"passive man" and a "hostile Fate/God" ("Zhizn' Vasiliya



- 114 -

Fiveiskogo'") or between 'lepers" and "Wall" ("Stena")? One the other
hand, it is constrained by the specific context in which these
actualisations are enacted:- that of an "empirical reality" constructed
through seléctions from intertextual paradigms of character, event etc.
The laws of this "empirical reality" determine that there is a limit

to the number of tragic confrontations with an all-powerful fate that

we can credibly expect to take place within the family of one individual,
within the space of one parish, and within.a time-span of 10-15 years

or so. The tension between these two factors is reflected in what
appears as an attempt to maximize the number of actualisations

generated by the internalised paradigm through stretching to (and

sometimes beyond) the limits of these laws of empirical reality. This

explains the bewildering and barely credible accumulation of horror
upon horror upon horror in '"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'", "Stena',
"Krasnyil smekh'", "Proklyatie zverya" etc. It is a tension that, as
Chapter 2 will demonstrate, is at the heart of 'the Andreyevan
Fantastic' and which is crucial to our entire project.

The disturbing way in which many of Andreyev's texts break off
"in medias res" or else tail off into a narrative void is traceable
to the same tension:- the internalised paradigm which is capable of
generating ever more actualisations, in conflict with a law that
requires event-sequences of this bizarre nature to come to some kind
of conclusion: ,3a oxHOM B 6arpoBoM H HENOABHXHOM CBeTe CTOAI caM
Kpacmpit cMex' ["Krasnyi smekh'"]; K Tebe ugy s, Mos BO3JmoGIeHHasd.
BeTpeTh MeHs 1acKOBO. M rtak ycran' ["Proklyatie zverya"]; ,Ho romoc
MOt 6bUT THycaB, & [ObXaHHe CMPaiHO, W HMKTO He XOTell CJIymaTbh MeHs,
npoxaméHHoro; Fope! Tope! Tope!" ["Stena"]; .M momua Gexamu Mul

e fn n]116
Kyga—TO BO ThMYy H BO3Jie HaC HaCMeMUIIMBO IIpbHIIalIM HAlK TeHWY, - [ Nabat
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e) From Internalised Paradigm to Intertextual Paradigm

In preparation for future chapters which will attempt more

"world of intertextuality' and

thoroughly to situate Andreyev in the
thus to define his place in the literary process at large, we must

briefly shift perspective here and point towards an intertextual

paradigm of which the paradigms we have been analysing above are

specific.intratextual variants. For the Andreyevan "internalised

paradigms" can, at a deeper and more abstract level of analysis, be
seen to be no more than differing surface manifestations of a single
intertextual structure more basic, if less immediately familiar, than
those of either event or character.

In our analysis of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" and "Prizraki'
the generating paradigms proposed for them both stressed the element

of confrontation (between Vasilii, Mosyagin, the parishioners and the

force of nature, death, "the idiot"; between the self-deluding inmates
of the asylum and the harshness of reality outside them). The
enactment of confrontation can likewise be seen to be a key function
of "Stena" (lepers and Wall), "Krasnyi smekh" (mankind and the horrors
unleashed by war) as well as of earlier narratives like "U okna"
(narrator and the world outside his window) and later texts such as
"On'" (the student and the inhabitants and surroundings of the strange
house he finds himself in).

Tt is possible to perceive in these confrontational models and

in the Andreyevan text a foregrounding of a structure fundamental to

much of world literature and perhaps to all literary activity as such
— namely the engagement of a Subject (individual or collective,

human or otherwise) with an Object (individual, collective, world, or

"thing"). The significance of the Andreyevan text's foregrounding

of such a universal structure — reflected in the intensity and often
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violence, of the engagement, and in the frequency with which it is

enacted — has to do with its articulation of the Fantastic (see below

and Chapter Two) and thereby of a basic problem of the production of

meaning in literature (see Chapter Three).

The Andreyevan text's actualisation of the Subject/Object

Intertext could be represented (incompletely) thus:

"Bezdna"

"VOI‘”

"Stena"

"Krasnyil
smekh"

"Eleazar"

"Zhizn'
Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo"

SUBJECT

Nemovetsky; Ninochkaj;
the Gang of Rapists;
Mankind

Yurasov; the train as an
"inside"

the marratorial "I';
the lepers as indivi-
duals, as collective

the two brothers; the
doctor who stands on his
head; the inhabitants of
the town afflicted by
insanity

the people encountered
by Lazarus; the scupltor
Aurelius; the emperor
Augustus; Lazarus him— .
self as victim

Vasilii; his wife; the
cripple; Mosyagin; the
Idiot as victim; Ivan
Porfirych as parishioner

OBJECT

Nemovetsky; the "abyss' of
subconscious forces; the
violence of the rapists;
the hostile natural
surroundings

The hostile passengers; the
world beyond the railway
carriage as an "outside"

the Wall; the other lepers

War; Violence; Insanity;
The figure of the Red
Laugh

Lazarus as personification
of death; Death itself as
the cause of Lazarus'
unholy state

Death; nature; fate; God;

the Idiot as embodiment of
all these; Insanity; Ivan

Porfirych in his sinister,
threatening role
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"Tak bylo" "the people"; "revolu- the ruling tyrant
tion"; man's aspirations "dvadsatyi'; human psy-=
to change and progress chology (inherent servility);

the law of cyclic time
("tak bylo, tak budet')

"Prizraki" Egor; Petrov; the "the outside world";
doctor's assistant; 7= "reality"; Shevyrev as
"the one who knocks'; founder of the asylum and
Shevyrev as inhabitant purveyor of deceit; death;
of the asylum the laws of textuality
"On" the student; the dead Norden; the house and its
T Elena as victim surroundings

"Subject" and "Object'" remain vacant slots which may be filled

by different "individuals"™ at different points, reaffirming the
dissolution of character—as-unity that the Andreyevan text effects.
Thus, in "Bezdna" Nemovetskii and Zinochka may both be inserted into
the "Subject'"slot while the slot of "Object" is filled, in the case of
Zinochka by the transformed, bestial Nemovetskii and in the case of
Nemovetskii, by the forces within his own subconscious. Before the
rape takes:place Nemovetskii and Zinochka fall jointly into the
"Subject" slot, while the slot of "Object" is filled by the
surroundings towards and through which they walk, by their shadows:
nee.. OB€ AMMHHBIE TEHH C/MBAJIACDH. B OBHY Y3KYKW M [JHHHYO .... HO OHM

He BHmenmd TeHed .... OH BHOEN YepHBI CHUIIy3T HOTH M MAajleHbKyl Tyduo M

OBLIIO UTO—-TO BecrnokoiiHoe B 3TOM .... OHHM He INIgOeJIH II0 CTOpPOHam HO

YYyBCTBOBAIM YTDOMYH Bpa¥geGHOCTb H3DHTOTO HOHH"117 and by the gang of

rapists they encounter.

Similarly, in "Stena" the slot of "Subject" is filled in turn by
the narratorial "I", by each of the lepers in the separate incidents
related and by the collective "we" of the leper community: 1) u....

OH TIOCTABWII CIOMHY M f CTajd Ha Heé, HO CTeHa 6buta BCE TaK ke BHICOKA L
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ii) ,Belcoxo Ha KaMeHL BCTajla CTapas XEeHmHHA .... OHA NPOTAHYNIA PYKH
kK creHe ....'"; 1ii) uM cHoBa B3apeBes MOmMHBEI MOTOK YEIOBEYECKHX TNl H
118

BCeil CBOeH CHIIOH YOapHIM O CcTeHy'.
Woodward and a German critic, Burkhardt, also propose confron-
tational models appropriate for a limited number of Andreyev's stories,
in Woodward's case in the form of "alienated individual in hostile
world" and in Burkhardt's: "individual against physical thing".119
The Subject/Object paradigm represents a refinement of these models
to a more abstract level, capable of accounting for a greater
diversity of texts. Even this paradigm meets resistance, however, in
certain texts like "Tuda Iskariot', where the confrontation is between
two discourses rather than Subject and Object. The apparent contra-
diction can be resolved by reference to the notion of the Andreyevan
text as an ideal construct actualised more or less imperfectly by

"more imperfect"

individual Andreyev Texts. ''Iuda Iskariot" is a
actualisation.

f) Internalisation and Figures of Speech

We can now return to our notion of the "internalised paradigm"
and consider some of its further consequences in Andreyev's mature

prose.

The overall "internalisation" of the Andreyevan text extends to

every level and is at work in such "stylistic'" features as the

construction of figures of speech and even in the titles of the texts.

We have only to consider "Bezdna', "Stena', 'Nabat", "Lozh'",
"Krasnyi smekh', "Proklyatie zverya', "Tak bylo" and "Prizraki" as a
representative sample of Andreyevan titles. It is of significance

that none of these titles are generalising descriptions imposed on the

texts from a meta—textual standpoint (cf. "Otsy i deti', "Prestuplenie

i nakazanie", "Voina i mir'" and Chekhov's "Skuchnyi rasskaz' and
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"Poprygunochka"). All are taken from "within" the texts themselves

and made to stand métonymically for the narratives they announce.

(The absence of a strongly marked meta-narrative level has considerable
bearing on sender-receiver relationships and will be picked up again
in the following chapter).

Figures of speech — metaphors and similes - present an exact
analogy. The standard figure of speech (e.g. girl compared to gazelle)
involves a "thing to be compared" (girl) and a "thing to which it is

compared" (gazelle) selected from an extra-textual series i.e. one

absent from the text itself. It is this which makes the girl seem
"more vivid'", more placeable in an extra-textual reality. Not so with

Andreyev, many of whose metaphors and similes are syntagmatically rather

than paradigmatically constructed; both "thing to be compared" and

"thing to which it is compared" are drawn from within the same text.

When, for example, describing the rumours that begin to circulate the
neighbourhood after the burning of Vasilii's house in "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" Andreyev writes: ,Kak OpMHas rapb OT A&IEKOTrO JIECHOTO

noxapa OHM [cioyxu]| OBHTAHMCh MeAllIeHHo H ruyxo''. A little later in the

text a description of a snow—-storm raging around the hut in which
‘Vasilii and his idiot-son are silently seated includes the sentence:
plloToM [QeTenb] momHMMAanach, CaJUIIaCh HAa KOPTOYKM H HOJIFO H THXO
CMOTpeNla Ha OCBemEéHHbe OKHa, MOCKpumbBasa 3yGamu'. This immediately
recalls an earlier description of the idiot himself grinding his teeth
in animal-like fashion. A few paragraphs further on we read of
Vasilii: ,YemoBek CJBIMT ¥ TOAHMUMAET IOJIOBY [JIMHHBIMM HCCeLad — YEepHBIMH
BOJIOCAMH —- XaK MeTelb M HOYb OOBOIAKHBANIMHMH nnuo".lzo
There are examples, such as the following one from "Krasnyi

smekh'", where the "comparing' element is drawn from a section of the

text succeeding the '"compared" element instead of preceding it, as in
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the previous examples. This produces an-effect of the realisation of

simile: ,J xouy x Tebe, ckasal -0H, H Hayal LAPANAaTbCH KaK KPbICA ...,

M TOYHO OTrafaB MOK MBICIIb OH CTall Y3eHBbKUH H, BWIAA KOHUHMKOM XBOCTAa,

BIOJI3 B TEMHYW meJIb IIOf nBepbw"5121 The distinction between "meta-
narrative' level (where the "thing comparing" is situated) and
narrative level (where the '"thing compared" is situated) is effaced by
the "migration" of the rat from the first level to the second. (See
Chapter Twé for an elaboration of this point).

g) Paradigmatics and the 'Centripetal Text"

The overriding importance of the internalised paradigm as a
central organising structure of the Andreyevan text can be put forward
as an explanation to several interrelated features that accompany it.

The contagion of one semantic field by another was mentioned
above in connection with poeticity, internal motivation and the
creation of a relatively self-sufficient and apparently self-generating
text. The semantic contagion is not, however, haphazard and arbitrary.
It takes the form of an induction, a *drawing in" by the organising
internalised paradigm of seemingly peripheral elements into its sphere
of influence. So, in the examples from "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'",
Vasilii's greying hair, a peripheral detail, is "drawn in" to the
central organising structure that opposes Subject (Vasilii, the
parishioners etc.) to Object (God, fate, nature, death etc.) through
its contagion by the nouns ”M¢Tenb" and ,Hour" - both associated with
Object (snow-storm + night = hostile nature). The previous example
shows how the snow-storm, at this stage itself a “peripheral detail"
is also drawn into the structure by its association with the Idiot.

In the example preceding that one, the ycmyxu" are likewise drawn in
by association with the fire that burnt Vasilii's house = itself an

actualisation of "Object" (hostile nature).
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The centripetal tendencies of these texts - the drawing in to
the struétural centre of peripheral elements - are by no means
exclusive to Andreyev, or even to literary art. An influential
Soviet art-critic of the 1920's, Nikolai Tarabukhin, makes a similar
discovery in the field of painting with his postulation of the "inner"
and "outer" axes of a painting (corresponding approximately to
"syntagmatic" and "paradigmatic" axes respectively). He:refers
specifically and consistently to paintings that "unfold along the

122

inner axis" as ,LeHTpcTpeMuTenbHue' .. The significance of this

parallel will become apparent in the chapters to follow, particularly

in respect of the role of synthesis and analysis in Chapter Four.

Meanwhile L.M. O'Toole has noted that the short story in general
is an essentially centripetal literary form, by contrast with the

. 123 .
centrifugal novel. This, of course, offers further support to the
idea of Andreyev's texts as intensifiers of certain structural
features inherent in the short story (p. 46 above).

A corollary of Andreyevan centripetality is a concomitant

semantic flatness or minimised semantic hierarchy:- there can be

little or no ordering according to relative semantic importance since
all elements, as equal members of a single generating paradigm, have
equal semantic weight attached to them. Thus, the raging storm in

"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" is as semantically marked as the Idiot

himself. And the (presumably) imaginary child in "Krasn&i smekh'" who
transforms himself into a rat is no more semantically peripheral than
the terrifying figure of the "Red Laugh" itself. Whereas in a
conventional representational narrative the storm, a character's
greying hair, an imaginary creature from a hallucination would be
read according to a subordinate paradigm of "human appearance",

"physical surroundings" etc., here they are all equally generated by,
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and readable according to a central organising structure. They do
not appear as subordinate detail, but rather as central to the whole
narrative. (Cf., earlier manuscripts to this and other stories). 24
It is this factor that lies behind the monotonously excessive,
hyperbolous and melodramatic style for which Andreyev was constantly
castigated by many of his Symbolist contemporaries (Gippius, Bryusov,
Voloshin) and by critics such as D.S. Mirsky. The following passage
from "Gubernator", traditionally acknowledged as one of Andreyev's
more controlled and reserved efforts, describes the doomed governor's

last days and typifies the top-heavy, almost over—indﬁlgent tone of

Andreyevan narration: ,CBeTHIO I IOACJIENOBATOE OKTAGPBCKOE COIHIE,

MOPOCHJI JIM HACTONYMUBbIL, TOCKIMBbH OOXOIb, OH HEH3MEHHO MOSBIANCA Ha
VIIHIaX — BENHUAaBLE M IevalibHbhi an3p>aK C pasMepeHHbIMH U TBEpObIMU
maramMu, MepTBeﬁ IIepeMOHHANTbHEIM MaplieM MmYMui MOTHIH .... M ecnu 6bl
CBepXy MNpOCIIeOUTh ero eXefHEeBHHE NYTh OXMOAHUA, TO NMpeAcTaBWICA Obl OH
NPUUYIUIHBLIM ClIeIUIeHHEM IPAMBIX M KOPOTKHUX JIMHHHM .... COYTHBawIMXCA B

KOIMUMil 6oJle3HeHHO H3JIOMaHHbDI KTY6OK .... HO egBa M Brnepegu cebs

BHIEN OH UTO-HHGYOb, MOTJIOMEHHEE GE3MOHHEM, UEpHbIM OXMOAHMEM .... H

MHOTO HCIYTaHHEIX TJIa3 IPONYCTWI CKBO3b CeBs ero CKONb3AMHI, HeBHAWH

B30p, NpAMON kakK ero marm. ¢ korga oH Obm yxe yOHT U OaBHO NOXOpPOHEH

U HOBHI I'y6epHaTOp, MOJIONOI, BEXUIHBBIM, oxpyménﬂmﬁ Kasakami, ObICTPO H
Beceyio HOCHIICS IO TOPOLY B KOMsiCKE — MHOTHE BCIOMHHIIM 3TOT
OBYXHEe[eNbHbE, CTPAHHBIA MPU3PAaK .... H KPACHYW MEIIKOBYI MOMKIAfIKY
nl25

OCTPO GIMCTAMYy© B MOJYAIMBBIX JYXAX «...

The underlined words and expressions all indicate contagion of
peripheral elements, either directly through being drawn into the
semantic space of "Object'" (the mysterious, all powerful force

controlling the governor's destiny):— umpuspax'; umeprtBen'; nmormm:';

/GOmeaHe HHO~H3IOMaHHbli" ;. n6e3moHHEM, depHM oxupaHueM''; or else at ome
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semantic stage removed from the central paradigmatic structure:-
nTOCKIIHBbEL OOXAL''; promcienoBaroe commue''; ynpsaMoit kax ero maru';

nB MomuamuBeix gyxax'':— all these are semantically associated with the
Governor (Subject) except the last [momuamusmx], which recalls the
mysterious silence associated with the "Object". Even the reference

to the new governor has to remind us of the inevitability of the old

governor's death, while the new governor's appearance recalls the old
governor through the symmetrical contrast between the two [,Momogoit,
BeXUIMBBIL, Beceso/mpuapak, Meptsern' ).

The long, tortuous sentences characteristic of Andreyev's 'style',
with their abundance of participles and the conjunction "and" now
become comprehensible as an integral part of the Andreyevan
internalising, centripetal system:— they are merely surface

manifestations of the synthesising, merging tendencies of Andreyevan

semantics, or perhaps the grammatical means by which that cementing
together is achieved.

The passage reveals three more concomitants of Andreyevan
centripetality common to all the texts we have considered so far.
All have to do with (literary) time.

Firstly the semantic '"flatness' (lack of hierarchy) is mirrored

in an accompanying temporal flatness. Just as there is no hierarchy

of relative semantic importance, so there is the minimum of temporal
ordering of past, present and future in the Andreyevan text (Cf. the
"temporal shuffling'" of past, present and future evident in the

. . ) - .. 126
progression of manuscript variants to Andreyev's stories).
Whether the distressed mother's appeal to the Wall to return her
child to her occurs before, after or simultaneously to the narrator's

participation in an insane lepers' dance is of very little significance

["Stena"]. And whether either of these events precede the repeated
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attempts to scale or destroy the Wall is equally unimportant. The

reader is suspended in a perpetual présent. The superficial temporal

linearity of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo', "Iuda Iskariot" and '"Moi
zapiski' is, as we have seen, undermined by the "reduced narrative
memory" which means that almost any given narrative "moment" seems
less to be one point in a temporal sequence, a point with a past and

future, and more a separate narrative core that is all significant

regardless of its relation to a narrative past and/or future. (The
passage of time, literary and "real", is palpable only via memory and
the meaningful relation of past, present and future).

Even "Moi zapiski" — a generally more "organic'" and temporally
integrated narrative that "Proklyatie zverya' or "Krasnyi smekh" -
contains episodes such as the anonymous narrator's encounters with
"Gospodin K", the idealistic artist, which are only minimally
conditioned by the narrative that precedes them, and are more or less
"forgotten'" by the end of the narrative, but which are presented as
being of crucial and central significance. The almost indiscriminate
use of emphatic italics throughout the scene in which "Gospodin K"
features is a marker of this artificial centrality: Coemas Bug, 4YTO
A yCTam M NPOCTO XOuy IPOHTH 1O KaMmepe fi IOMATHYJICA Kak Obl OT

CcTapuyeCKoH OpPOXM B HOTAX M OTHEDHYJ Ofexmy: BCA CTeHa 3a Hei Gwia

HClIempeHa PHUCYHKAMHM., XYHOKHHK YXe BCKOUHJI C IIOCT&IH H TaK Mul MOJIHa
nl27

CTOSANM OPYT HPOTHB OPYTa....

The diary-form of the "povest'" is clearly ideally suited to the
presentation of a "perpetual present” and the isolation of episode
from episode (Cf. the chapter beginnings, each new chapter corresponding
to a new entry in the diary:- ,Ha mpomepmmeii Hefeme B BOCKpeceHbe B
Hameii TOpBMe CIIy4MIIOCH HecdacTbe .,.." [VIL]; ,llpomzomno HeYTO B BHICOKOM

cremenu HeoxumanHoe' [IX]; ,Boxe mott! Uro-to co MHO#E ciyumnocsh! f
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' [X].128

He 3Haw 4YTO PaccKasaTb 06 3TOM YHTATeNHo'

Similarly, the setting, a prison, whéere routine and the blurring
of boundaries between past, present and future are the order of the
day seems determined by the structure.

It is interesting to qote, in this context, how many Andreyev
narratives have as their settings isolated buildings or institutions
which are ruled by repetition, routine and the absence of a marked
time:- "Moi zapiski" (prison); "Prizraki" (lunatic asylum); '"Rasskaz o
semi poveshennykh'" (prison); "On" (isolated house by the sea); the
uncompleted "Bunt na korable" (ship at sea); "V podvale" (cellar);
"Zhili-byli" (hospital ward); "U okna" (single room in-a house).

Temporality is logically required by causality and the weakness
(or absence) of one automatically implies the weakness (or absence)
of the other. The third concomitant of Andreyevan centripetality is
indeed a weakened narrative causality. This is not to say that events
and episodes are irrationally and inexplicably linked, as in the work
of Franz Kafka, but rather that there is a severely weakened narrative
teleology in Andreyev's narratives. They possess little "sense of
direction", little sense of a final point of destination towards which
they progress and it is for this reason that they either return to
their beginnings ("Bol'shoi shlem", '"Stena", "Prizraki', "Tak bylo",
in a certain sense "Iuda Iskariot'" and more obviously "Eleééér” whose
eponymous hero returns to the death from which he emerged by dying a
second time: ,Tax BuUOAMMO 3aKOHYW/IACh BTOpas XM3Hb Eneasapa, TpH BHsA
IpOoGBBLETO HOM 3aramouyHoM BIIACTBI CMEpPTH U YyLecHO Bocxpecmerohlzg)
or else are broken off suddenly and arbitrarily "in medias res"
("Lozh'"", "Nabat'", "Bezdna", 'Vor", "Krasnyi smekh', "Proklyatie
zverya'').

The arbitrariness of the endings in "Krasnyi smekh'" and
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"Proklyatie zverya" is all the more disturbing and disruptive owing

to its contrast with the sense of the absolute necessity of all that

went before. This too can be linked to Andreyevan centripetality
which acts to absorb and therefore to negate all that is peripheral.
Chapter Three will make plain how the usual function of peripheral
detail (descriptions of surroundings and appearances; routine,
insignificant events) is to introduce a controlled amount of '"the
arbitrary" into the narrative in order to foster the illusion that the
narrative "existants" (characters, settings etc.) are 'really there".
This is achieved via the notion that reality is itself abitrary,
merely "existing", rather than laden with intentionality and transparent
ordering (cf. Valery's famous rejection of the nineteenth-century
realist novel for its arbitrariness in asserting that a particular
carriage is grey rather than any other colour — why not brown, black?
- which is more a rejection of a way of perceiving reality than of
artistic technique or craftmanship).

The Andreyevan narrative's centripetality causes it to be laden
with precisely that intentionality and transparent ordering which it
is the nineteenth century novel's task to avoid.

h) Parallels in the Work of Andreyev's Contemporaries

While it is clear that some of the key features outlined above
manifest themselves in a more extreme form in Andreyev's prose than
anywhere else (nowhere, for instance are semantic contagion, the
reduced narrative memory and centripetality as extensively developed),
it is equally certain that the structures generating these surface
manifestations traverse a wide range of the writers amongst whom
critics have experienced such difficulty in finding his a definitive

place.

The exotic, polished brand of Decadence practised by Fedor
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Sologﬁb seems superficially far removed from the cruder, more
frenzied writing of his younger contemporary. It is possible,
however, at a structural level, to pinpoint remarkable similarities
between the two. Sologub's short stories, too, can be seen to be
generated by an internalised paradigmatic structure of which the
events of the stories constitute a series of varying actualisations.
There is a whole group of stories (including "Krasota", "Utesheniya',
"Belaya sobaka'", "Obruch', "Zhalo smerti") generated through the
repeated actualisation of an opposition between an "Everyday Reality"

and a second, magical "Transcendent Reality" which includes among its

most frequently recurring members:

"Everyday ‘Reality" "Transcendent Reality"
Ugliness, Vulgarity Beauty, the Sublime
Adults, Men Children, Women
Indifference to, or Sexuality

abhorrence of Sex
Bordeom, Routine Magical Adventure

Life (marked positively) Death (marked negatively)

The Sologub narratives, nonetheless, differ markedly from those
of Andreyev in that most of them privilege one term — Death - over
all other members of the paradigm (Death is made the ultimate
reference point for beauty, sexuality, magical adventures etc.) At
the same time their "plots' inevitably culminate in the death of their
central protagonists. In this way the syntagmatic axis and the
paradigmatic axis eventually appear to converge in one point: 'death
—as—event" (the culmination of the syntagmatic sequence of events)
merges with "death-as-state" (the privileged term in the paradigm
generating tHe sequence, marked, incidentally, by the frequent

expression of a death-wish by the central protagonist through the
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course of the narrative). The one is absorbed by the other.

This feature lends Sologub narratives the sense of direcéion and
teleology that Andreyev's texts lack, and explains the absence, in
Sologub, of the Andreyevan "arbitrary ending".

Now it is true that a number of Andreyev's texts also culminate
in a form of convergence of syntagma and paradigm; Eleazar, the
vehicle by means of which death as a term in the paradigm is
syntagmatically realised, himself dies a second time; Vasilii, the

vehicle by means of which Subject confronts Object (including its

actualisation as death and insanity) himself becomes insane and dies;

the narrator-protagonists of "Krasnyi smekh'; who have filled the slot
of Subject in its confrontation with Object, finally encounter the
"Red Laugh" face to face and are, presumably, absorbed by it. The
convergence is not, however, "motivated"_by any such privileging:— the
Andreyevan text, we have established, eschews semantic hierarchies.
The reader of "Eleazar", for instance, does not sense at every point
the necessity of his eventual return to the state from which he
emerged in the same way that the reader of "Belaya sobaka" senses the
necessity of the protagonist's eventual succumbing to death. It does
not furnish a teleology in the same way that the Sologub narratives do
(but will nevertheless require further investigation below).

The prose of Andrei Belyi ("Serebryamnyi golub'", "Peterburg")
and the “povesti" of Aleksei Remizov (cf. the internalised semantic
systems that are constructed around the Prison/outside world opposition
in "V plenu"; between the Burkov house and the Government Office, then
between the various floors of the Burkov house in "Krestovye sestry')
are also oriented strongly towards paradigmatic internalisation.

The work of Evgenii Zamyatin demonstrates the persistence of

this structural feature well beyond the 1917 revolution. His anti-
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Utopian novel "My'" is articulated across a complex paradigm that

opposes the Space of the City to Space Beyond the City

~=:MEntropy" Revolution
the colour blue the colour yellow
Hairlessness ' Abundance of Hair
Rationalism and the The Irrational and
utilitarian Emotions
Lack of Sexuality Eroticism and Sexuality

Zamyatin's earlier stories ("Peshchera", '"Navodnenie') likewise
echo Andreyevan internalisation (e.g. the opposition of "Cave" to
"Outside World" as a generating paradigm in "Peshchera').

In referential terms the generation of a text's semantics through
internalised oppositional paradigms is reflected ultimately as the
creation of a wholly new and autonomous world. This, indeed, was the
stated aim of a number of the "modernist™ groupings active in Russia
at the beginning of the century.

The centripetality deriving from paradigmatic internalisation in
Andreyev's work is mirrored in that of Boris Zaitsev, normally
associated with Gorky's Znanie group of writers, (and to a lesser
extent Ivan Bunin) where it manifests itself as the domination of an
overall mood or atmosphere, a quality in Zaitsev's prose noted and
praised by Blok in his reviews of Znanie publications.lBO Many of
Chekhov's stories ("Student' is perhaps the best example), of course,
exhibit the same quality and it is, quite rightly, he who is seen as
the initiator of this trend in Russian prose.

Finally, the centripetality of "style"” noted in Andreyev (the
transfer of centripetality to a microstructural level) betrays itself

elsewhere in the characteristic lugubrious, saccharine tone pervading
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the narratives of Solugub from beginning to end.

i) Metaphor and Metonymy as Syntagmatic Generating Forces

We have so far concentrated on the (vertical) axis of selection

in the Andreyevan text. Syntagmatics (the axis of combination) has

been considered only insofar as it constitutes a horizontal
actualisation of paradigmatic structure.

In order to shed a little more light on the horizontal,
combinatéry axis we propose to turn once again to Roman Jakobson, and

to his famous distinction between metaphor and metonymy. Jakobson's

fruitful adaptation of the two terms as they are used in standard
literary criticism relies on extrapolating the major principle upon
which each poetic figure is founded and broadening it to cover whole
human::discourses. In metaphor's case the principle is that of
similarity; an object is made to stand for something similar to it.

In metonymy's case the principle is that of contiguity; an object is
made to stand for something to which it is in contiguity. (That
something is, in metonymy, very often, though not necessarily, the
whole of which the object is an attached part:- a Keel may stand for
the whole ship to which it is contiguous and to which it belongs.
Strictly speaking we are dealing in that instance with synecdoche,

but for Jakobson synecdoche is merely a sub-species of metonymy.

(See Chapter 2). Jakobson applies the principles of similarity and
contiguity to describe differences in the way texts effect syntagmatic
progression: '"The development of a discourse may take place along two
different semantic lines: one topic may lead to another either through
their similarity, or their continguity. The metaphorical way would be
the more appropriate term for the first case and metonymy for the
second, since they find tﬁeir most concentrated expression in metaphor

. 131 . . s . .
and metonymy respectively'. On this definition, (lyric) poetry is
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an essentially though not exclusively metaphoric discourse; its

topics, and even its lines and syllables tend to progress from one to
the next on the basis ot their similarity to one another. Prose
fiction, meanwhile, is essentially though not exclusively metonymic;
progression tends to be achieved by switches between characters who

are in contiguity with one another, switched from event to contiguously
linked event and from setting to contiguous setting.

"Similarity" and "Continguity" clearly have parallels with
Todorov's "Identity" and "Difference", (See above pp. 59 and 75),
though the latter is perhaps the purer and more absolute set of terms
and, ultimately, the more abstracted from the reality of texts
themselves. (Topics, lines and syllables in poetry cannot be
absolutely identical, otherwise there would be no progression at all.
Likewise, the characters, events and settings in prose cammot be
absolutely different, otherwise the progression would be chaotic and
meaningless). However, just as identity and difference are essential
to one another (p. 75), so too are metaphor and metonymy; a text
proceeding metaphérically must also have a metonymic aspect, and a
text proceeding metonymically must have e metaphoric aspect. (For
meaningful literary discourse to occur, topics must appear to be
linked both by their contiguity with one another and by the possibility
of drawing parallels, equivalences and similarities between them) .

A metaphoric text is therefore one in which the metaphoric principle

of similarity predominates over the metonymic, while a metonymic text

is one in which the metonymic principle of contiguity predominates
over the metaphoric.

Andreyev's later, "static' narratives where the identity
(sameness) element in Todorov's formula predominates, can now easily

be seen in Jakobson's terms to proceed according to the metaphoric
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principle. Instead of a sign's contiguity with another sign acting
as the generating force behind syntagmatic progression (cf. for
example Turgenev's "Fathers and Sons" where Bazarov's contiguity with
the Kirsarmov household sets in motion a chain of causally linked
events) it is rather a relation of similarity that performs this task.
Egor's fantasising and self-delusion ("Prizraki") is linked to that of
the doctor's assistant chiefly by similarity and to that of Petrov by
similarity (the delusion) and by contrast - a negative form of
similarity (Egor's "wish-fulfillment/Petrov's psychotic paranoia).
Everyday life in the asylum is linked to night—life in the restaurant
Babylon first by contrast, then by similarity.

Each tragedy besetting father Vasilii is linked to the previous
one chiefly through similarity ("Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo"). The
horizontal axis of "Zhili-byli'" unfolds through an elaborate series of
parallels and contrasts (positive and negative similarities) between
the characters, attitudes and fates of the patients in the hospital
ward. Each encounter with Lazatus ("Eleazar") - by his townspeople,
the sculptor Aurelius, the emperor Augustus - repeats the foregoing
one by its relation of similarity to it. The differences between them
are evident only by comparison and contrast with one another.

The dominance of the metaphoric principle (the principle of

similarity, or identity) as a syntagmatic generating force in
Andreyev's prose is, moreover, no more than we ought to expect of

short stories which are actualising the tendencies towards poeticity
inherent within them (p. 46 above). Jakobson's well known definition
of poetic discourse upon which our notion of '"poeticity' is founded

and from which his own concept of metaphor derives, refers specifically

to a "projection of the principle of similarity from the axis of

selection (= the paradigmatic axis) onto the axis of combination"
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(= the syntagmatic axis); whereas, in normal language, we select items

from sets of equivalents, or similar items (paradigms) and combine

them with contiguous items from other sets, in poetic language

. . . . . 132
"Equivalence is promoted to the constitutive device of the sequence".

In other words, in poetic language, similarity instead of contiguity
becomes the principle upon which we combine items along the horizontal
(syntagmatic) axis. This is exactly what we find in respect of the
Andreyevan text, though obviously in a much less pure form than in
poetry as such, where the principle of equivalence is extended right
down to the level of similarity between syllables (rhyme, alliteration,
metre etc.) Even the Andreyevan text, nevertheless, abounds in
striking equivalences of all sorts, not only on the level of event,
but also on those of character and individual detail:- Vasilii
Fiveisky's sufferings exactly mirror those of his parishioners and he
is therefore very much their equivalent. In Andreyev's heretical
retelling of the Judas story it is the repeatedly emphasised affinity
(= equivalence) between Judas and Christ that is perhaps most shocking.
(Andreyev is known to have painted a picture of the crucifixion in
which Christ and Iscariot are depicted on crosses side by side). Even
in "Rasskaz o semi poveshennikh'", one of Andreyev's more ''realistic"
stories, the pre—execution sufferings of the revolutionary heroes are
presented separately, one in each chapter, thus openly inviting the

drawing of parallels and contrasts (positive and negative equivalences)

between them, rather than leaving the reader to extract and disentangle
any equivalences from the mass of contingent action and detail, as in
most nineteenth-century prose. Equivalence between characters, like

so many features of the Andreyevan text, finds its most extreme
manifestation in Andreyev's drama where it is overtly thematised in

"Chernye Maski" as the appearance of Lorenzo's double.
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The narrator's vision of hundred of ravenous people in a
restaurant becoming live beasts in a zoo ("Proklyatie zverya') is
repeated (as an equivalence) in his subsequent visit to an actual zoo.

The curse of the beast itself undergoes repetition elsewhere in

Andreyev's oeuvre as the "Curse of Man" in the play "Zhizn' Cheloveka'.
Finally, the narrator's final words to his loved one in the same story:
nK Ttebe umy s, Mos BOSIIOGIIEHHAS . BcTpeTs MEHSI TACKOBO .... S Tak
yeran'" are repeated almost word for word in Judas' final words to
Jesus before he commits suicide in "Judas Iscariot": ,Tax, BCcTpeThb
XKe MeHs jiackoBo. S oudeHp yCTan",133 creating an equivalence between
two scenes from different texts.

Many of the earlier examples, of course, are a reconfirmation of
the paradigmatic internalisation of the Andreyevan text (pp. 106-125).
Each separate actualisation of the internalised paradigm is similar,

i.e. metaphorically related, to all the others by virtue of its

attribution to the same generating structure:- Judas' rescue of Christ
from the hostile crowd is similar to his later betrayal because both
events are generated ¥ia the same oppositional paradigm: '"culturally
familiar discourse on Judas'/"alternative justificatory discourse"
("Tuda Iskariot').

However, just as a mere series of metonymic displacements, with
one term generating another by contiguity, would satisfy the
requirement of linear advancement at the expense of a gradual
weakening of similarity, so a mere series of metaphors, with one term
generating another through similarity, would satisfy the requirement
of identity at the cost of a sfeédily reduced sense of linear
advancement (difference).

The syntagmatic unfolding of Andreyev's texts via a series of

metaphoric equivalences must, if they are not to capitulate to a form
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of complete hypostasis, be accompanied by a compensatory metonymic
activity. It is this which must now be investigated.

During the discussion of narrative transformation in Andreyev's
stories reference was made to the tendency of many of them to become
increasingly more intense, frantic and fantastic. It can be argued

that "Intensification'" - the means by which Andreyev's texts achieve

progression and therefore "difference" - is explicable precisely as
a form of metonymic activity.

We need only consider, in synopsis, the event-sequences of five
stories in order to gain a good impression of how this metonymic
intensification is effected.

Father Vasilii and his wife suffer the tragedy of the drowning
of their first-born, then that of the birth of an idiot-son. Next,
tragedy befalls Vasilii's wife herself as she dies in a conflagration
at the priest's home. Vasilii discovers that his parishioners have
all undergone similar hardships. This is confirmed in the tragic
ldeath of Semen Mosyagin. Finally, Vasilii himself becomes insane and
dies after a failed attempt to raise the dead Mosyagin [y.... x0xoT
IIOMOGHENT I'DOMY HArnojHsgeT THXYK LepKOBb .... ['DOXOYeT, paspeBaer
KaMeHHble CBOOB .... CTPAmHBIM I'YJIOM CBOMM OGHHMaeT OMMHOKOTO UeJiOBekKa.
0. Bacwmiit .... HOJHMMAaeT TONOBY .... H BHOUT .... B CaMbiXx OCHOBax

n 1134
cBoMX paspymaeTcsa M nagaeT mup'. ]

A soldier begins to lose his sanity in the face of the horrors he
has witnessed at the battle-front. As the story progresses it is
revealed that others (a doctor who stands on his head, another soldier
obsessed with the cawing of crows) are likewise affected. The soldier
returns home and dies. His brother is infected with the same
obsession and.eventually loses his mind. He records the same process

happening all around him until finally the whole town is on the brink
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of succumbing to the disease (;;3a OKHOM B 6arpoBOM H HENOJBHXHOM
cBeTe croanr caMm KpacHeni cmex'').

Lazarus returns from the tomb three days after his death,
Everyone with whom he comes into contact is affected forever afterwards
by his terrible, mortifying gaze. A sculptor comes from afar to
capture the phenomenon in stone but both sculptor and sculpture are
overcome by the same terrible force. Finally Lazarus is taken to the
emperor Augustus, who, although he survives the encounter, never
shakes off its horrifying effects. Lazarus returns to the grave
("Eleazar'").

A priest's daughter returns home from St. Petersburg and meets
her father with silence when he asks her to explain her reasons for
going thefe. Shortly afterwards she commits suicide, without offering
a word of explanation. Her mother is paralysed with grief and also
becomes irrevocably silent.  The priest visits the grave of his
daughter and again meets a chilling silence which finally engulfs him
and everything around him: .... BceM GONbmMM TEJIOM NOTSAHYJICA OH K
KeHe H — BCTDeTWI B3IVIsiL CephX Tias .... B IJla3axX He GbUl0 HM XaIOCTH

HH npomeHus. OHM ObUIM HEMb! H MOJIYAJIH .

nl35 ("Molchanie').

U Mostuan BeCh TEMHmﬁ, OIIYCTEBMHUHA OOM <.

A man racked by jealousy because he believes his lover is lying
to him, murders her, thinking he has thereby killed the falsehood
tormenting him. The lies return to haunt him in everything he sees
around him until he is finally arrested and dragged off ranting about
the immortality of falsehood: , - OTkpoii mMHe mpaBay. Ho Boxe. Benp
5To moxb. TaM [B agy] TbMa, TaM MycTOTa BEKOB M GECKOHEUHOCTH H TaM
HeT ee uM HeT eé Hurme. Ho moxb ocramacb. OHa GeccMepTHa. S YYBCTBYW
e€ B KaXOOM aToMe BO3[yXa, W Korja g Obmy, OHa C MHIIeHHEM BXOOMT B

. . - 136
MOW TpPYIb H DBET eé, DBET .... Cmacure meHa. Cnacure!'



- 137 =

At a level of interpalised paradigm (see pp. 101-106 + 114-117)
the repeated actualisation of the confrontational Subject/Object model
in a series of metaphoric equivalences (Vasilii/Death; Vasilii/Nature;
Mosyagin/Death; Priest's daughter/"Silence'"; Priest's Wife/"Silence";
Priest/"Silence" etc.) remains more or less intact. At the level of

character and event, however, (the level determined by the intertextual

paradigms examined in pp. 114-118) a process of semantic contagion
sets in. Thus a whole plane of signifieds (the "empirical reality"
for which the intertextual paradigms are responsible) is progressively
saturated by a single seme:-— "Insanity",."Death", "Silence'", "False-
hood" etc. The point of total saturation is the point at which each
text ends. The process of saturation depends on the contiguity of

semantic elements one to another and the gradual substitution of one

particular element for all the others as ®part" for "whole™ and is

therefore a process of synedochic metonymy (see p. 130 above). This

metonymic saturation provides the Andreyevan text with its "difference"

and even constitutes a 'teleos" of sorts; although there is no
possibility of resolving or further projecting the structure of the

internalised paradigm and the text's ending must in this sense be an

arbitrary one, the saturation of the plane of signifieds produced

according to the intertextual paradigms (characters, event etc.) means

that, in another sense, the ending is wholly necessary:- a text which
can no longer generate new signifieds, different from one another,
ceases to be a text and must end.

We have already connected the Andreyevan "effect of the Fantastic"

with a conflict between internalised paradigms and intertextual

paradigms (p. 114); the frenzied accumulation of horror upon horror

in "Krasnyi smekh", "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'" etc, we noted,

reflects a tension between the internalised paradigm's need to
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generate ever more actualisations of itself, and the constraints

"character", "event"

imposed on its ability to do so by the laws of
etc. (the products of intertextual paradigms). We can now see that

the progressive intensification of those horrors, another contributary

factor to the Andreyevan Fantastic, is bound up with the same conflict.
The repeated actualisation of the Subject/Object confrontation
(internalised paradigms) within the context of an "empirical reality"
of event and character (intertextual paradigms) causes the latter's
plane of meaning to become progressively saturated by a single seme.

It is the process of metonymic substitution (p. 137) responsible for
the saturation that we experience as Intensification.

j) Intext and the Metonymy of Levels

We must now turn to another version of metonymy operating in
Andreyev's texts which may also be linked indirectly to the effect of
the Fantastic.

There are a number of seemingly disparate and unconnected
instances from various Andreyev stories which on closer inspection
can be shown to have in common one structural feature. They include
the citing of the biblical story of Job in "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo"; the omitted and then separately published "Son

137 from the same story; the letter from the first brother's

Vasiliya',
comrade in "Krasnyi smekh'" (y.... BOPOHbE KPHUHT ....' etc.); the
description of Aurelius' sculpture in "Eleazar'; the text of the
female gypsy’s : song in "Prizraki'; the lecture to the dying deacon
in "Zhili byli"; the citing from Nietzsche's "Thus Spake Zarathustra"
in "Rasskaz o Sergee Petroviche" (,Ecom xu3Hb He ynaercs Tebe, ecnH

. - N ny 138
AMOBUTHEL YepBb IOKMPAeT TBOE Cephle, 3Hail, YTO yIacTcs CMepTh ).

The linking factor consists in the status of all these instances

as more or less discreet texts within the Andreyev texts of which they
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are part:- the bible, a dream presented in isolation from its master-
text, a letter, a lecture, a work of art (a sculpture is also an
artistic text), a quote.

Lotman defines the Intext - or "text in text" - as a rhetorical
construction: ,TexcT B TekcTe — 3TO crnenududyeckoe PHTOPHUECKOe
IOCTDOEHKEe, IPH KOTOPOM pasiiiuie B 3aKOJMPOBAHHOCTH PA3HBIX YacTeH
TexcTa [ellaeTcs BHABIEHHHM GaxTOPOM aBTOPCKOTO MOCTPOEHHA H

"139 . " . 1"
YUTATEIHLCKOTO BOCHDHATHA oo He then cites '"doubling" as the
simplest effect of the intext:— ,YaBoeHue - Haybojiee IMpOCTOIl BHL
BHIBEEeHHsi KOMOBOIi OpraHusaunuu B cdepy OCO3HAHHO — CTPYKTYDPHOH
. w140 . .
ZOHCTDYKIHMH .+ .00 and gives as one example the literary double
whom he describes as ,ocTpaHeéHHOe OTpaxeHHE mepcoHaxa' and as another,
the novel written within a novel (The Master's novel in Bulgakov's

"Master and Margarita").

The doubling function of Andreyev's "texts in text' corresponds

more to Lotman's second example because it is a doubling not of
character but of text:— the story of Job doubles the text relating
the life of Vasilii Fiveiskii; Vasilii's dream, in distorted form,
doubles (fepeats and presages) events from his life; the letter in
"Krasnyi smekh" doubles (repeats) the narrative of which it is part;
Aurelius' sculpture doubles 'literally' (as a sculpture) and
metaphorically (as a repetition in static material form of the
metaphysical havoc wrought by Lazarus's return from the dead) the
story of Lazarus. Even the small butterfly at the foot of the
sculpture presages the ray of optimism that emerges from Lazarus'
encounter with Augustus; the text of the song in "Prizraki", again a
complete, sealed textual form with marked beginning and marked ending,

doubles the experience of the doctor's assistant and her unrequited

love for Dr. Shevyrev; the lecture in "Zhili-byli" is a double 6f the
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"real" story of the deacon and, with its beginning echoing the title
of the larger text of which it is part (,Hum-6mn gpaxon'....") it
also doubles Andreyev's text "Zhili-byli'; the citation from Nietzsche
serves as a prescriptive model for Andreyev's story of Sergei
Petrovich (Andreyev's text realises the exhortation in the quote) and
its effect is therefore also one of doubling.

However, the strong external (realistic) motivation of these
"devices" - i.e. their presentation in forms that make them easy to
assimilate to a represented reality (a letter sent by one character
to another, a lecture read to a group of characters in a "realistic"
situation etc.) — is such that the boundaries between Intext and
"master—text" are not highlighted and can barely be seen as conscious
rhetorical constructions which draw attention to the different codings
of different parts-of the texts. This, though, is not to say that no
shifting takes place.

Andreyev's intexts are each, in some sense, miniatures of the
larger text that includes them. Each refers both 'backwards' to
events already narrated and ‘forwards' to events that are to follow.
(See Lucien Dallenbach's treatment of '"Le mise-en—-abTme' - the French
version of "Intext'" - for a full description of this aspect of the

41 The letter in "Krasnyi smekh', perhaps the

text within the text).1
purest example of intext in the Andreyev oeuvre, even repeats in
miniature the fragmentation of its '"'master—text" and is likewise
presented as a barely coherent series of incomplete sense-units linked
by a recurring motif:- ,Gesymme u yxac ...." in "Krasnyi smekh' and

wBOpOHBE kpuuHT" in its intext. The Andreyevan intext is in fact a

model descriptive of the master-text:— Vasilii's dream, as a miniature

model, describes the events of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'"; Aurelius'

sculpture as a model, describes the events of Andreyev's "Eleazar" etc.
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What is occurring in all these instances is not so much a change
in the rules of interpretation, a shifting of codes. Thanks to the
external motivation of the intexts, the reader is not forced to adopt
a different reading strategy for the lecture in "Zhili-byli", the
sculpture in "Eleazar" - etc. from that which has proved adequate for

the rest of these texts. It is more a shifting of levels. The level

of meta-narrative (a level separate from, but descriptive of the
narrative proper and normally sited in 'the author" or '"the reader")
shifts to the level of narrative. Put another way, code becomes part
of message. The story of Job - a meta—narrative, model or code for
"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" becomes, through the words of the deacon
and Ivan Porfirych, both of whom liken Vasilii to Job, part of the
narrative proper or message. By virtue of its being attributed to one
of the characters in the story, the hospital-lecture , Hun—6sut

OBAKOH ....'' (which as a "story within a story" is a meta-narrative,
model or code for the story of the deacon and his fellow-patients)
becomes part of the narrative itself - the message. The quotation
from Nietzsche in "Rasskaz o Sergee Petroviche", in being read by
Sergei Petrovich himself, also passes from the level of meta-narrative
(code) to the level of narrative (message).

What amounted to a "fluidity of signifieds" in the process of

metonymic saturation described above (p. 137) - the tendency of one
signified to contaminate another and substitute itself for it - is

echoed in a certain "fluidity" of levels. The erosion of boundaries

between meta-narrative (code) and narrative (message) allows inter-

action between the two levels and again the metonymic substitution of

one for another.
The action of metonymic fluidity is evident even in the

assimilation of the intexts to their master—texts. They all occur at
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"off-centre" points in their respective narratives — i.e. at points

metonymically displaced from the narrative core and connected to that

core only through contiguity; the initial comparison of Vasilii to Job
is made by a peripheral character (the deacon) at an "interim'" moment
in the narrative. The letter in "Krasnyi smekh" is likewise written
by a peripheral figure in the story (a comrade-in-arms of the first
narrator) and is related to the rest of the action only by virtue of
having been found by the second narrator. The song in "Prizraki' is
sung by one of the ephemeral gypsy=zperformers in the restaurant
"Babylon'" and the sculpting of Lazarus is a digression in the story

of his return from the grave.

Metonymy on the level of signified and "metonymy of levels™ -
these, then, are the two forms of metonymic intensification in
Andreyev's prose which provide linearity and difference, compensatory-
to the basically metaphoric generation of his texts along their
syntagmatic axis and, in so doing, contribute to the "effect of the
Fantastic".

What, though, are the implications here? How does this help to
clarify the place of Leonid Andreyev in modern literature?

k) Andreyev and the disjunction of signifier and signified

In one of his most successful applications of the theory of
Metaphor and Metonymy Jakobson gives a detailed account of how the
dynamism of Boris Pasternak's prose owes much to its progression by
metonymic means. He lists four metonymic proceedures which "throw
the world into turmoil" in Pasternak's stories142 (cf. the "effect of
the Fantastic" in Andreyev's prose). All of these procedures
feature in Andreyev's texts and serve, first of all, to consolidate
and supplement the foregoing analysis of Andreyevan metonymic

intensification: 1) anthropomorphisation (e.g. the personification
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of the fog in "V tumane" and the blizzard in "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" among countless other examples in Andreyev's stories)

ii) the substitution of cause for effect (e.g. this sentence from

"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'': B Gesymum 3auaTsii, Ge3yMHLM SBHJICA OH

Ha CBeT ....",143 when the insanity responsible for the child's

conception "attaches itself" to the child and so becomes part of the

effect) 1ii) the substitution of space for time (e.g. the spatial

mobility of the narrator in "Proklyatie zverya" which acts as a
substitute for the absent temporal continuity and progression) iv)

attribute for thing (cf. the examples given above of Andreyev's

adjectives transferring themselves from one noun to another, taking
the remaining qualities of their original noun with them. The figure
of the "Red Laugh" is a perfect illustration with the adjective "red"
attaching the connotations of blood, war and horror to the noun "Laugh".)
The conclusion which Jakobson draws from his analysis is that
"the more prose is stripped of its material content the greater the
independence achieved by (metonymic) associations".144 It is a
conclusion which is highly appropriate for Leonid Andreyev also:- a
text which is articulated ﬁia a series of metaphoric equivalences,
repeated actualisations of a single internalised paradigm, is indeed
"stripped of material (= external) content'". Metonymy in Andreyev's

texts is not solely a compensation for the dominance of metaphor (that

which adds "difference'" to the "sameness'" associated with metaphor)
it is also its direct product.

Jakobson's theory can then be applied to link Andreyev with a
whole body of mdédern artistic texts including not only Zamyatin,
Remizov and other prose writers of the period (Zamyatin's 'Navodnenie"
for example, displays an array of metonymic substitutions identical to

those listed for Pasternak), but also to poets like Khlebnikov in whose
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most radical verse movement is generated through a metonymic
association of pure linguistic phonemes "stripped of their material
content" (e.g. his "Nasmeshniki") and painters like Kandinsky,
Malevich and other non—-figurative painters, much of whose work is
founded on the combination by contiguity of forms, lines and colours
likewise detached from "material content" (Kand insky's own writings
on Modern Art and the birth of abstraction confirms such a view).
Even certain modern composers, in their attempts to uncouple musical
sounds from their emotional associations and combine them as pure
musical sound, are related to the same overall trend.

Mojmir Grugar has "semioticised" the idea by writing of the
(free) combination of signifiers detached from their signifieds in
modern art.145 The signifying apparatus which constitutes the
characters, things and events of, for our purposes Andreyev's
narratives, loosens its links with those characters, things and events
and allows a limited degree of freeplay between them. (The relative
"iconicity" of pictorial signs and "arbitrariness" of verbal signs -
the way in which words are more difficult consciously to dissociate
from their "concepts' than lines and forms are from theirs - means
that this process is more developed in the pictorial arts. Even the
poetry of Khlebnikov, for instance, is less free of semantic
association than the abstract paintings of Kandinsky).

Theorists such as Lotman have commented upon the way that the
forcefulﬁess with which this disjunction between signifier and
signified in early twentieth-century literature asserts itself, is
sométimes manifested thematically. The importance of the mirror, in
the prose and poetry of Bryusov is one example; a mirror emphasises

the disjunction between self and image-of-self. In Andreyev's work

(stories and plays) the role of the double is comparable (cf. Lorenzo's
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double in the play "Chernye maski" and the two female characters in
Andreyev's story "On"). So too is the theme of the mask (the play
"Chernye maski'; the terrifying mask which is rent from the idiot's
face at the end of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'; the story ''Smekh"
which also ends with the narrator-hero tearing a mask from his face

in order to reveal his true self to his incredulous colleagues:

n3adeM ThHl pBémb Macky? BparTmpl, OH ¢ yMa comen! TI'naguTe, OH pasmupaeT
cBoit kocTioM. OH nnaqu!"l46

The process of disjunction between signifier and signified in

the text as sequence of signs, it must be remembered, rests on an

internalisation of semantics which abstracts (disjoins) the text in
question from the realm of material content. The disjunction between

signifier and signified on the level of text as sign will be the

concern of Chapter Two.

iii) Space and its link with Time in the Andreyevan Text:-
The Chronotope

a) The Andreyevan Chronotope and "Detemporalisation"

The importance of the substitution of space for time as a
metonymic process in Andreyev's stories of the period 1900-1909 has
been noted. Owing to'the significance of the space-time relationship
in poetics generally, it is worthwhile developing the point in a little
more depth.

The interdependence of Space and Time has been known to theoretical
scientists since the beginning of the century (and earlier) but it is
only recently that the relevance of the idea to literary theory has
been recognised. Mikhail Bakhtin was perhaps one of the first
literary theorists to realise the full significance of Space and Time
considered as a unity and he invented a new term The Chronotope

(wxpoHoTon") to describe the relationship. Proceeding from the axiom
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that neither Space nor Time can be perceived in the same way in a
baok as in 'real life' he writes: B JMTepaTYpHO—XYLOXEeCTBEHHOM
XPOHOTONE HMeeT MEeCTO CiAMsSHWE NPOCTDAHCTBEHHBIX H BPEMEHHBIX NPHMET B
OCMBICJIEHHOM M KOHKDETHOM iiejioM. JIpHMeTsl BpeMeHH DPAaCKPLIBAKTCA B
IpOCTpaHCTBE M MPOCTPAHCTBO OCMBICIIMBAETCSI H H3MepAeTCH BpemeHeM".l47
Bakhtin's chronotope theory of the interdependence of Space and Time
also implies that a reduction in the "markedness'" of one category
brings with it a corresponding increase in the markedness of the other
and he uses this notion as an analytical tool to distinguish genre
from genre, literary epoch from literary epoch.

The birth of the modern novel as a genre has been connected by
Bakhtin and others to the concretisation of the category of Time and
the markedness of time is indeed emphasised in the great nineteenth-
century novel (the specific naming of days, dates and years; the
revelation and change of the essence of character in and through time;
the emphasis of temporal distance between beginnings and endings -
even novels such as those of Turgenev which take place over a
relatively short period of time ténd to emphasise the changes and
developments that can take place in such a short period and so
underline Time and temporality).

Andreyev's preference for the short prose genres (like that of
Chekhov, Bunin, Zaitsev, Sologub, Remizov etc.) was, as already
argued, an implicit rejection of all that the longer prose form
entailed including, naturally, the rejection of a "marked time".

The Andreyevan text is located outside History, and therefore
Time. There is hardly a work amongst those we are considering with
reference to a specific date and very few that can be placed at any

particular period in time. Internalisation detaches them from extra-

textual systems such as History. Even a story like "Tak bylo", which
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was originally conceived as a polemic with the French (and by
association, Russian) revolution is, in its published version
"purified" of any such concreteness.148

The temporal vacuum in which Andreyevan narratives are enacted
means that characters and places are introduced 'ready-made" and
closed to development. It in fact means that there can be no
psychological “character" as such since characters require a concrete
time in which to unfold and reveal themselves. Events consistcof
eitherzwhat appears to be a single drawn-out moment ("Stena", "Nabat"',
"Prizraki") or more usually of a fragmented series of discrete episodes
that are bound together in a highly artificial manner ("Krasnyi smekh",
"Proklyatie zverya", "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo™, "Eleazar") by the
(precarious and imperfect) unity of the single character—-protagonist.

"proklyat$e voprosy" - his personal

Andreyev's concern with the
admissions in a letter to fellow-writer Veresaev that he is interested
in Man (with a capital M) rather than "men", in "Death", the "Meaning

49 ,
143 is the consequence on the level of "content®, of a

of Life" etc.,
structural expunging §f diachronic time from his work; Man and Death
as concepts are fixed, synchronic and lie outside historical time.
The culmination of these tendencies occurs in Andreyev's plays
"7hizn' Cheloveka", "Tsar' Golod" and "Anatema" where '"Man", "Fate"
and "Time" appear in personified form and play out their struggle in
a region of atemporality that the greater "uslovnost'" of the stage

(as compared with written narrative) does much to promote.

b) The Compensatory Function of Space

We find, in accordance with Bakhtin's theory of the chronotope,
that the reduced "markedness" of Time in the Andreyevan text produces
a compensatory increase in markedness of Space which is observable on

the two formative axes (syntagmatic and paradigmatic). "Proklyatie
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zverya" has already provided us with an example. The narrator—hero is
made to move along the hotizontal axis through expanses of Space (from
"country" to "town'" and within the town from street, to restaurant, to
zoo) in compensation for the temporal vacuum in which he is stranded.
The move through space 'takes time', of course, but that<time remains
unmarked, unrecorded and without effect. Other stories comparable in
this sense are "Bezdna" (in which the hero and heroine's passage .from
a state of apparently naive innocence to one in which the deep and
ugly subconscious forces lurking within them come to the surface, is
a passage through space — from the winding road and open fields, deep
into the heart:of a dark forest), "Vor" (in which the hero's internal
agonising takes place on a train journey through the open countryside
and is projected on to it), "Krasnyi smekh" (where the insanity, horror
and chaos unleashed by war make their way inexorably from battle-front,
to home-town and finally to the doorstep of the two brothers' house)
and "Eleazar" (whose spatial mobility around his home town, in the desert
and in- his visit to Rome, contrasts with the temporal immobility
he brings with him to those places: .... H60 He CcTajio BpEMEHH H
COMM3WIIOCh HAJYalIO KaxXEOH Bemu C KOHIIOM eé")lso

There are other examples of more localised spatial activity that
may be treated in the same context:— Doctor Shevyrev's to-ing and
fro-ing between asylum and restaurant in "Prizraki', the flight from
the raging forest fires in "Nabat" and the repeated approaches to and
assaults on the wall in "Stena'.

An equally vigorous compensatory activity occurs on the
paradigmatic axis of Andreyev's texts. This amounts sometimes to a

wholescale semanticisation of space (cf. Lotman's reference to the

+wBO3MOXHOCTH IPOCTPDAHCTBEHHOTO MOMEIMPOBAHMA IOHATHH, KOTODBIE CaMH MO

151

ce6e He MMENT NPOCTPAH2TBEHHOH HPHpOZH!' and Uspensky's study of the
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semanticisation of spatial relations in the Russian icon).

The organisational paradigms examined in the previous sections
are frequently actualised in boldly spatial terms. The subconscious
forces in '"the abyss" (itself a spatial image) are located in the
space around Nemovetskii and Ninochka (the forest) as well as within
Nemovetskii's mind ("Bezdna'). The boundary separating suffering
humanity (the lepers) from freedom and the realisation of ité 1deals
and aspirations is a physical Wall separating two spaces ("Stena').
Man assailed by a hostile and godless nature is represented as a
priest and his parishioners huddled in a church threatened by a
gathering storm outside, or by the priest and his son encarcerated in
a tiny hut around which a fierce blizzard rages and attempts to
penetrate ("Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo').

The Subject/Object opposition underlying all Andreyevan narrative
is repeatediy actualised in an Inside/Outside embodiment. The titles
of "U okna" and "V podvale" épeak for themselves in this respect. In
each of "V tumane", "Vor", "Prizraki', "Gubernator'" and '"Moi zapiski"
an individual or group is ensconced inside four walls (a house, a
train, an asylum, a prison) surrounded by a hostile or merely alien
world. "Zhili-byli" (hospital) and the unfinished "Bunt na korable"
(boat) also fall into this category.

"Spatialisation'", to widen the terms of the discussion, is but

one means of "concretising", of converting the conceptual into the
g P

perceptual. We can then treat Aurelius' sculpture of Lazarus, the
figure of Lazarus himself (the status of the sculpture as intext now
becomes still more apparent — a "perceptualisation" within a |
*perceptualisation”) the physical "Wall", the idiot in "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'", the figure of the Red Laugh, within the same

overall context. Further, localised instances of the conversion of
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the conceptual into the perceptual occur throughout Andreyev's
stories: 4.... MeOjJeHHo, B I'NIYGOKOH TbMe OH IOSHMMAJI KaKHe—TO
"153

rpoMagpl, NMOJoGHO ropaM, M ILIaBHO HAaKIAAMBAII OOHY Ha ODYTVIO ....
(describing Judas' mental exertions as he conceives his plan to
betray Christ); ;... HI O UM He QyMal M TONIBKO W H yXe CKODO s
OKasajicA [aneko OT Oepera B IeHTpe NYCTHHHOT'O, DPOBHOTO U Geyoro

‘ "154 . ’ - . . -
NPOCTPAHCTBA ... (coinciding with and hence perceptualising the

arrival of the narrator in "On" at an inner state of utter despair).

c) Space and its Collaboration in "Removal of Difference"

In acting as a substitute for temporality, and thus as a form of
metonymy, spatialisatien is a manifestation of the lbosening of certain
semiotic bonds underlying the production of conventional narrative.

An extension of our analysis of its activity on the paradigmatic axis

will show that it is also a collaborator in that loosening process.

First, though, we must return to the theme oé "the Fantastic'" and
attempt to give a clearer description of its role in Andreyev's work.
We saw earlier how the saturation of the plane of signifieds to
a certain extent checks the drift towards complete hypostasis in the
Andreyevan text and prevents its intgrnalised paradigm from generating
new actualisations ad infinitum (p. 137). The saturation in effect
ensures that there are no terms remaining to which the dominating seme
or semic cluster (insanity, death, horror etc.) may be opposed. What
takes places therefore is not the resolution of the structural
opposition (Subject/Object) but its collapse. This explains why the
Andreyevan ending is at once arbitrary (it is not accounted for,
sanctioned by the generating structure) and necessary (with the
collapse of the generating structure the narrative cannot continue).
These two contradictory aspects of the Andreyevan endiﬁg are clear

indices of the duality of the Fantastic as defined by Rosemary Jackson:
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"The fantastic .... pushes towards an area of non-signification. It
does this either by attempting to articulate the unnameable, the

'nameless things' of horror fiction .... or by establishing a

disjunction of word and meaning through a play upon 'thingless names'.

In both cases the gap between signifier and signified dramatises the

. iy e . . . ., 155
impossibility of arriving at definite meaning or absolute reality".
The Andreyevan text adopts both these strategies and so is doubly
inscribed into the literature of the Fantastic:— its futile attempts

to maximise the number of possible actualisations of its Subject/Object

generating paradigm can be seen as attempts to arrive at an absolute

reality, to articulate an Object,.a nameless thing (an early variant

of "Krasnyi smekh" actually refers to an ,0H0" rather than to the

156 through the sheer and directionless accumulation of

"Red Laugh')
horror upon horror (p. 11l4). Andreyevan semantic contagion on the
other hand, the metonymic interaction between signifiers loosened

from their attachment to signifieds (see pp. 143-144) is the "play

upon thingless names" and the disjunction between word and meaning of
P g J g

which Jackson writes.

The collapse of generating structure inscribes Andreyev into the
Fantastic in a third way and it is here ‘that space plays its
collaboratory role.

In "Krasnyi smekh" the culmination of the narrative in the face
to face confrontation of the imprisoned narrator (and his family) and
the figure of the Red Laugh himself, with his army of mobilised

corpses, marks a final removal of difference between the pairs of

opposites that have, up to this point generated the text's meaning:-

between Home and Battle-front (home is now on the verge of becoming

battle-ftont); Sanity + order and Insanity + chaos (the sanity and

order represented by the narrator and his home town and kept separate
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from the insanity and chaos of the battle—-front is now on the verge

of succumbing to the latter); Reality and Hallucination (the "reality"

of the human characters and the status of the Red Laugh as a
hallucination of those characters are called into question by the
prospect of a physical confrontation between the two); "Subject"
(humanity) and "Object" (all that is symbolised in the figure of the
Red Laugh).

The collapse of that opposition is facilitated by the fact that
the Object is concretised in the figure of the Red Laugh and that
Subject and Object are separated by the space dividing "home" from

"battle-front™ - a space which merely has to be traversed.

Similarly, it is precisely the spatial to-ing and fro-ing of the
mediatory figure of Doctor Shevyrev in "Prizraki" which undermines

the distinction between Asylum (Inside) and Restaurant (Outside) and

presages a final collapse of difference between the other pairs of
opposites around which the story is structured. Thus Sanity merges
into Insanity. (The world outside is revealed to be as sane/insane

as the asylum). Appearance merges into Reality (cf. the final
exchange between Egor and Nikolai, who is no longer unambiguously part
of Egor's self-delusion: ,llomeruM xyma—HuGyn®b, Hukoma, moxamyiicra

157 also the third

«e.. — TlomeTuM - cormacuncs Huxomait .... Y momereswm'';
person narratot's ambiguous comments on one of the frequenters of The
Babylon: ,/lBa roga Hasapg Korga nejga MoOmopas .... LUbIaHKa, 3aCTPeIHIICs
CTYOeHT TYT Xe IIpH BCeX .... M upradkd To# Her. OHa 3abonesa mocie
MCKYCCTBEHHOTO BBHIKHOBIIA M Kyoa—ToO HcuYesla. A BIpoueM, MOXeET OblThb
HHMKOPa TaKOH LpIaHKKM M He OmIo, M [JOKTOP CMemaj C Heo OPYIHMX — KTO
n 158
3HaerT . (See also our own remarks above, p. 53, on references to a

cockerell in the opening sequences of the story). Firstly, temporal

stasis merges into temporal progression. (Throughout the story there
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has existed a tension between the imperfective, "circular®™ time of
everyday life in the asylum and the perfective, "linear" time of the
story of Egor's assimilation into the asylum. The end of the story
marks the collapse of one time into the other).

The culmination of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" likewise involves

the hero's fatal flight from the church (inside) to the open fields

(outside), thus spatially effacing the difference between Subject
(Vasilii, order, the human, the sane) and Object (nature, chaos,

insanity). Difference is also removed between life and death as the

idiot appears in the tomb of the dead Mosyagin: .... MONYHT H

CMOTDHT M MeJIeHHO BHICOBEHIBaeTcA M3 rpofa — HeCcKa3aHHO YKaCHHM B

. 9 159
HEMOCTHXAEMOM CIIHSHAM BEUHO} XH3HM M BeUHOH cMeprH'.

The collapse of the church walls around Vasilii and the tearing

away of the mask: from the idiot's face represent the referential
marker of this collapse of generating structure and the 'tearing away'
of the boundary between the two eppositional terms which support it:
o cHOBa HemomBHXHBEI Tpym. M CcHOBa MOMOT. M Tak B UYOOBHMMHOH HIpe
6e3yMHO OBOMTCA T'HUWOmMAs Macka .... BHE3aMHO 3aropascCh OCJIENUTeNIbHbM

CBeTOM, pasgupaeTcs O CaMblX ymel HemojBWXHasg Macka .... MemieHHO u

TKEJIO CcOIKalnTCcsas CTeHhl .... B CAaMbIX OCHOBAaxX CBOHX paspymaeTcCsia H

w160
H NagaeT MHD +. ..

The spatial "Inside/Outside' manifestation of the Subject/Object
structure facilitates a removal of difference in a more muted, weakened
form in stories like "Vor' (which ends with the hero climbing on to
the roof of the train in which he is travelling and falling to the
ground below, so dissolving the tension between himself as "Subject"
and the oppressive world as "Object" around him), "V tumane" (in which
the hero again meets his downfall after venturing out into the fog

which has symbolised all that has been oppressing him) and "Moi
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zapiski" (which ends with the narrator building his own personal
prison in the "free world¥, thus permanently underminit the spatial

[

distinction between "prison" and "free world"). The merging of
"Subject"™ into "Object" in "Bezdna" too, is accomplished through
Nemovetskii's (spatial) penetration into the heart of a dark forest.
His passive capitulation to the gang of rapists that await him there
echoes his capitulation to the dark forces inside him with its
accompanying sensation of "non-being": |, uyBCcTBYsa mepenm co6oil Kaxkyw-TO
6esnHY TEMHyKW, CTpamHyl, NPHTATHBawmyo. HeMoBenkoso He 6wUlo,
HeMmoBenxuii ocrancsa rge—To mo3agd .... Hd OOMH MMT CBeDKawmui OTHEHHBI
yXac O03apHil ero MHICITH, OTKDHB Hepel HUM UepHyl GesmHy ....

U uepnas GesmHa IOTIIOTHIA ero".161

The extent to which the collapse of structure is accomplished in
Andreyev's texts corresponds more or less directly to the "effect of
the Fantastic'" they produce, for "Fantasy, with its tendency to
dissolve structures, moves towards an ideal of undifferentiation, and
this is one of its defining characteristics. It refuses difference,
distinction, homogeneity, reduction, discrete forms" (Rosemary
Jackson).162

The production of meaning, as convincingly shown by Levi-Strauss
and others, is founded on the maintenance of difference. Andreyev's
three-fold inscription into the Fantastic is clearly, therefore,
indicative of a fundamental semiotic problem (a problem of meaning)
at the heart of his texts. Chapter Three, in particular, will

continue this argument.

d) The semantic importance of space in other writers

Andreyev's exploitation of spatial relations is only part of a
more general valorisation of space developed in a reaction against

the antithetical valorisation of time of the nineteenth century novel.
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Andrey Belyi's "Peterburg' makes much of the symbolic importance
of a distinction between the Petersburg islands and the city itself,
as well as presenting the mental processes of its heroes - the

Ableukhovs - in a vividly perceptualised form.

The spatialisation of meaning in Remizov's "Krestovye sestri"
(the relations between the different floors of the Burkhov house and
between the house and the outside world) and in "V plenu" (prison and
outside world) is also comparable.

Zamyatin is another prose writer the semantics of whose texts
are presented in overtly spatial terms (The city and the forest
beyond its boundaries; the old house within the city and the space
around it - "My''; Martyn Martynich's house and the hostile world
outside it in 'Peshchera").

Related "perceptualisations" are evident in "Peterburg's"
"Krasnyi Domino" (cf. the much earlier "Krasnyi smekh") in the
concretisation of Time in Remizov's '"Chasy" and in the physicality of
Zamyatin's symbolic flood (''Navodnenie').

It would perhaps not be too far—-fetched to see the concern of some
Futurist painters with the "capturing of Time" via the depiction of
mobility through space (cf. Goncharova's blurred bicycle wheels) as
being in some way part of the same artistic tendency. Furthermore,
the valorisation of space in literary prose (the archetypally temporal
art-form), and of time in early twentieth century painting (the
archetypally spatial art—form), may be seen as an attempt to alter the
specificity of the various art-forms, to widen the limits of competence
of each and erode the barriers between them.

In carrying out a valorisation of Space these artists (Andreyev

amongst them) were involved in a process of "making significant" that

which had previously been semiotically peripheral, and all of this,
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along with Andreyev's inscription into the Fantastic, points to his
participation at the centre of a complex semiotic shift:- a change in
the rules for the production of literary meaning. It therefore signals
the need to move to the next level of theoretical abstraction in order

to examine the problem in a wider context.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE MQDELL¥NG7FUNCTION'OF'IHE‘ANDREYEVAN TEXT

i) "Text" and "World"

a) Metaphor and the Fantastic

The presupposition of a relationship between text and "extra-text"
(author, world, reader) modelled in each of the Andreyev stories examined
above underlies all the comments made in respect of them. The present
Chapter must attempt to foreground that relationship and bring to the
surface its mode of functioning,

We might begin by returning to a central concern of the previous
Chapter, namely the role of “tﬁe Fantastic® in the Andreyevan text,
Chapter One drew attention to the (over)determination of the effect of
the Fantastic by internal rules of construction, It is clear that the
Andreyevan text's multiple inscription into the Fantastic conditions its
relationship to "extra-text", and is itself conditioned by that
relationship. This interdependency can now be investigated,

The extraordinariness of the scenes and events in many of
Andreyev's stories 1900-1909, as already noted, reinforces their
separateness from the world familiar to us., It is vital to recognise,
however, that none of these stories can be said conclusively to enter
the realm of the Supernatural, As soon as a text is read as telling of
supernatural evénts it is in fact implicitly (sometimes explicitly)
rejecting the empirical world of reality and proposing in its place a
whole new world with its own laws and norms of which the events it
describes are one example, one part, The events depicted in Andreyev's
stories certainly approach the border with the Supernatural but they

very rarely conclusively cross that border. They remain highly
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extraordinary, barely credible, - i,e, "fantastic'": a colony of lepers
imprisoned behind a gigantic wall, undergoing, and themselves
perpetrating, horrific cruelty in their attempts to escape. ("Stena');
a madman wandering and hallucinating in a nightmare town,terrified by
the cry of a beast in a zoo ("Proklyatie zverya'"); a soldier at war
witnessing incredible cruelty and insanity on a mass scale, who himself
becomes insane and subsequently infects his brother with the same
insanity that finally threatens to engulf the whole world ('Krasnyi
smekh"); a priest who is subjected to a series of terrible tragedies,
including the birth of a monster-son who in the final macabre scene
appears in the tomb of a body that the priest is attempting to raise
from the dead ("Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo") etc. They can barely be
equated with anything from empirical human reality, yet fall short of
the Supernatural, Even the events of "Eleazar", telling of Lazarus'

disastrous return from the dead, involve a strétching to the limits of

an already familiar biblical reality (which sanctions miracles), rather

than entry into a new, supernatural world. The events of these stories
are hard to place in any world. They "belong" nowhere.

Tzvetan Todorov has written of "the Fantastic" in literature that
it builds upon an ambiguity between the Natural and the Supernatural
and a hesitation on the part of the reader as to which of the two realms
the events of the narrative should be assigned.1 The Andreyevan
fantastic undoubtedly falls into neither of the two realms. The reader
of Andreyev's "fantastic" stories makes little attempt to assign the
narrative to any particular realm because the events of which it is
made up have consistently been underlined as being exceptional,

uncategorisable., This is the role of/reason for the often monotonous

accumulation of exceptionalising adjectives and adverbs (attacked by

critics hostile to Andreyev such as Filosofov and Gippius as a mark of
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the writer's clumsiness): ,cTpamssii, ymacnmﬁ; Yy OBUMHbIN, HeGBBAIMDIL,
HeBepOATHHIE, HeusMepumsiit'' etc, and the (generally) unrelievedly
hysterical pitch of the narration.

However, Todorov's theory acknowledges that the state of
"absolute ambiguity" (or "pure transgression" as Rosemary Jackson terms
it) produced by the Fantastic texts stretching to their limits of the
laws of "empirical reality" (See Chapter 1 above, p,114) is an ideal
state, Because the state of "absolute ambiguity" carries with it a
notion of complete non-reference, or reference to sheer nothingness, no
actual fantastic text attains it in full. Indeed, in Todorov's schema,
the "pure Fantastic" is the theoretical line dividing two empirical
genres:~ the Fantastic-Uncanny from the Fantastic-Marvellous. Todorov
recognises that in reality the Fantastic text tends to be naturalised by
assigning it to the Uncanny (the natural world) or the Marvellous (the
supernatural world).

Todorov later gives examples of texts that are naturalised in a
third way - by making them figures, tropes or allegories of reality,
So, for example, many of the texts that we associate with the Modern
Fantastic, such as Kafka's stories, are ultimately given meaning by
making them metaphors for human existence - even if what they figure is
no more than the impossibility of true human communication, the very
lack of meaning in the modern world etc,

The most problematic and ambiguous stories of Edgar Allan Poe,
meanwhile, are ultimately given meaning by assigning the events they
relate to one of the two worlds natural or supernatural (though "The
Fall of the House of Usher'" is often read as an allegory of social

decay) ,

The condition of pure "exceptionality', pure otherness is as
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untolerable to the reader of Andreyev's texts as it is to the reader
of Poe or Kafka, and if he cannot make the events mean by assigning
them to a world, (matural or supernatural) then he must make them mean
by asking himself to what they are an equivalent, of what they are a
figure.

Such” a hypothesis finds support in the theories of Lotman and
Jakobson. Firstly, Lotman's concept of the artistic text as world-model
reaffirms the idea that the Andreyevan text, like every other, cannot
exist in a state of pure trangression, but must ultimately model the
world that is its context: ,fsbx (in the Saussurean sense of “langue"
or system) KaXmoro XyOOXeCTBEHHOT'O TeKCTa CBOeH CYWMHOCTBK ABIIAETCS
onpeneNeHHON XymOXecTBEHHOM MOenbip MHpPa M B 3TOM CMbiciie BceH cBoOei

n3

CTPYKTYDOH HeceT UHGODMALHIO ... The very fact that the Andreyevan

text communicates with its readers necessitates the functioning of a

system of communication [,s3bk'"] whose rules and procedures taken

together as a whole constitute a model of the world in which those
rules were formulated, ’

An extension of Jakobsen's Metaphor/Metonymy distinction applied
in Chapter One will help to clarify the nature of the Andreyevan
world-model, In Chapter Oné we were concerned primarily with the
relevance of the theory to the question of internal, syntagmatic
progression in Andreyev's stories, But it also has relevance to the
relationship between "text" and "world" and to the way in which the
former is able to serve as a model of the latter,

Jakobson's contention that the great realist novel of the
nineteenth-century represented the culmination of the metonymic tendency
in literary prose rested not only on the idea that its syntagmatic

progression was one based essentially on contiguity and causality

(causality being a metonymic form of logic) but also, and chiefly, on
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the recognition that its relationship with the world it was
depicting was a metonymic one:~ the nineteenth-century novel presents
itself as "part of reality" (cf. the term "a slice of life") the
remainder of which is to be constructed by the reader on the basis of
what he has read. ('Part for Whole" is, in fact, the sznecdoghic
Version of metonymy we mentioned in Chapter 1, p. 54). "Anna Karenina"
is in every sense contiguous with, and part of the world which forms
the context of its actions and, as such, can be said to present a

metonymic model of that world, The quintessentially metaphoric text,

on the other hand, was for Jakobson the lyric poem which we connect to

reality by making it an equivalent of 1life in its totality and which

can therefore be said to model metapl}_orically.4

Because of the need of every text to "mean" and to model, the
fantastic text (wﬁich cannot survive as "pure trangression') is caught
up in a second ambiguity and suspended between another pair of
possibilities:- that of "meaning" by posing as a metonymic model of
either natural world or supernatural world and so eventually being
assigned after all to one or other realm and ii) that of "meaning" by
posing as a metaphoric model of the "natural world" and serving as its
equivalent,

The Fantastic Text in its ideal state would represent the state
of pure ambiguity between these two meaning-giving possibilities because
"The Fantastic .... makes explicit the problems of establishing ....
meaning through a literary text" (Rosemary Jackson).5 In reality,
though, fantastic texts tend towards ome or other recuperative strategy:-—
they are made either to "belong" or to "be equivalent".

There are a number of factors which cause the Andreyevan Text;
(which, we must remember, is itself an ideal comstruct coinciding with

no Andreyev text in particular) like other examples of the Modern
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Fantastic, to tend towards the second possibility and effect metaphoric
relations with the world it models, so that the events in "Krasnyi
smekh'" receive their significance from the fact that they are in some
way equivalent to processes taking place throughout contemporary
civilisation and presage the final apocalyptic outcome of those
processes; the life of Vasilii Fiveiskii is somehow equivalent to the
life of man in general (cf., Andreyev's later play of that very.name:
"Zhizn' Cheloveka'); the prisonmer in "Moi zapiski" if he is not man in
general)is at least the embodiment of a whole facet of human thought
and its logical consequences; life is somehow '"like", equivalent to
the model constructed in "Prizraki" etc,

These factors received treatment in the slightly different

context of the previous chapter and may be briefly reproduced here;

(i) semantic internalisation "shuts off" the Andreyevan Text from the

extra-textual world and just as there is a disjunction between signifier
and signified on the level of the text as a sequence of signs, so the

same disjunction operates on the level of Text—as-Sign (see Introduction).
This disjunction means that the Andreyevan text can best be connected

to the World outside it by posing as its equivalent. (ii) The unmediated

beginnings (the lack of mediation between the commencement of the

narratives and the narrative context that they presuppose : ,6esyume H

VXKAC +.0"; ui ¥ OPYTOH NPOKA&XEHHHIE!, Ml OCTOPOXHO MOMONIIH K CAaMOi

cresne ...,'" etc) and arbitrary/"absolute" endings [.{ mMomua Gexamu bl
"6

KyZa—-ToO BO TbMYy, H BO3Jle H4C HACMEIUTHBO IPHITAM HAWM YEpHBle TEeHH ,...' ;
w1 uépHas GesgHa MOTJIOTHNA €r0 ..."7] preclude metonymic contiguity
with an outside world and cause the reader to gravitate towards the
posing of a metaphoric relationship between text and world:- the
beginning and ending of a world can only ever be conceived of as either

completely arbitrary or absolute (cf, biblical and scientific notions
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of how the Universe began and how it will end). (iii) The limited
‘space in which many of Andreyev's narratives are enacted (train, boat,
hospital ward, prison, cellar, lunatic asylum etc) serves not only to
isolate text from extra-text but also to'Egggl that extra-text, Boat,
asylum, cellar, prison etc, easily become metaphors for "life as a
whole",

The modelling principle of the Andreyevan text might thus be
said to be conditioned by these factors which because they have the
effect of estranging the Andreyevan world from the world we know, also
relate to the Andreyevan Fantastic . Because, however, of the
interdependency mentioned‘in the second paragraph of this chapter, the
metaphoric model which these factors produce is also itself able to
recuperate certain aspects of the effect of the Fantastic, and thus

in turn to condition the latter's mode of functioning in Andreyev's

stories.

For example, the monotcms accumulation of horror upon horror in
"Krasnyi smekh", '"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo", "Eleazar", "Proklyatie
zverya" etc, the futile attempts to articulate a "nameless thing", an
wOHO", produces on one level an "excess of signified over signifiers"
(i.e. the same signified attached again and again to different
signifiers).8 It is this excess which accounts for the negative
remarks of commentators like Tolstoy (to whom the famous put down
OH MeHs myraet, a MHe He CTpamHO' is attributed),9 and like Gippius,
Filosofov and Kaun, who regrets the "brass music" of Andreyev's prose
which "detracts from the unity of tone and weakens the hold of the
main motive on your attention and interest."10 Thanks, however to the
metaphoric status of the text as a whole the reader is able on another
level, as it were, to "detach" the fantastic, grotesque quality of

surplus horror from the events it characterises and make it into a
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signifier of "the grotesque, unrelieved horror of the life of man'" or
something similar. This is confirmed in the remarks of those commentators
who have attempted to make Andreyev's '"brass-music' mean something.

One such commentator was Kornei Chukovsky who, by making a positive

" ("poster—

virtue out of what he imaginatively termed the 'plakatnost
like quality") of Andreyev's prose - the unrelieved, loud, clashing
colours, the crudeness and vulgarity (i.e. all that is "excess") -
managed to resemioticise the "surplus of signified" and include it
within an overall interpretative strategy for each text. For Chukovsky,
Andreyevan '"plakatnost'" had as its signified a corresponding
"plakatnost'" in modern city-life, the noise, the chaos, the "excess"
that industrialisation and urbanisation in Russia brought in their
Wake.11

For Maria Symborska, a critic over half a century apart from
Chukovsky in time and worlds apart in terms of critical approach, the
"meaning'" of Andreyev's lack of subtlety and monotous repetitiousness
reflects the post-Wittgenstein, post-Absurdist period in which she
herself is writing, and also the preoccupation with problems of
language that characterises her particular critical generation.
Writing of the monotcmy sequence of effectively synonymous comments
from the old-women in Andreyev's play "Zhizn' Cheloveka'", she asserts:
weses JIPYT 3BYKH, TEpPAS CBA3b C [EHOTATAMM — NDPOHCXOOHT IOJIHOE
pasobmenune, Taxum 05paSOM; 0CcO0eHHOCTBI CaMOr'o f3blKa — KOMMYHHKAlWH,
AHOpeeB Nepepfan TPAardyecKyw Oe3HHTerpalyn, OMEepTBIeHHe, a TakKxe

. 12
OTUYXIEHHOCTSh KYJIBTYPH M LUHBHIH3AIWH ... t~"

Different though this
reading seems from Chukovsky's ,mmakarHocTs ropomosoii xusHu' the
point is that, like Chukovsky, Symborska has relied on the metaphoric

modelling-principle of Andreyev's texts to give meaning to what for

others has been "excess" and undecodable, unintegrated into any
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recognised system of meaning-production,

The fact that Symborska is writing specifically about Andreyev's
plays is, of course, not without significance. The examples she cites
are more gpecific than those of Chukovsky and her interpretation less
impressionistic, more precise, This is not solely explicable by
reference to the two vastly different critical idioms, Account must
also be taken of the greater "conventionality" ("uslovnost'") of the
stage as an artistic medium and the correspondingly greater onus placed
on both writer (dramatist) and reader (audience) to ''make everything
mean". In other words we can, with new evidence, repeat our earlier
claim that Andreyev's mounting interest in the dramatic form from
around 1904 to his death in 1919 can be understood in terms of the
developing to their natural conclusion of structual tendencies

already present in his "rasskazy" and "povesti'.

b) Metaphor, 'Zavershennost'' and Genre

An essentially metaphoric relation between text and "world"
must involve the closure, the completion of that world as a signified,
within the text which models: the metaphoric text models the world
at large by posing itself as separate from, but equivalent to it,
rather than contiguous to, and part of it (p. 161" above), Metaphor
therefore conveys the "wholeness" of that world by modelling from
within, instead of relying on the reader to build up wholeness
himself on the basis of contiguity (metonymy). Despite the complete
lack of resolution and closure at a level of narrative generating
structure (see Chapter One), there must be an element of both these at

a level of narrative as (metaphoric) model. Reference to the apocalyptic

(cf. the literally apocalyptic ending of "Krasnyi smekh", "Zhizn'
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Vasiliya Fiveiskogo' and 'Den' gneva', and also the number of texts

which end in death, a localised form of apocalypse.: "V tumane'',

"Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh", "Gubernator", "Rasskaz o Sergee Petroviche',
"Tuda Iskariot” etc.) has already been made, This provides one form of

closure; "death" and '"the end of civilisation" are events that can be

easily assimilated to culturally familiar event—sequences or closure,
so we can therefore speak of texts like "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo",
"Krasnyi smekh" and "Den' gneva" which culminate in death or the end of

civilisation as effecting a form of paradigmatic closure, (In an early

draft of "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" Ivan Porfirych receives a letter
from the religious authorities suggesting that Vasilii is unfit for his
job and should be transferred to Suzdal' Monastery. The possibility

of having this as an ending to Vasilii's story, an ending more credible
than the one in the published version, is rejected by Andreyev,
presumably because it is insufficiently "apocalyptic' and fails to
effect paradigmatic closure).13 Texts such as "Bol'shoi $hlem", in
"Pet'ka na dache", "Stena", "Prizraki", "Moi zapiski" etc. achieve a
form of syntagmatic closure since the sets of events they articulate
are circular and hermetic, turned in on themselves:- the final point

" returns the

on the horizontal or syntagmatic axis of "Pet'ka na dache
hero to the crushing routine of the barber's shop which was also its

starting point. Likewise, the final point on the syntagmatic axis of
"Moi zapiski" returns the hero to the state of self-imposed captivity
from which that narrative emerged. "Eleazar" bridges the gap between

the two forms of completion or closure:- the story ends with Eleazar's

death and can therefore be aligned with "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo"

and "Krasnyi smekh" in effecting paradigmatic closure. But the story
began shortly after Eleazar's first death, so the second death on which

the story ends. in a sense returns the horizontal axis of the narrative
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back to the point from which it emerged and effects a form of
syntagmatic closure,

The "closedness" (in Bakhtinian terms "Zavershennost'") of
the '"geroi" - neither Vasilii Fiveiskii, nor the narrator of "Moi
zapiski", nor Dr. Kerzhentsev in "Mys1'" are open to real change or
development, their '"characters" are fixed from beginning to end - and
the "fixedness" of the forces that assail them, a fixedness which
permits them to be concretised in the form of physical walls, iron
grills ['"Moi zapiski'] the natural elements (fogs, blizzards, abysses
etc), sculptures ("Eleazar") and so on, are further example of
metaphoric completion,

Andreyev's very preference of the "povest'" and the "rasskaz" is
part of a more general turning to metaphoric world-models in early
twentieth—century literature. The short prose-form, to take up a theme
from Chapter One, is the prose-form of "completion” and therefore, by
association, of metaphor. Bakhtin's Hegel-influenced writings on the
novel revolve around a concept of "Being in Process" and the notion
that the novel, with its linearity, its sense of time and its inherent
dynamism, is the literary form best able to embrace reality in its
"State of Becoming"., To such a genre, the idea of the completion of
reality, of fixing it as a whole pre-existent to narrative, is anatﬁema;
a metonymic world-model for the novel seems, therefore, a self-evident
corollary to its "nezavershennost'",

Andreyev's attachment to the short story (and for that matter to
the dramatic form) can now be seen to be directly related to the degree
of "uslovnost'" in his artistic method, his deliberate move away from
conventional, "realistic" means of representation (subordination to
verisimilitude of character, setting and action, to the "illusion of

reference" - the sense that what is being described actually happenéd).
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Both depend upon a certain distancing of text from object (the
disjunction formulated in Chapter One and to be elaborated on in
Chapter Three) in order that the object be '"gathered up'" as a whole and
modelled from within by an equivalent, a metaphor. This is in direct
contrast to much nineteenth century prose which in its desire to
capture the Esgﬁgvand immediacy of reality rather than to be sure of
embracing it as a whole tended to opt for the novel and for metonymy;
life as we live it from day to day is not experienced as a distanced,
completed whole, but as an ongoing process that remains partial,
immediate and fragmentary, That feeling of incompleteness together
with immediacy is best conveyed by the text which presents itself as
contiguous to the rest of reality, but only part of it - by the metonymic
text.

Andreyev's openly professed preference for "big concepts' over
specific individuals and their particular lives is a preference for the
distance and "wholeness" of metaphor over the immediacy and "partialness"

of metonymy,

€) Metaphor, Appearance andiReaility3 Polyvalence

All representational literature, perhaps all literature, rests on
an assumption of the existence of a truth which reveals itself against
the background of what is posited as illusion, deceit, mere appearance:
"C'est (cette) verité qui rend possible l'existence méme de la
fiction...." (Jacques Lacan).14 This is a law so universal that it
extends from the popular detective novel, where false solutions and
suspects, misleading clues, red-herrings etc, gradually give way to a
revelation of the truth, usually '"the real culprit" - to profound novels

of character in which the work accomplished is the penetration through
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the layers of surface and appearance to a '"true essence' (cf, Lermontov's
"Geroi nashego vremeni' as a gradual revelation of the essence of
Pechorin),

The truth/appearance structure remains active in Andreyev's texts

(the truth about the asylum and the restaurant Babylon and their

inhabitants and their appearances and delusions in "Prizraki'; the
truth about the non-existence or cruel indifference of a divine power
and Vasilii Fiveiskii's belief to the contrary in "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo"; the truth about the dark and uncontrollable forces lurking
within Nemovetskii against the appearance of idyllic calm and spirituality
in "Bezdna" etc,) However, the metaphoric modelling principle they employ
and the generation of their narrative progressions through a series of
metaphoric equivalences ensures that the truth/appearance structure
operat_-es in a weakened form and, indeed, breaks down at certain
junctures,

Because the series of separate, distinguishable "event-sequences”
that make up each narrative are equivalent at once to one another and
to the world they model the "truth value" (positive or negative) they
carry in relation to each other becomes logically meaningless. So,

for instance, Vasilii Fiveiskii's personal experience of disaster (the

death of his son, the burning down of his home) his dream (omitted in
final version) that itself recounts a form of confrontation between

Vasilii and a hostile nature, and his hallucinatory vision of the

horrifying idiot's mask in the tomb of Semen Mosyagin, become equalised
by virtue of the fact that they all constitute equivalences of each
other and of the "world-as-whole'", They thus have their truth-values
(positive in the case of the first example, negative in the second and

third) severely weakened, Similarly the "objective description” of the

horrors of war in "Krasnyi smekh" and the subjective distortions and
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‘hallucinations experienced by the two narrators while they progressively

loge their sanity; become more. and more difficult to distinguish in
terms of "truth" and "appearance' since the& are all merely equivalences
of each otﬁer (different actualisations of tﬁe same Subject/Object
generating structﬁre); of the text-as-metaphor, and of the world it
_purports to model, Subjéctive/Obiective, Mind/Reality; Truth/Appearance,
even Image/Object (as in tﬁé cagses of realised similes and metaphors) -
all these oppositions Have their organisational force weakened in the
"removal of difference" produced by the equalising action of the "text-
as-metaphor",

Here, then, is another instance of the interdependence of the
Andreyevan Fantastic and the Andreyevan world-model, On one hand the
de-metonymising effect of the Fantastic (the difficulties involved in
assigning Andreyev's narratives to either the natural world or the
supernatural world) is (partially) resgonsible for the metaphoric
modelling principle, On the other hand, that same principle, with its
equalising action, undermines the distinction between Truth and Appearance,
sets up an ambiguity between the two and so becomes a direct determinant
of the Fantastic.,

Although this equalisation is primarily a vertical, paradigmatic
effect, the points at which it occurs can be pinpointed along the
horizontal syntagmatic axis of the text as traces., Examples already
quoted from "Prizraki" [,llomeruM xyma-uu6ynp .... U nomerenu'] and
"Krasnyi smekh" [.... u Hauanm napanmaTbcsi Kak KpeCa .... H TOYHO OTrajaB
MOKW. MBICNB OH CTajl Y3EHBKMH W BWIAA KOHUMKOM XBOCTa, BHONS B TEMHYIO0
mess ...."] demonstrate this,

In an article on tﬁe language of Modern Fiction, David Lodge
remarks that traditional, realist novelists maintain a clear distinction
between what is actually "there" and what is merely "illustrative'" (we

might add: "or what is only subjectively true"). Lodge goes on to point
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out that modern literature questions such distinctions and quotes the
final passage in Virginia Woolf's "To The Lighthouse" in which the
multiple significance of the lighthouse is asserted., He comments:
"That is perhaps the centrai assertion of the modern novel - nothing
is simply one thing - it is an assertion for which metaphor is the

15 The multiplication of metaphoric

natural means of expression',
equivalences in Woolf's writing (''mothing is simply one thing") as

used by Lodge to explain the polyvalency of the modern text, is
responsible for both the equalisation of truth-values in Andreyev and
the polyvalency of figures like the Wall, the tocsin (''Nabat"), the
curse ("Proklyatie zverya') the sea ("On") the stones ("Iuda Iskariot")
in his stories.

Lodge's version of "the modern text", however, can normally refer
its multiplication of equivalences, its dissolution of the Truth/
Appearance opposition to notions of "man's inner world" or "the self-
reflexivity of language', notions which do not function in the
Andreyevan text, where the ambiguity is less easily resolvable. For
this reason Andreyevan metaphor is Fantastic before it is Modern,

(See also Chapter Three).

Prior to moving on from discussion of Andreyev and Metaphor we

should rem-ind ourselves of a point made in the previous chapter,

namely the indissolubility of Metaphor and Metonymy, If "identity" and

"difference" (metaphor and metonymy) imply each other at a level of
narrative transforﬁation (Chapter One) then it would follow that they
imply each other at a level of text-as-world-model. While the
Andreyevan (fantastic) text tends to '"mean" by being made equivalent to
something, rather than by being made to béelong somewhere, the two are
not, and cannot be mutually exclusive,

The joint need of any artistic text "to belong" (somewhere) and
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"to be equivalent'" (to something) corresponds very closely to Jan
Mukafovsky's theory of the artistic unity of what he terms Intentionality
and Unintentionality, MukaYovsky defines two basic functions in art,
namely the communicative and the autonomous:- that which allows the work
of art to function as a sign (an equivalent) and that which allows it to
function asa thing (a part of reality): "If the work of art is
understood only as a sign, it is deprived of direct incorporation into
reality, It is not only a sign, but also a thing immediately affecting
man's mental life, causing spontaneous involvement and penetrating
through its action to the deepest levels of the perceiver's personality,
It is precisely as a thing that the work is capable of affecting what

is universally human in man, whereas in its semiotic aspect the work
always appeals eventually to what is socially and temporally determined

in him., Intentionality allows the work to be perceived as a sign,

unintentionality as a thing; hence the opposition of intentionality and

16

unintentionality is the basic antinomy of art", (In fact, semiotics
is able to study both intentionality and unintentionality since both
relate to the meaning attached to the work of art and, as Mukafovsk§
himself suggest: 'Unintentionality....is.,...a concomitant phenomenon

17 In

of Intentionality, It....is a certain kind of Intentionality."
other words, the communicative and the autonomous are both sgmiotic
functions).

The Andreyevan text like any other artistic text must mean by
being a sign (by being an equivalent) and by being a thing (by
belonging). It must possess both Intentionality and Unintentionality.
Though, in adopting metaphoric modelling principles, the Andreyevan
text appears to place emphasis on its function as an equivalent, a sign,

it must also have a "thingness'" ("Veshchnost'") aspect to it if it is to
P

be perceived as art, (See Chapter Three below for the full relevance
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of this distinction to Andreyev's work),

n Text anct MOWEU

a) The Modality»gf'tbevAndreeranlText

The concern of the present chapter is not the 'referential aspect’
of Andreyev's stories - what they represent outside of themselves. The
concept of "world-model” contradicts such an idea because it assumes
that meaning (that which is represented in a literary text) does not
exist outside it but is constituted from within, The "world" which
Andreyev's stories represent is the world-model according to which they
are written — a model which includes author (sender) and reader
(receiver) and therefore embraces the whole communicative situation
bound up in a literary text, The external constructs we position the
basis of our readings - author, world, reader - are in fact positions,
"gites" within those readings, just as "internal laws of construction"
are traceable to externally established structures or codes (See
Introduction).

It has long been recognised in the field of linguistics and
literary theory that to grasp the full complexity of literary meaning
it is necessary at all times to consider the literary text as a
communication: from a "sender™ about a "world" to a "receiver". The
reader of Andreyev is aware of this to a much greater degree than a
reader of Tolstoy or Turgenev who may become engrossed in constructing
the referents (character, setting, action) of the text he is reading.
To reduce the meaning gained from a reading of '"Krasmyi smekh' to the
events and chatacters signified in the text, or merely to a concept of
the world of which the characters and events of "Krasnyi smekh" are an
equivalent, is to impoverish the story seriously,

Perhaps one of most crucial differences between one of Andreyev's
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"povesti'" and a nineteenth-century novel is a difference in modality,

It was A,J. Greimas who initially proposed that narrative may be
modelled like an individual sentence, with subject, verb, object or
predicate., Todorov's extension of that linguistic notion to the idea
of a modal poetics, each narrative, like each sentence, having its
own modality, has been taken up by Fredric Jameson in "The Political
Unconscious": ",,,,it might well follow that, as with sentences themselves,
each deep narrative structure could be actualised according to a number
of different modes, of which the indicative, governing conventional
narrative realism, is only the most familiar, Other possible narrative
modalisations - the subjunctive, the optative, the imperative and the
like - suggest a heterogeneous play of narrative registers...."18

The Andreyevan text, like any other, is a process which takes
place in a communicatory situation, is therefore subject to the
intentions, desires etc. of sender (author) and receiver (reader) and
so to a variety of modalities, Of these, the indicative - in effect a
communication from writer to reader that the objects, people and actions
indicated by the words of the text are taken in their own right as the
major part of the information to be conveyed - is only one.

It requires little analysis to demonstrate that in the stories
of Andreyev the dominance of the indicative modality, which accounts
for a text's referential aspect, is severely curtailed. If this were
not the case then we would be expected to a) decide decisively between
the Wall as a physical presence (""Stena") and the Wall as a figure (or
subject) in favour of the former and b) accept this physical presence
as the only meaning to be gained from the text.

Andreyev's move away from the dominance of the indicative modality
is not restricted to his more radical, fantastic texts like "Stena" and

can be detected in many of the earlier stories normally noted for their
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adherence to the principles and methods of nineteenth-century realism.
The deliberately over-optimistic ending of "Bargamot i Garas'ka',
. . w19 .

explained by Gorky as an ,ym6ka J1erxoro HegoBepus K GakTty , points

to a definite shift away from a purely indicative modality that is not

traceable solely to the story's status as an Easter story. It clearly

opens with an indicative modality at the beginning: ..., uYacy B gecsToM

TeMHOT'O BECEHHero Beuepa BapraMoT CTOSN HA CBOEM OBBIYHOM NOCTY Ha YTy

n20 (Here the reader does little

Nymxapaoit ¥ 3—u llocamed¥ YIIHI ...
more than reconstruct the referents of the narrative - the characters,
setting and action.) It then progresses to what might best be
described as a combination of the optative, rhetorical and conditional
modalities at the end. The combination includes the optative modality
because the improbable réconciliation between Bargamot and Garaska is

a kind of romantic wish-fulfilment on the part of the author. (The
switch from the more constative and reference-bound past-tense to the
present tense marks the point at which the change in modalities occurs:
WP umIH HakoHel nomoﬁ‘f u Tapacbka yXe NepecTay U3YMIATBCH ,... BOT
omanoBWME M TpHTUXuMI [apacska cHAUT 3a yOpaHHBM cTOjoM. EMy Tak

w2l E )
277Y: It also includes the

COBECTHO, UYTO XOTH CKBO3b 3eMI0 NPOBAIUTHCH 4.
rhetorical modality, since the distance between the ending to the story
and the way things ought actually to have turned out acts to persuade
the reader of the "way things really are," (The tone and sentence-
structure adopted by the passage at this point gives a good indication
of a second, more literally rhetorical-persuasive element: ,CoBecTHO
CBOMX OTpenuif, COBECTHO CBOMX IDASHHX DYK, COBECTHO Bcero cebs,
060pBAHHOTO, NbBAHOTO, CKBEPHOTO ... TAK HEBHHOCHMO ODPOXAT 3TH
3aCKOpY3INble NabUpl ¢ GONBUHMM TI'PASHBIMA HOTTAMH, KOTOpHeE BIepBhle

n22

3aMeTun v cebss lapacbka ... )« Meanwhile, the conditional modality

is, clearly, also active because the tradition of the Easter story
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allows Andreyev to pose the whole narrative as the first, "if" clause
in a conditional narrative sentance of which the second "then" clause
is to .be supplied b& the readér; ("If men really behaved like this,
then wouldn't the world be a bétter ﬁlace?");

It would probably, therefore, be more accurate to say that, rather
than taking place in the writing of the text, the shift in modality
occurs during the'readiné; the reader is ﬁot éw;re at tﬁe beginning
of the story of the way it will end and begins reading according to a
"conventional" indicative modality; whereas the writer is aware from
the outset of the way the story will end., For the latter the optative-
rhetorical-conditional modalities were prevalent throughout. For
reader the meaning is diachronically produced, for writer - synchronically,

"Bargamof i Garas'ka" is by no means exceptional, even in the
early "Znanie" period of Andreyev's oeuvre, The rather maudlin
sentimentality of stories like "Gostinets" bespeak a rhetorical rather
than an indicative narrative modality, one which is concerned to
persuade of an argument rather than/as well as to recreate a reality.
(Cf. the ending: ,,0H rnagen Ha kaeMuaTulil IVIATOK M BHmen kak CeHHMCTa |
obopauuBanca K OBepH, a OH He IPUXOOMI. YMep OFHHOKMIT, 3abbIThill Kak
MEHOK; BbIGPOmMEHHEH B NOMOMKY. Tonbko 6b Ha [OeHb DAHBUE H OH ... .
VyBUOEJI 6bl I'OCTHHEL ... h BO3pajgoBancsa Obl JeTCKHM CBOMi cepaueM M
6es ..., Gomu .... molleTena Gbl €ro AYymNA K BHCOKOMY Heby ....";23 also
"Angélochek", and, later, "Zhili-byli" (a.... 'Tax niakamu oHu o6a.
Imakanu o conHue; KoToporo Gonbme He yBanT; O sibnone, Genbrl HaﬂHB;

0 MWION XH3HM M XeCTOKOI! cmean; KOTOPAas OXBATHT HX ,... 24)
Although, as a writer, Andreyev has been assailed from all sides

for being a prophet of gloom and an incorrigible pessimist, the

‘optative medality remains a powerful force during, the whole of his

writing career, It can be detected in "minor" stories like "Marsel'eza"
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(,y0H ymep; a Mbl IeJ¥ Ha[l HHMM Mapcenbes3y., MOJOMBMH M CHIIBHBIMH I'OJIOCAMU
ey Mel BEJIMKYW [eCHK CBOGOMB M TI'PO3HO BTODHS HaM OKeaH. M Hascerma
cTan OH 3HAaMEHeM HalliM ,.., H BCE TpOMYUe, BCE pafiOCTHEe 3BYyuasa IpOMKas
necnﬂ")25 and "V temnuyu dal'" (the heroic figure of Nikolai), as well
as in more substantial pieces such as "T'ma" (the almost miraculous
reconciliation of revolutionary and prostitute) and "Rasskaz o semi
poveshennykh" (the characters of Musya and Tanya and the heroic way
they meet their deaths), It is also dominant in plays like "K zvezdam"
(where the title speaks for itself) and the later "Tot kto poluchaet
poshchechiny" (the magical Consuella and He) as well as in a later
story, "Polet", whose themes of the ecstasy of flight and the
associated desire for self-oblivion, and ultimately death, are ripe for
interpretation in terms of Freudian wish—-fulfilment: ,.... samsxasck OT
BOCTOpPa; CTHCHYB Oejible 3y6H ..., OH WHPOKHMH Da3MaxaMd NPOHUSBIBANI BO3OVX ..
csssrsesss — Ha semmw s Gonblle He BEDHYChL ..., S 6yoy HOOHMMAaThCHA BCE
eme. Tello MOE OTMETHT OT MeHS M yrmameT, W s NOMAY BbmE ..., O Kakoe

26

BonHeHHue ! "'

b) Modality and 'the'v'Fe}ntas'tic

Andreyev's prose of the period 1900-1909 is traversed by varying
combinations of all the narrative modalities listed (not excluding the
indicative) and by several others besides.

Prominence was given in our description of the Andreyevan Fantastic
to the role of two ambiguities (pp.157-165). Firstly there is the ambiguity
between the events belonging to either the natural or the supernatural
world., Secondly, there is the ambiguity between metonymy and metaphor:-
whether, ultimately, to make the events belong to a world (matural or

supernatural) as part of it, or whether to make them separate from, but
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read the events literally, the privilege over all other aspects the
aspect which makes them "belong" to the real world, i.e, the referential

aspect) and the non-=indicative modalities (instruction to subordinate

the referential aspect to persuasive, admonitory, conditional or other
aspects).

It was also argued (pp. 159-160) that, like all fantastic texts,
Andreyev's stories cannot survive in a state of pure ambiguity and
therefore incline in favour of either metonymic modelling or metaphoric

modelling principles, in Andreyev's case the latter. This would appear
to suggest that Andreyev's fantastic texts should likewise favour

non-indicative modalities over the indicative., In the following

investigation into how this privileging of non-indicative over indicative
modalities is brought about, the interdependency between the Andreyevan
Fantastic on one hand and the "text-world" relationship in the
Andreyevan text on the other hand, (p. 157, p. 163) will once again be
touched upon.

It will shortly emerge, in fact, that the exceptional nature of
Andreyevan events, their stretching to the limits of the natural world's
norms without conclusively entering the Supernatural world (the factor
responsible for the first ambiguity and original determinant of the
effect of the Fantastic in this chapter) serves also as the means by
which these events acquire non-indicative modalities and are made into
a figure of something else, Thus the complexity of the Andreyevan

Fantastic, conditioned by "text-world" relationships and at the same

time conditioner of those relationships (p. 163 above), will be reconfirmed.

The deformation or distortion carried out by the Andreyevan
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Fantastic's "stretching to the limits" of the empirical (natural) world
means that its relation to the latter can be described as one of hyperbole.
Hyperbole and narrative modality are, as we shall show, closely linked,
and provide the key to explaining the prominence of non-indicative
modalities.

Wil rAxy HanpaBo; Haneso ... Be3lde DACKpPHTEE DTH, IepeMalbBaomHe
syﬁm; OCO@EHHHe; cTpaHHble, He3HaKOMble rjasa, KOTOpble OHBAKT TONBKO NIpH
eme, Y HEKOTOpHX, KaK y MOero cocena, CTDAaHHO ABUXYTCHA VUM, U B
OTQETHHBOﬂ; HalpsKeHHOH paboTe ueimcTell ACHO BHAUTCA Ge3rmashi,
KOCTISBEE uepen ¢ 6GenbiMM Kpenkwmu 3ybamu ... M oT BUHAE, BEpPOSITHO,

MBICJTM MOH TpPHHHMAaWT 60jlee ecTecTBeHHOe, [aXe HeCKONbKO CMeNIBOe
HanpasiieHHe, BOpyr s AcHO BHKY, uTO 3TO He JWAM, KOTOpHe obepfawT, uTO
3TO 3BepuHHell THCAYM 3Bepeil, KOTODHX IDHBENH CKAa KODMHTB; noCagui HX,
IpUBA3aNy MM HA Wew CalideTKH M MOACOBHBANT UM Pa3HYW eny."2

Let us first note in respect of this representative extract from
"Proklyatie zverya" the hint of a possible naturalisation of the
distortion as the effects of drunkenness. This echoes in miniature
the "psychologisation" of the whole narrative as the hallucinatory
ravings of a disturbed mind, The psychologisation is evidence of the
activity of an indicative modality that has the narrative point directly
to a concrete natural reality outside itself - in this case to the
reality of a man's mind, alienated by the city and driven to hallucinatory
insanity. This indicative modality remains a force throughout the story
and its clash with other, non-indicative modalities is responsible for
the "effect of the Fantastic" that the text produces, It is, however,
seriously undermined by the metaphorisation of the text (see above)
and by the related stylisation of the narration. It is undermined in
the wider perspective of Andreyev's entire oeuvre by works like "Zhizn'

Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" and "Eleazar" where the third-person narration
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disallows any suggestion of a "sick consciousness” as being the source
of the distortion etc. and "Krasnyi smekh" where the psychologising
naturalisation founders on inconsistencies in the transition from one
narrator to another (noted by Gorky and others).

If we then accept the scene described at face value and not as
origination in a disturbed consciousness, the second observation we
may make is that the hyperbole progresses within the passage itself,
so that it is noted by the reader as a process rather than just a state:-
we pass from the thousands of unfamiliar, open mouths to boney, eyeless
skeletons and then to a cage of ravenous beasts. This too mirrors the
narrative at large which becomes more and more hysterical, culminating
in the fantastic "curse of the beast', What this means is that the
reader 1s constantly aware of distortion, deformation and hyperbole;
it is a permanent factor in his attempts to make sense of the text he
is reading,

By remaining constantly aware of hyperbole (or, since it is a

process, of hyperbolisation) the reader is accordingly aware of the

"something which is being hyperbolised", Eric Gans writes in an article
on hyperbole and irony: 'L'hyperbole, en exagérant, ne trompe pas; elle
indique, sans le dire, ce qu'il faut réellement croire."28 He explains
how this entails a reflection by the reader on the sense of the words in
front of him: "Ce qui crée la reflexité particuliére de 1'hyperbole,

c'est que 1'ésprit, dans 1l'acte de la lecture, ne puisse saisir le sens
des mots qu'd partir d'un jugement sur leur référent".29 The exaggerated
distortions of city-life in "Proklyatie zverya" cause the reader to
reflect and come to a judgment about a true state of affairs., The "sense”
is in the text's attempts to persuade us of that state of affairs by

"hyperbolising'" it: "L'hyperbole .... persuade, tout en révélant sa

. . . 0
propre intention de le falre".3 The constant renewal of the
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hyperbolic (fantastic) effect in "Proklyatie zverya" and in "Krasnyi
smekh," '"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo," "Lozh'," "Eleazar" etc. ensures
that an important element of the meaning produced by the reader is a

communication, an intentionalised narrative statement as opposed to

the recreation of a reality, The reader of the above quoted passage is
not induced to imagine a restaurant full of thousands of skeletons with
open mouths, nor even a direct transcoding of that scene into a more
generalised "modern city life", Instead he is inclined to posit a
narrative sentence something like: "Look what modern city life is

™

potentially capable of doing to man! The literal, hyperbolic sense of

"Proklyatie zverya', taken in conjunction with (in relation to) the

"bon: sens" of which it is an exaggeration (a hyperbolic figure),

produces a modalised reading. The modality in the case of these two

stories may be treated as a modification of the conditional: "If the
consequences of modern urban life (warfare) are taken to their
conclusions then this will be the result" but it is perhaps better
regarded as a rhetorical, persuasory modality with a strong element of
reproach and admonition: "Beware, for the consequences of urban
alienation (warfare) are truly terrifying!" The curse of the beast
itself would then serve as a kind on Intext (see Chapter One) for
Andreyev's text "Proklyatie zverya': ,,.,.. TPYOHO MHe ONpeIeJuTb TO UYTO
BHIDAXAET 3TOT KPHK ..., 3TO OLUIO UYBCTBO GemeHHOTO rHeBé, rpoMoBas
My3BIKa HETPepHBHBIX OTHEHHBIX MPOKIATHIN; MO NMOCKOILKY OH OCTAasicf 3BEDHHBIM

. ” . 31
~ B HEM 6BUTO emé YTO-TO ..., eme Gonee crpamuoe',

The modalisation of Andreyev's narratives (the assertion of non-

indicative over indicative modalities) is achieved, then, through the
fantastic hyperbole of the events which make them up,
Incidentally, when Andreyev countered Gorky's criticism of

"Krasnyi smekh" for not corresponding to the facts of modern warfare
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with the remark: ,®axTbl BOHHB Bcerpa NPUOIHSHTENBHO ONHHAKOBH, &
TONBKO OTHOUIEHHE K HHUM MeHAeTCH, HaKOHeH; MOE OTHOmEeHHe = TOXe GaxT,
¥ BechbMa HeMajlOBaXHbIA ....”32 and rebuffed his friend's observation of
inconsistency within the story's narration thus: ,TmaBHoe - pelicTBHe,
a peficTBHE OH NMPOM3BOMMT xenaTeanoe";33 he appears to confirm the
importance of non-indicative modalities in this story and, by implication,
in the others listed.

The hyperbole of the Andreyevan text and the shift in narrative
modality that it signals, perhaps surprisingly, assure Andreyev's
place beside Belyi, Woolf, even James Joyce in the development of world
literature, Surprisingly, because the dominant modality in modern(ist)
fiction has always been thought to be understated irony} Andreyev's
work is singularly lacking in subtle, ironic humour, a quality running
in modern literature from Belyi, Mayakovsky and Zamyatin in Russia,
through Joyce and Beckett in Britain, to such post—modernist masters as
Nabokov and Borges, The excess seriousness of Andreyev seems diametrically
opposed to the playful, irony of, say Belyi's "Petersburg". Yet, as
Eric Gans argues, the two are not entirely unrelated: irony and humour
may be seen as simply constituting the -obverse of hyperbole and excess
seriousness)with both sets of terms having in common a distance between
"what they say" and "what they mean'": "L'ironie n'est donc pas le
contraire de 1'hyperbole, mais uné réponse 4 celle-ci, car elle constate,
comme elle, mais dans une perspective différente, la distance entre
1'énoncé et 1'état objectif des choses."34 The hyperbolic Fantastic of
Andreyev and the self-conscious irony of other modern artists belie in
different ways the same problem of meaning-production that we have

already seen place Andreyev at the centre of a crisis in literary

evolution,
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c) Modality_ and "Time

It was noted that the shift from indicative to optative modality
in "Bargamot i Garas'ka" was marked by a switch from the past to the
present tense, The interdependence of Modality and Time is clear from
this example., The past tense is the tense most suited to the indicative
modality ~ it is constative, recording facts and events, referring
directly to "what actually happened", A shift away from the indicative
modality should logically lead to a change in tense.

The example from "Bargamot i Garas'ka' is, of course, an extreme
one, A narrative must, by definition, relate something and Andreyevan
narrative is generally situated firmly in the past tense. Nevertheless,
the minimal role accorded to Time as a palpable linear phenomenon has
already been remarked upon. The detemporalisation of narrative in the
Andreyevan text is in no small way due to the prominence of non-indicative
narrative modalities, The urgency of a modalised narrative warning its
addressant of the dire consequences of modern warfare is barely adaptable
to an ordered, gradual, diachronic unfolding of its ﬁhematics. Its
temporality (if temporality it is) is one of simultaneity, of the "here
and now" ("Krasnyi smekh'),

If "Krasnyi smekh'" possesses any positive temporality at all (the
present being a kind of "zero temporality"), then, despite its past-tense
narration, it proceeds in an opposite direction from that of a
conventional nineteenth-century narrative. It is aimed towards a
Future time ("if....yill"). Indeed the conditional and admonitory
modalities in ordinary.speech are usually characterised by the presence
of the future tense, which is forbidden or repressed in most realist

35

narrative (see Fredric Jameson). "Proklyatie zverya", "Tak bylo",

"V temnuyu dal'", "Nabat", "Polet", "K zvezdam" - all these are imbued
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with a sense of future time. They are geared to what will occur when
the narration ceases rather than what occurred before it began.

Part of the attack on "Andreyev the crude populariser” and
"panderer to popular taste'" consisted in pointing to the deliberate
‘topicality of his thematics:- "Krasnyi smekh" as a response to the
Russo~Japanese war; "Tak bylo",."Gubernator", "T'ma", "Marsel'eza",
the incomplete "Bunt na Korable", "Nabat" as responses to the
revolutionary situation prevailing in political and social life;
"Proklyatie zverya" as a response to urbanisation; "Bezdna", "V
tumane" as responses to the new concern with sexuality, - "Rasskaz o
semi poveshennykh" to the growing abhorrence of capital punishment, etc,
It might be truer to say that the temporal implications of non-indicative
modalities - what is happening in the "here and now", what will happen
in the future - make the selection of "topical themes" a’'structural

inevitability rather than a cynical pandering to popular taste.

Even the two major biblical stories: "Iuda Iskariot" and "Eleazar"
reveal a topicality that is closely bound up with the move away from
non-indicative modalities in Andreyev's work, The theme of death
isolated as a concept, which is so important to the latter, was for the
time of Andreyev, with its penchant for the "big" philosophical
intractables and its decadent morbidity, most topical,

The themes with which "Iuda Iskariot" has been associated:- "the
nature of treachery", "the nature of good and evil", "passivity and
activity as moral ideals" as well as the very idea of treating such
lofty and fundamental notions.inworks of literature, are likewise firmly
rooted in Andreyev's own age (Cf. D, Maksimov's concurrence with this

idea throughout “fhe Prose and Poetry of Alexander Blok ),

Both stories can therefore be said to be directed more towards an
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a past reality,

In these texts, no less than in any of the others, however, there
always remains the possibility that the events related might after all
be placeable within a normative  world (a biblical reality in its
natural state, or a biblical reality in its supernatural state).
Andreyev's texts rarely step outside the Fantastic which can now be
seen to mark the boundary between the two sets of narrative modalities
(indicative/non-indicative) as well as between two worlds (natural/

supernatural) and two modelling strategies (metonymy and metaphor),

d) Modality and Polemic

The topicality of both "Eleazar" and "Iuda Iskariot" is not

limited to a mere incorporation of themes uppermost in the minds of the

Russian intelligentsia of Andreyev's day., As Kaun, Woodward, Iezuitova
and otheré have convincingly demonstrated these texts enter into open
polemics with commonly held notions of treachery and loyalty, Good and
Evil and the religious explanation of death respectively. In the
analysis of paradigmatic structure in "Tuda Iskariot" a generating
paradigm was proposed which opposed the conventional discourse on Judas
and his place in the Christian moral code, to a second discourse on
Judas in which the conventional value-system in which he is incorporated
is negated, or even reversed, The text is less a depiction of Judas and
the events leading up to the crucifixion as Andreyev imagined it (though
it is that as well) and more an unresolved polemic against the
traditional picture of Judas and the Christian system of values,
Similarly, though less obviously and less forcefully, "Eleazar" is not
merely a depiction of the raising of Lazarus as Andreyev imagined it,

nor just a rendition in artistic form of death and all that it entails
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for mankind, It is also a polemic written against the traditional

biblico-Christian discourse on death as a "return to our maker", and
as something from the horrors of which belief in God may guard us., The
deliberate distortion of the biblical names (Eleazar instead of Lazarus,
and "Judas from Cariot'" instead of Judas Iscariot) and of the original
New Testament plots (the biblical Lazarus did not visit Rome; the
biblical Judas did not return to taunt the disciples after the
crucifixion) are textual signs of a polemic that distorts much more
than the details of names and plots, (Cf. the violent charges of
heresy and blasphemy levelled against Andreyev by the clergy after the
publication of these and other stories with religious elements)}36

In the sense outlined here, "Iuda Iskariot" and "Eleazar" are no
exceptions in the Andreyev oeuvre, They are the most representative of
a modalising tendency that affects all of Andreyev's texts. So "Bezdna"
and "V tumane" are modalised as polemics written against prevailing
views of sexuality, "Tak bylo" is modalised as an attack on certain
naively optimistic ideas about the prospective course of political
revolution, "Mysl'" and "Moi zapiski" both retain as "present absences"
notions of the untramelled power of Reason and the Mind against which
they react, "Lozh'" contains an idea of the fixity and accessibility
of Truth which it sets out to disrupt, "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo"
sets up God and his order as its target, while "Krasnyi smekh" inveighs

against apologists for the Russo-Japanese war and for war in general,

e) Modality and the Textual Model

The received ideas against which the polemicising modality directs

Andreyev's texts are very much in the nature of'discourses, cultural

texts in themselves. They are utterances made not by any particular
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individuals but by culture as a whole. The two biblical stories are,
again, only the most representative of Andreyev's stories, in that the
discourse which they polemicise is specifically textual - the text of

the bible itself, Andreyev's texts can in this light be seen as meta-
texts ~ texts commenting upon, entering into dialogue with texts which
make up the culture of which they themselves are part, The "world"
which forms the background and ultimate reference-point to all Andreyev's
texts and against which they must be read is not, then, a "reality", a
world as such, but a textual model consisting of a corpus of utterances
(discourses) traceable to a cultural 'master-text".

(Though, in one sense, this is no more than a confirmation of the
theory of intertextuality - the theory that any work of literature refers
ultimately not to an external reality but to the infinite number of
previous literary texts which traverse it and provide its foundation -
the dominance of non~indicative modalities in Andreyev's texts deprives
them of the illusion of a material world to which they might appear
directly to refer, and which might disguise their origins in the world
of intertextuality).

The textual model against which Andreyev's polemicising modality

is directed is evident.at a microstructural or "stylistic" level as well.
Thus "Eleazar" cites not only biblical plots and biblical characters in
order to polemicise them but also biblical lexicon and sentence structure:
pmess. HOO T2 BenHukas ThbMa, UYTO OObeMreT BCé MHMpOCO3IaHue, He pacceiiBanack
HHM COJHIEeM HU JIYHOW, a LapHuma 6e306pemﬁo; BCIOOY HpOHHKaH; BCE OTbheauHSA:
Teno OT Tena; JacTUUB OT YACTHI ...,

B IIYCTOTE DACTHIANM CBOM KODHH [1€peBbf M camu OblIH NYCTH; B NYCTOTY,
rpO3A NpH3PAuHHM IIa[eHHeM, BBHICHIIHCH xpamm; IBODHB M [OMA U CaMH GbuiH
nycTsl .... A0 He CTanmo BPeMeHH H COMH3UIIOCH HAYalo KaxpgoH Bemy C KOHIOM

ee ...."37 The negation of biblical values performed in this passage
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(death as the means to resurrection and the Kingdom of heaven/death as
the terrible, stultifying, solidifying force that overtakes all living
beings) sets up a certain tension between the biblical lexicon and
sentence-structure per se, and Andreyev's citing of them,

Biblical rhythmicality and lexicon occur also in stories guch as "Stena"
[,J onsaTe momsiu Mbi, A M APYTOH, M OMATH KPYIOM CTalo MyMHO, ¥ ONATDH
$e3MOJIBHO KDPYXHIIHCDH Te quBePO; OTPAXaA pUlb CO CBOWX MNATHEB H
HAanu3blBag CBOH DaHB! ,,.. U I'IyBOKO B3[OXHYNlAa YEpHAA HOYD M CJIOBHO Mope
[IOAXBaYeHHOe yparaHOM M Bcel cBOel TSXKON pesymell rpoManoil GpoméHHoe Ha
CKaJsl, BCKOJBIXHYJICA BECh BMOUMBI MUD M THICAYB HAIDAXEHHBX U SPOCTHBIX
rpyneii ygapui o CTeHy"].38 Again the confounding of biblical expectations
in the story make this a polemicised citation,

Overtly textual models fbr Andreyevan narration are apparent also
in "Tak bylo" (the féiry—tale: wCTosina Ha momamd uepHas GamHA C TOJCTHIMH
KPEeNoCTHHIMM CTEeHaMM M DefKMMH OKHaMM — GoMuuuamu. llocTpounu eé pns cebs

" 39), "Zhizn' Vasiliya

pMHapH-paSGOﬁHHKH; HO BpEMSI YTHETAIO HX ,,..
Fiveiskogo" (the hagiography - reflected in the title itself) and

"Proklyatie zverya" (the conventional "love-triangle" story, with the
role of the third party played here by the city: ,,Tax TFOBODHT IDKMBBII
TOpoJ| ¥ NPOTArHBAET KAMEHHHE MalbuaThie PYKH. W Torga mpHOIIKaoch s K

Heil, K Moell BO3/WOIEHHON, K TOH KOTOpyl S J6mo0 GONbIie BCETO Ha CBETE M

meryy ¢ yxacom

"40) In each case the

- T cnemumb?  ['ODOL OMATH 30BET MEOR 4.
citation is a provocative one, with Andreyev's texts committing '"heresy"
against their models (the hagiography which ends in profanity; the
fairy-tale in which the tyrant is not conclusively vanquished etc,)

Even where specific textual models do not immediately suggest

themselves, Andreyevan narration is persistently characterised by an

‘exaggerated literariness (something for which Andreyev was frequently
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attacked by critics), The endlessly recurring motifs, the suffocating
abundance of literary figures (metaphors, similes, oxymorons etc.), the
plodding, rhythmic sentences and complex adjectival and adverbial phrases,
(60 B mpaMoM 6e360A3HEHHO OTKPHITOM H CBETIIOM B30pDe IIONa OHM YIIOBUIH
MeplaHde TaWHb riy6ouatimeil u COKpOBeHHelNeH, MOMHON HeOBbACHHMBIX Yrpos3
H 370BemuX obemaHui ...."41) are all (heavily redundant) signs of the
literariness of the Andreyevan text, the foregrounded textual model
upon which Andreyevan narration is based, (See Chapter One pp. 49-51),
Often the overemphasised "writtenness" or textuality of the
narration is completely at odds with the narrative context in which it
occurs, as in the case of the elaborate perorations at the end of each
chapter in "Proklyatie zverya" where the narrator appears at least to
be recording the events of the narrative as they occur: ,,Bosmw6nénnas mosn!
Orpaxpanmasich OT 37a ¥ cMepTH. TBOpsAmas IO6pO ¥ Xu3HbL. BosmoBrenHas
Mosi!  Jhoom BUOAT Teb6s Kax ermHHy; a Tl — BeJjiIHKasg H E&BeTias
TalHa, CBAMEHHbH] IpecTos y KOTOpPOro Hapo MONHUTLCA, Ecmu 6b s ymipan,
Thl ckasaja O6bi: TBOS MOTHIIA TEeMHA M CHpPa ..., W nommna 6u 33 MHON e
Eciu 66 s ckasan ....942 Sometimes the incongruity between the
textuality of the narration and the concreteness of the supposed
narrative situation reaches fantastic proportions, as at the end of
"Krasnyi smekh'" where the narrator, so we must presume, is sitting at
his desk recording the destruction of his town and the capitulation of
himself and his family to the horrors of the "Red Laugh" (,,;3a okHOM .,..
crosan caM Kpacheit cmex"), Here the very idea of literary narration is
a form of paradox and draws attention to itself as such, This is true
also (to a lesser extent) of "Stena,”" "Nabat" and "Lozh'" where the
absence of any motivation for literary narration (why, how and for whom
should a leper imprisoned in a lepers' colony suddenly record the

details of one particular day in his 1ife, particularly when it would
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appear to be little different from any other day?) draws attention to
textuality itself, Various idiosyncracies in the narration of "Den'
gneva' (the labelling of chapters as "songs'; chapters consisting of a
single sentence) can be viewed in the same context.

The highly polemicised modalisation of the Andreyevan text is one
of the determining factors in this respect too, Yurii Lotman's
treatment of Pushkin's prose refers to the importance of the Sentimental
and Romantic Schools of literature preceding his appearance on the
literary scene, to Pushkin's own "style", The famous economy and
precision of Pushkin's prose is a reaction against the effusive
excesses of the previous two schools and at the same time contains it

as a "minus—device"43. Andreyev's gravitation towards a specifically

literary, textual model of narration sets the same process in reverse,
Andreyevan narration cites the unobtrusive, 'nmatural', matter-of-fact
mode of narration whose apotheosis is to be found in the prose of Anton

Chekhov, contains it as a minus-device and enters into polemic with it.

Andreyevan "style" becomes defined as the "need for style" (style

being understood here as synonymous with literariness or textuality) -
a need that also produced the exotic, saccharine tones of Sologub,
Gippius and even Artsybashev, the self-conscious, playful irony of
Belyi, the rich stylisation of Remizov and later the ornate, evocative
prose of Isaac Babel, Zamyatin's highly idiosyncratic, image-~ and
motif-laden style and the formal experimentation of Boris Pilnyak. The
meaning of Gorky's well-known reproach to Chekhov that he was "killing
realism” is, despite Gorky's own status as a basically realist writer,
to be found in the same need:- the merits of unobtrusive, "natural®
modes of narration with their origins often traceable to extra-literary
genres had already, by Gorky's time, begun to lose their structural

dominance and cede their position to a "rediscovery of style" of which
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Gorky himself was part,

A comparison between the adoption of the "Skaz" form by Remizov
and, some years earlier by Leskov, proves fruitful in this instance.
Leskov's "Skaz", in keeping with the rest of nineteenth-century
aesthetics that stressed democracy of subject-matter, was bound up with
Leskov's mining of the riches of Russian folk-culture and peasant-life
for suitable narratives, The skaz narration then becomes an extension
of that search; Leskov's narrators write the way they do because that
is the way ordinary Russian peasants speak and narrate and because
Leskov is concerned to characterise his narrators as much as he is the
characters within the narrative, Remizov, by contrast, was engaged in
a self-confessed attempt to renew the resources of the Russian literary
language. The skaz narration in "Pyataya Yazva' and "Plachushchaya
Kanava" has no barely literate peasant as its motivation and source
(though the lexicon, syntax, grammar etc, bears many similarities to
that of Leskov's "Levsha"), The motivation is, again, literary style or
textuality itself., Remizov's like Andreyev's is a written, textual
model of narrationm,

Andreyev's own previously quoted claim that in his artistic method
he sought to match an appropriate "form" to each separate "content"
appears, at first sight, to submerge the importance of the Ttextual
model™ in a subordination of everything to "content'". (Andreyev's
adoption of his textual model is in any case a more "unconscious" affair
than is the case with, for example, the more theoretically-minded Belyi).
Yet the very fact that the Turgenev-Kuprin mode of narration is now
perceived as only one form among many is a tacit acknowledgment that
there is no longer any such thing as a natural, unobtrusive and
transparent mode and that all literature must have a marked "style",

(The disappearance of an unmarked mode of narration and a turning
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towards "textual models" is tantamount to the increase in literary
self-consciousness [samosoznanie] which Dmitri Likhachev pinpoints as
a sign of hej.ghtenedAevolutionary.activity.:44 Thé position of Leonid
Andreyev at the .centre of that evolutionary activity QillAbe borne out
by the analysis to follow in Cﬁapteré Three and Four:) Furtﬁermore,
the notion of unobtrusivé and transparent narratién.aéainst wﬁich
Andreyev's "textual médel" (élqﬁg with tﬁat of Remizov; Belyi etc,) was
a reaction; is prediéated’oﬁ a wﬁélly transitive; monologic (Bakhtin)
structure of communication;wWﬁicﬁfin turn implies a stable and unified
origin/source:- Author (or "God") éonveying objective reality to Reader,
Even in the most “relativistic" of nineteentﬁ—century novels, the unity
and stability of origin is preserved in the notion of Truth/reality,
Tnstead of the narrative emanating from a human Subject, or from God,
it emanates from'Rgélity; (Reality becomes a surrogate Subject). The
relativisation of viewpoints only enhances‘fhe sense of the richness of
that reality., While the novel of shifting viewpoints constitutes a
form of disruption of the transitive structure it is one which is "held
in check"”, "recontained" by the introduction of a secondary authoritative
Subject - Reality itself. (See Julia Kristeva).45

It is not difficult to see how the move away from "realistic
literature" (literature which has a stable and unified Reality as its
source and ultimate reference point) which took place through the
twentieth century (and of which Leonid Andreyev was part) has as much to
do with the breakdown of the authoritative, transitive structure of
communication as with an "escape from existential anxiety" and other
thematic explanations of "anti-realist" trends in Modern Art, The
adoption of "textual models" of narration is one among several signs of
the beginning of that breakdown. Tﬁe appearance of the Modern Fantastic
with its tendency towards absbolute ambiguity and pure transgression and
its consequent assertion of multiple truths (polysemy) and an unstable

origin of narratien is -another,
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a) "Enonciation" and Enonceé'™

In order to examine more closely the structure of communication
in the Andreyevan text and, in particular, the relationship between
Text and Origin, we must introduce two more important binary distinctions

and two sets of terms,

Firstly we must distinguish betweer énonciation and éroncé

(enunciation and enunciated) between an "ac¢t of ‘saying'" and a "what is
ying

q" 47

sai This is a distinction we owe to French linguist Emile Benveniste

and is one that is valid for all linguistic utterances, including the
non~literary, Like many of the other distinctions we have been applying
(paradigm/syntagma; signifier/signified) it does not separate empirically
observable detail from empirically observable detail ("style" from
"content") but instead proposes two abstract "instances", predicated
upon each other, which function-simultaneously, at every point in every
text, Thus each sentence or part of a sentence, whether it be simile,
leitmotif (an element of "style") or factual detail, character's speech
(an element of "content") is, macrostructurally, part of a "what is

said" that in turn presupposes an "act of saying'",

Now, it is in the very nature of the "instance of enunciation® in
any text (literary or otherwise) that it remains forever "one step in
front" of any attempt to fix or "capture" it. Thus even in the most
spontaneous, subjective outpourings, the "I" of the narration is still
at all times part of the '"what is said", while the instance of
enunciation remains '"behind" that "I", as a site, source or origin of
the act of narrating., Nevertheless, a text may be described as having

a marked or unmarked (strong or weak) instance of enunciation. Of
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non-literary examples the .personal diary, which emphasises its status

as the discourse of a single, speaking (writing) subject and the "here
and now'" of the act of saying (writing), represents the first category.
The scientific freatise which, for reasons that are not difficult to
surmise, tends to underplay its origins in the consciousness of a single,
speaking Subject and the "here and now" of the act of saying, is an
example of the second.

When we come to transpose the distinction on to literary texts we
find that the strong instance of enunciation manifests itself most
purely in the fixed, authoritative position of a recognised author as
the origin-site, and guarantor of the énoncé - the "what is narrated"

(cf. much Romantic Poetry). When the guarantor of the énoncé becomes

a notion of Reality, to which everything relating to the "what is
narrated" may be ultimately referred (cf, much nineteenth-century prose)
we are dealing with an instance of enunciation that, although it
disguises its status as source of communication by making "Reality" a
surrogate Subject, is nevertheless strong, stable, unified and marked:-
when reading a Tolstoy novel we are constantly referring to a notion
of Reality in order to "guarantee'" the events and characters of the
narrative, just as when reading a Lermontov poem we are constantly
referring to a notion of "The Poet" in order to guarantee the emotions,
evocations etc, of the poem. A classic example of the weak instance
of enunciation in literature would be the folk~tale or folk-song, where
we are much less interested in a source and guarantor for the narrative,
Andreyev's adherence to the "textual model" ‘(see above) has the
effect of, to a limited extent, masking the origin of Andreyevan
narration in a speaking, telling (narrating) Subject or in its surrogate,

Reality, and posing instead litérary narration ("literariness'") itself

as a site for the "act of telling'". The Andreyevan text may therefore
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that is, relative to the Tolstoy novel rather than to the folk-tale).
This weakened instance of enunciation reveals itself also in the
attribution of a large number of Andreyev's narratives to a first-

person narrator well removed in time, space and outlook (world-view)

from anything that might be posited as an authorial origin. "Stena",
"Lozh'," "Nabat", the incomplete "Bunt na Korable", "Krasnyi smekh"',
"Proklyatie zverya", "Moi zaziski" and "Mysl'" are all illustrations.
The exceptionalised nature of the events in these stories and the lack
of any spatio-temporal co-ordinates within which to situate the first-
person narrators, deprives them of the metonymic links with a reality
that might serve as a surrogate '"site of narration”., Even the
"authorial" preface and postscript to Doctor Kerzhentsev's confession
in "Mysl'" which serve to set off the text of the narrator from a
meta-narrative in which it has its origin and which guarantees its
authenticity, (cf., the number of nineteenth-century novels which have
this staggered structure of the narrative within the narrative) are less
of an anomaly than they might first appear; the meta-narrative itself,
in its journalistic neutrality and formality, has unmistakeable origins
in the court-report genre from which Andreyev's artistic career emerged:-
wOnuuapuaroro mekabpa 1900 roga DOKTOD MeHUWHBI AuToH HUrHaTbeBHY
KepxeHIlleB cOBpelH yOHHCTBO. BoT nucepMeHHbe OOBACHEHHA KOTODbIE HaHBI
"GBUTH + 4. CAMUM JOKTODPOM' wHa cyme pokrtop KepxeHleB fepxasncs
O4YeHb CIIOKOHHO, U emé pas3 OKUHYJ OH :B30DOM monei?x cobpaBIMXCA CYOHTH
ero ¥ MOBTODHII:

- anero"as. Though there is a guarantor, an origin for the
énoncé, it is at two clear stages removed from a pure instance of
enunciation: Court report ——%yexternal reality as ultimate reference

point ——>Instance of Enunciation. (Cf. "Moi zapiski" which presents
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itself in the form of a document ~ a personal diary - but has no meta-
narrative to guarantee it an origin and therefore authenticity; also
"Nabat" or "Proklyatie zverya', which present themselves as the
discourses of a speaking Subject who says "I" but lack even the
document status of "Moi zapiski", let alone the meta-narrative-as
origin possessed by '"Mysl''").

Many of the structural features of Andreyevan narrative that were
considered earlier, now become re—explicable in terms of the weakened
instance of enunciation. Thus the deliberate "uniqueness' of his
stories and the difficulty that readers experience in discerning sequels,
trilogies and other continuities of character, setting and theme, as
well as the "internalisation of meaning" (Chapter One) have to do with
a guarding against the emergence of any trans-textual continuity that
might be construed as a coherent authorial consciousness and a strong
instance of enunciation; no single story may be treated as a metonymic
part of an authorial discourse-as-whole which might serve as its origin

and guarantor. The process of semantic contagion and saturation, and

the realisation of similes (,,Hauan Hapamarbcf KaK KpbiC& .... BIONI3 IOA
mBepb ....") studied in Chapter One also give the impression of a text

that is generating itself from within and therefore possesses a weakened

instance of enunciation.

Andreyev's growing interest in, and application of the dramatic
form from 1904 onwards can be understood as an extension of his
orientation towards the weakened instance of enunciation:- a play

anonymously shows and presents rather than narrates and the dramatist-

as-origin is correspondingly far less evident to his audience than the
author of a prose narrative is to his reader. One could even argue
that the author as a meaning-bearing structure is as good as expunged

from the dramatic form,
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(b)"Dis§ourse[s;0ry

We must distinguish the two terms we have been working with from
another related paif commonly encountered in semiotic analysis, namely
the story/discourse distinction, which we also owe to Benveniste.

Robert Scholes ( Semiotics and Interpretation' ) writes that discourse

is the mode "in which the present contact between speaker and listener
is emphasised., Discourse is rhetorical and related to oral persuasion",
whereas "Story" is "the mode of written description of events .... Story
is referential and related to written documentation, Discourse is

" He elaborates: "In any fictional text ,...

'now' 3 story is 'then',
we can discern certain features that are of the story: reports on actions,
mention of time and place, and the like, We can also find elements

that are of the discourse - evaluations, reflections, language that
suggests an authorial, or at least, narratorial presence who is
addressing a reader or narratee with a persuasive aim in mind."49 This
distinction, still not reducible to the form/content dichotomy (an

"content" as is the report of

"authorial evaluation" is as much part of
an action) does, however, allow the empirical isolation of elements
belonging to each category.

Since the two pairs of terms (énonciation/énoncé; discourse/story)
are so closely‘related, study of the functioning of the second pair in
Andreyev's stories will permit us to clarify and expand upon the
weakening of the instance of enunciation by providing more specific
textual evidence,

Not only do we find that, as opposed to the énonciation/énoncé
distinction, discourse and story are empirically separable, it is also

true of Andreyev's stories that “discourse”, the term we might expect

to correspond to énonciation, is, by contrast with the latter term,
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highly marked. Recalling Scholes' definition: "evaluations, reflectionms,

language that suggest an authorial, or at least narratorial presence",
we can cite the following descriptive passages from already familiar
Andreyev texts to confirm that these qualities are present in abundance

in his work, (Note that Scholes speaks cautiously of "an authorial or

at least narratorial presence "rather than 'the author" or even "an
authorial figure", A strong "authorial presence'" does not necessarily
imply a coherent, unified"authorial figure', nor therefore a strong
instance of enunciation,):

i) ,Hu GblcTpee HM THUIE HO BMecTe C BPeMeHeM IJia OHA U Kak HeT KOHUIA ¥y
BpEMeHH; Tax ¥ He OymeT KOHIA pacckasaM O TmpemaTenbcTBe WUympl ¥ cTpamHon
cMepTH ero. U Bce - pobpele M 37be — OOMHAKOBO IpefanyT TNPOKIATHIO

[IO30pHYW NaMiATh ero, W y Bcex HapopoB KakHe ObJiM M Kakue eCcTb, OCTaHeTCH

OH OOWHOKHM B XeCTOKOM yuacTu csBoeit — Wypa us Kapuora, Mpegarens"
ii) ,He xovemws? - clipammMBaeT OH BCE TaK Xe THXO H CMMDEHHO U BHE3anHo
KpUUMT GemeHHbM KPMKOM BhIKAThHBas Tjnasa, naBas JIULY TY CTDAamNHYO .

OTKDOBEHHOCTB, KakKasf CBOMCTBEHHA YyMWPAwmMM M riay6oko cnsmum, KpHuMT

3arsymas KPUKOM TPO3HYKW THUEMHY M IOCTeHHI yXac yMppawmed UYejioBedecKoH

nymH"SI

iii) ,BHTBL MOXeT, MMEHHf B XEHCKOM rojOBe 3apOJMNAch MHICIB O TOM, UTO
ry6epHaTop OOIKeH ObITH YOUT, Bce crapble cjioBa KOTOPHIMU OIpenesifioTCa

YyyBCTBAa BpaXOpl uesioBekad K YenoBeKYy, HEHaBHCTh, THEB, npe3peHue He

NMOAXOOUIIN K Tomy; YTO MCILITHIBAIH XeHmWHb., IJTO O6bBUIO HOBOE UYBCTBO ~

YyBCTBO CIOKOMHOTO M 6ecHOBODOTHOTIO OCYXIEHHA ... Ouu 6bUIH HAUBHH,

Crouno rpge-Hubyagb TPOMKO XIONMHYTH OBEPHW ... OHH BHIGeranu HApYXy,
nd2

IPOCTOBOJIOCHE MOUTH yXe VIOBIE TBODEHHBIE ., 4

The first passage reveals an "authorial presence" grammatically,
chiefly through the consistent use of the future tense:- these are

comments ‘predicting to the reader the future fate of Judas Iscariot,
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They can therefore in no way be viewed as elements of story. The
second passage, though descriptive (thus contributing to "story")
contains clearly definable elements of discourse:- the overtly
evaluative adjectival and adverbial phrases (,3arnymas rpoO3HYKW THUHHY
M mocienHHH ykac ymmpawmel denoseueckod gymu'') and the 'voice of
authorial knowledge' evident in the phrase: Ty OTKPOBEHHOCTB, Kakas
cBolicTBeHHa yMmupawmiM'',

The passage from "Gubernator" has the modalising ,BuiTh Moxert"

the evaluative sentence: ,Bce crapie cjoBa....' and the evaluative
adjective ,Hausmme'" as marked elements of discourse,

it waé, significantly, the prominence of discourse elements in
Andreyev's prose which brought upon him the condemnation of the critics

(contemporary and modern) for the artificiality and clumsiness of his

style of narration: ,CeoficTBeHHOe CBOE cllelloe YYBCTBO [AngpeeB] He

cOo3HaBaA M He NPETBODPSAS ero, OH NepeHOCHT B MHD OOBEKTHBHHI, yKpamas

n33

ero ofunHeM pearHCcTHYECKUX IIOOpPOOHOCTEH , ...

wECTb Macca OparoleHHBX UepTOUEK ..., HO HApsAy C 3THM eCcThb
Hanyﬁaﬁﬂme; 06YyCIIOBIIeHHBlE CTHIIEM CTDPAHHUIB o... OHH TOJBKO YIJIHHSAWT
paccgés, BpefsAT 1elbHOMY BIIEUYATIIEHHIO ...."54

It is interesting, however, that in addition to the crime of
artificality and an inability to convert his raw emotion into aesthetic
form Andreyev also found himself accused of what would seem almost to be
the opposite offence:- an inability to maintain the necessary aesthetic
qistancg from the emotions he is expressing:- ,XymoxecTBeHHOe TBOPUYECTBO
AurpeeBa MHe KaXeTCH COMHUTENIbHBIM, He IIOTOMY 4TO OH H306paxaeT YpPOACTBO,

xaoc, yXac — HampoTHB, MOMNO6HEHE usobpaxenus TpebOywT BhICHErO

XymoXeCcTBEHHOT'C' TBOpUeCTBa, a MOTOMY uTO, cO3eplias ypoOOcTBO, OH

S N T
corslamaeTcs Ha YDOLCTBO, cO3epnas xXaoc, OH ¢TAHOBHUTCHA xaocoM."

oKanp TOMBKO, YUTO OH MOMNAajl B BIIaCTh CBOero cosjaHus. Bce uame H
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yame oOOHapyXupaetcsa, UTO He CTHIBb BO BJI&CTH aBTOpa, a 4aBTOD BO BJ1AaCTH

56

cBoero ctwis',
For Andreyev to have been guilty of both crimes it would seem

logical that there exists a close connection between the two, It is

this connection which the present level of semiotic analysis will allow

us to investigate, and in so doing to specify.

c) Discourse of Narrator; Discourse of Characters

The discourse elements of a literary text as listed by Scholes
are traditionally attributed to an authorial (or narratorial) voice

which in modern criticism is discussed in relationship to the "voices"

of the author's characters. (This tradition runs from Henry James to
Wayne Booth and Mikhail Bakhtin), The apparent dilemma (clusmy
artefact, insufficiently integrated with the elements of "story"/lack
of artistic control over the necessary distance between discourse and
story) may be tackléed initially by considering that relationship in
one of Andreyev's most problematic texts:- "Iuda Iskariot".

Recent developments in critical theory have dispensed with the
simplistic author's Voice/characters' voices distinction in favour of
more accurate and complex models that distinguish a ,cy6bexT peun"
from a , cy6bexT cosHamusa' (Korman)57 or "voice" from "point of view"
(Gerard Genette)58 and within the latter a "spatio-temporal viewpoint"
frém an "ideological viewpoint" (Boris Uspensky).59 These and other
modifications will all be made use of below.

For "Tuda Iskariot'" to yield a stable and unbroken authorial

discourse (napropckoe cmoso"), and therefore an unambiguous meaning
(the "word of the author" being the site of unambiguous meaning) the

ncy6bexT peun' and ,cy6bekT cosmanus' of the third-person narration



- 201 -

would have at all times to coincide. The "consciousness™ behind the
"speech™ of the third-person narrator would remain the same throughout

"objective™ and authoritative perspective on the

and thus furnish an
events related by the third-person narrator (or "povestvovatel'"60).
The speech and thought of Judas and all the other characters, meanwhile,

' The evaluations,.

would constitute part of his ,06bexT cosHauus,'
reflections etc, of the povestvovatel' would, since they suggest an
"authorial presence', relate to discourse, while the evaluations and
reflections of Judas and the others, since they are part of his ,,06mekT
cosnanus', would relate to "story'.

Previous analysis (Chapter One) demonstrated the engenderment of
semantic ambiguity on the level of paradigmatic generating structure,
The analysis may be continued to show how this ambiguity extends to the
level of discourse/story.

The first words of the text were referred to above and can be
quoted a little more extensively here: ,Hucyca XpucTa MHOro pas
npepymnpenunu, uro Wyma HckapHoT - YejioBeK OdeHb AYPHOM cnasel .... U
ecITH POKIIHHAMHN -eT0 nobpsle, TOBOPA, uUTO Hyna KODPBICTOMOOHB «eotavsesrsvens
+++.e HeT, He Haw OH ..., TOBODHIH OYDPHHE ,... PacckasbBanu pganee, 4TO
xeHy Wypga 6pocui ..., [HeTel y Hero He ObUuio M 3TO emé pas I'OBOPHIO O
ToM, uTO WUyma — AypHOI quOBeK”.61

The comments of the povestvovatel' are all quotations of the
"opinions of others™ about Judas' character in simple, repv~ted.speech,
Except, that is, the last sentence in which, while the ,cy6bexT peun'
remains the povestvovatel' (,3To emeé pas rosopwio ..,. Yro HUyma-mypHOH
yenosek') the accumulation of the hostile opinions of others in the
previous sentences is such that it is not altogether clear whether the
ncubbext cosHanua' of the judgment (,mypuoii uenosek') is the

povestvovatel' or "the others". The sudden switch from reported speech
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(pacckassiBanmu, rOBOPHIIM, Npenyupenunu) to simple, "direct narration ("arto

rosopuno"” éauses the judgment to be suspended between two ,cy6bexTh
cdSHaHHH". Another way of putting it would be to say that the speech
of the povestvovatel' is encroached upon by an alien word ("chuzhoe
slovo").62

The alien word reasserts itself at different points throughout
the third-person narration and in different ways, Shortly after Jesus's
death on the crosé Judas approached the body along with Jesus' mother
and tells her: ,Ilmaub, nmaus, W OOAre eme 6ymyT IJlakaTh ¢ Toboi Bce
MaTepy 3eMIH JOTOJE II0Ka He NpUAEM Mpl BMecTe ¢ MHMCYCOM M He paspymuM
cmep’rb".63 The following sentence reads: ,UYro oH, 6e3ymMeH WIM H3OeBaETCH,
aTtoT npeparens?'" Here, again, the thoughts of one of the characters
(presumably the mother of Jesus) are appropriated by the povestvovatel'
and included, without speech marks, in a passage otherwise consisting of
neutral, third-person narration. Similarly, the last word of the text,
is, as we have seen ,llpemarens'" - the label attached to Judas by

1"

generations of "others",

The "alien word" in the third-person narration is not restricted to

"others". Its most significant manifestation is in the

a generality of
consistent invasion of the speech of the povestvovatel' by the
consciousness and "word"™ of Judas Iscariot himself., The subtlety with
which the text achieves transition from one ,cy6nekT cosHaHua' to
another within the same ,cy6vexr peun" makes a close reading essential.
In a section telling Judas' fondness for relating stories the passage
from the povestvovatel' as ,cy6bexT cospanus" to Judas is almost
imperceptible, The paragraph begins unambiguously enough: ,llo pacckasam
Wymel BRIXOAWIIO Tak, OYOTO OH 3HaeT Bcex Jmomeii...'' A few sentences later

we read: nXOpomHuMH Xe JIIoabMH, II0 €ro MHEHMo, HashBawTcCAa Te, KTO yMewT

CKpPHIBATE CBOH [eJia .+" The insertion of w10 ero mMHenuw" ensures that
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we still attribute these words to the narrator's consciousness., But
then we find: ... CHYQHHOCB; YTO HEKOTOphle oA 10 MHOTY pas O6MaHhBaniu
ero u Taxk Hu 3TaK".64 These last words, with their connotations of
colloquial speech, mark the transition from one nCE6BeXT cOo3HaHua' to
another, From that point to the end of the paragraph the words 'belong'
to Judas, though they are presented within a narratorial passage.

The incursion of Judas' "word" into the word.of the povestvovatel'
becomes more and more insidious as the text progresses. Sometimes the
povestvovatel' adopts only the spatio-temporal viewpoint of Judas:-
nA Hyma THXOHBKO MIesicA €33amu M [IOHEMHOT'Y OTCTaBal .,.. BOT B OTHAanNeHHH
CMellajiich B NECTPYH KYUYKy HAyIHMe .,., BOT M ManeHbkuii GoMa npeBpaTHICA B
cepyw TOqKY...."65 More often it is Judas' "ideological viewpoint' that
colours the third-person narrative, as in the description of Thomas'
reaction to Judas' cryptic remark concerning the qualities of a cactus-
plant: ,Ho u sToro He 3Ham ®oma, XOTH Buepa KaKTyC OeHCTBHTENBHO BUEIHIICH
B €ro ogexny M pas’opBan eé .,.., OH HHUuero He sHan, aror doma, xoTsa 060

n66 The shifter ,srtor'" betrays the influence of Judas'

BCEM pAacCrpaluBall.,
own contemptuous view of Thomas,

In a number of crucial passages the incursion of Judas' spatio-
temporal viewpoint is succeeded by that of his ideological viewpoint
until Judas seems almost to have entirely displaced the povestvovatel'
as ;cyﬁBEKT cosnanus': ,Bopyr sa cmoeif cnuHOil Uyma ycmbmuan B3pHB I'POMKHX
TOJIOCOB, KDMKH H CMEX COJIZAT ..., ¥ XJIECTKHE, KOPOTKHE YHaphli IO XHBOMY
Teny, OBepHYIICS NPOHH3AHHHN MIHOBeHHOM GOJIB0 BCEro Tejla, BCeX KOCTeH ,...

n67 Not only does the ,,3To 6put o6mamyTr" betray a

3TO 6unu MHcsca....
perceptual viewpoint, it reflects also Judas' whole justificatory
interpretation of his treacherous project in which he appears as the

deceived, betrayed victim and Christ's disciples as the traitors,

The shifts and incursions are not mere alternatives to each other,
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nor is the "discourse" element of "Judas Iscariot" a mere receptacle
for the "word of the other" to occupy. It acts more as a site in which
the two "words" - the "word of Judas"™ and the "word of others" (the
disciples, the people, Western cultural tradition) - confront each
other in an irresolvable duel, a truly indeterminate Bakhtinian dialogue.
The distinction between "discourse'" (the evaluations, reflections etc,
of the third person povestvovatel') and "story" (the evaluations,
reflections etc, of Judas) is blurred and eroded by the dialogue between
the two "words".

The Bakhtinian dialogue is not merely a matter of a linear sequence

of remarks, responses, counter-responses etc, (see ‘'Problem. Poetiki

Dostoevskoge')., The "dialogue" also takes place outside time. Thus

the first lines of "Iuda Iskariot" contain (are traversed by) both the
"word of others'" and simultaneously the word of Judas. In this instance
the word of Judas is sensed in the ironic distance maintained from the
cited (negative) opinions about him, Similarly, what might be interpreted
as "ironic authorial distance" from words that emanate from Judas'
consciousness - e,g.'sTo 6wm o6manyT por Uym'" - is better described as

the instance of the others' word (disciples, Western cultural tradition

etc) in the word of Judas.

This is maintained to the very end, so that the final words U
BCe NpefanyT IPOKIIATHI NOSOPHYI MAMATH €r0 .... U ¥ BCEX HAPOMOB ....
ocTaHeTcs OH ..., Hyma .... llpemaTens" seem to contain within themselves
the condemnation of "others" at its most virulent, and simultaneously the
response of Judas at its most persuasive.

To attempt to determine which of the two "words" is the '"position
of the author'" would be to a) put an end to the dialogue, to complete
the incompletable and b) establish a stable and consistent "instance of

enunciation™ which the erosion of boundaries between discourse



- 205 =

(evaluations and reflections of povestvovatel') and story (evaluations
and reflections of character) denies to "Iuda Iskariot", If one were

to insist on deciding "where the author speaks from" one could say only
that he speaks from the site at which the two words confront each other.
(One might perhaps say that the mysterious and enigmatic figure of
Christ in Andreyev's story provides a clue of sorts to an "autborial
position", It is significant that Andreyev's Christ remains silent
throughout the narrative. His "word" is an "active gap" to be filled by
any reader who cannot resist resolving the dialogue),

There is probably no other Andreyev text in which the "dialogue of
words" is enacted with the same dynamism, the same balance and consequently
the same indeterminacy. We are concerned, however, with the Andreyevan
text, and not with any hierarchy of actual Andreyev stories., '"Iuda
Iskariot" was selected for closer analysis because it represents a
structural tendency in the "Andreyevan text™ - one that can be traced in
one form and to one degree or another throughout the corpus,

O0f the remaining Andreyev stories '"Moi zapiski' perhaps comes
closest to. "Iuda Iskariot" in the sense we have been outlining. It, too,
has been surrounded with much controversy as to its interpretation,
meaning, effectively, the position of 'the author" with regard to the
hero-narrator, This is evidenced by, on the one hand, Gorky's rejection
of its profound pessimism and that of A, Basargin who writes of
”6ecnpOCBeTHmﬁ nmeccuMusM asBropa' and goes on to declare ,Myka uurarTens
YBEIHUYUBAETCH ,4.., OT TOrO, UTO TPYAHO HANMYNATL B NOBECTH XOTE KaKYi—
HUOGYAb TBEPOYI TMOYBY .... W B KOHLE KOHIOB Msl He 3HaeM IOe NpaBma, H rae

69 and on the other hand the reverse, "optimistic" reading (backed

soxp"
up by reference to Andreyev's own comments on his story) offered by the

Hungarian scholar A, Karanczy.70 This latter reading is one centred omn

a distancing of the "authorial position" from that of his character,
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rather than an alignment of the two,

The dialogue, between an extreme version of rationalism and a
mystical irrationalism, remains a virtual (i.,e, paradigmatic) force
throughout the story but is syntagmatically actualised in one crucial
section - the scene in which the narrator holds an imaginary conversation
with a portrait hanging in his prison-cell and an iron crucifix. The
conversation is as much a concretisation, an unfolding of the dialogic
word (within the "word" of the narrator) as is the more celebrated
conversation between Ivan and his imaginary double in Dostoevsky's "The
Brothers Karamazov'" which Bakhtin interprets as a "playing-out" of the
dialogic word of Ivan.71

nwTe o6a Mojiuanu H, npononman; A obpaTUil MOKW peub K TOpPTpPeTy.
YKOpHSHEHHO [OKAauas COJOBOKW 5 CKasal : KyHa Thl CMOTDHMNB TaK NPHUCTAIIBHO
M CTPAaHHO, MOH HEU3BEeCTHhH IOpyr M CcOXurelb? B rmasax TBoux TaiiHa u
YKOp =~ VXeNnH Thl gep3aemb yKopuTh Toro? Orseuaii! H; menas BHO, UTO
rnopTpeT OTBeqaeT; f TPOMOIIKAT WSMEHHBM T'OJIOCOM C BHIDAKEHHeM KpaifHel
cypoBocTH H GesrpaHuusofi ckopbu : Jla A ykopswo Ero. 3aueM Tax udMcT, TakK
6marocren Tsor nuk? TONBKO 1O Kpaw UeIOBEeUeCKUX CTpanaHuﬁ; Kax no Gepery
nyudHbl npomén Tel, M TONBKO MeHA KPOBABHX W TPASHBX BOJH KOCHynach Tebs -
MHe nn; 4enoBeKy, Benuup Thl IOTPY3HTBHCSH B yepHyw rnybuay? Bemuka Tsos
Fonro@a; HO ..., HET ,,.,. B He¥ ,,., yxaca BecxoHeunocTu.

- 3pech 7 mepe6un’ peub moprpera : Kak CMewWT ~ BOCKIHKHYI A ~ Kak
CMenT B Hamell TPbME TOBODHTH O 6GecHelbHOCTH?

Te o06a Momnuanu u BOPYr Hucyc oTBeTHN THXO ..., — KTO 3HaeTr TadHbl
HucycoBa cepnua?"72

The portrait is here speaking with the voice of the narrator so
roundly condemned by Gorky -and others - the narrator who has discovered

the formula of the iron-grid (the ultimate in ratiomalism) to combat the

irrationality and aimlessness of life outside the prison. The crucifix
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replies with the voice of Karanczy's biographical Andreyev and that

of the "optimistic reading" which places its faith, if not in the
mysterious spirit of Christianity, then in the transcendence of
materialist rationalism and the "iron grid". '(The portrait's reproach

to Christ: ,3aueM Taxk HHCT; TaK 6bnarocreH Tsoit mux?" recalls the
prostitute Lyuba's reproach to the revolutionary in "T'ma": ,Kakoe Tl
HMeellb NMPaBoO GHITH XOpPOWMM, KOTHA A nnoxan?"73 The narrator, via the
portrait and the crucifix is instigating an interplay of voices not only
from within "Moi zapiski" but from within the wider, Andreyevan text that
includes it).

The narrator himself, or better, the words attributed to him as
ncy6rvexT peuu'" in this scene (this is the point at which the illusion of
the narrator as a unified character, indeed, the unity and self-identity
of character in general, is shattered) are laden with what would normally
be termed irony: ,Kax cmeloT B Hameld TiopbMe rOBOpDUTHE O BecuempHOCTH?"
What the irony amounts to here is the recontainment of the ideational
position of both portrait and crucifix within one ncy6bexT peun', The
question asked by the narrator is spoken at one and the same time from
the rationalist position of the portrait (it complements the position of
the portrait, just as the portrait's position complements 1it:- the
portrait fills in the rationale behind the narrator's iron grid in the
same way that the iron-grid is the solution to the portrait's ,¥xac
6ecnenprocTu') and from a position aligned with that of the crucifix
(it counters the portrait's rationalism by parodying it). The narrator's
question brings together in one point the two "words" making up the
dialogue,

The narrator, or the limited ultra-rationalist figure that both
Gorky and Karanczy have in their different interpretations assumed to

constitute the narrator, is now on the point of transcending his own
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"fixity", He is about to acquire a new layer of semiotic complexity:-—
he is now, if only temporarily, decodable according to both sides

of the generating paradigm which opposes prison to outside world,
reason to emotion, contentedness to discontent, "narrator" to the
artist "K" (another character in the story), rationalist position of
the portrait to irrationalist position of the crucifix: wMEHOW Xe
npanymannmﬁ; HO BCE Xe NPHAYMAHHBEI [IA MeHA oTBeT MMCyca moxasancs Mue
CTONIE BOCXHTHTEJIBHEIM, YTO TDH MM YeTHpe Dpasa s C YIOEHHeM NOBOTODHI
ero:-

Ktro sHaer Taitun Hucycosa cepnua?"74

The narrator has succeeded in making himself "other", distancing
himself from himself or if, as Anthony Wilden recommends, we regard any
meaning-structure, including the structure of self, as a system of

75

communication, then he has acquired a meta-level of communication via

which he is able to communicate with himself, about himself:- nwOKasanocs,

YTO A, XOJIOOHbI M TPeSBBE! MATEMATHK, OGJANA0 YYTh 1M HE 09 THUYECKHM

76

TamaHTOM M MOI'Y COYMHHMTB OuUeHb HHTepecHbe kKomemuu''.

The indeterminacy of the situation is such that the narrator is
able to claim: ,He sHaw ueM 6K OKOHUMNACH 3Ta COUHMHHTEIbHAN Hrpa; ubo #
YyXe TOTOBMJI I'POMOBHI{ OTBET CO CTOPOHBI MOEIO MOUTEHHOTO COXHTeNd, KOTHa
MOABIIEHHE TOPeMNHKa ,,,., BHE3aNHO IPeKpaTHIo eé".77

The passage we have been considering is of more than local
significance. It is more than simply a temporary instance of Bakhtinian
dialogue., The narrator's own words: ,061a8a10 ..., MO3THYECKHM TAIAHTOM
H MOTY COUYMHHTB ..., MHTepecHsle koMemuu'' should alert us to the possibility
of regarding the entire episode as an Intext (Chapter One) of the text
"Moi zapiski", which is itself an ,umrepecmas komemua" that the author's

"poetic talent" has enabled him to "compose", The narrator's parting

words to his reader are confirmation that the entire text has been
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something of a ,couunurensuas urpa'" in which the narrator "deceived"
and "lied to" his reader:- "Hpomaﬁ; MO¥ moporoit uurartens! CMyTHBM
MPU3PEKOM MEIbKHYJI Thl NMepes, MOWMH IIIa3aMM M ymén; OCTaBUB MeHs OIHOTO
nepes JIMLOM XU3HH W cMepTH. He cepmuce, uro nopow: s o6MaHpBanm Tebs,
H Kxoe-rpe nran ... UWmo Te6e mnocrmegHee mMpomaHHe M HCKPEHHUH COBET:
3abymp O MOEM CYmMeCTBOBAHHM, Kak A OTHMHe M Hascerga 3abymy o TBoéM."78
(Déspite the narrator’s protestations to the contrary [,Bems mo cux mop
ecTh yronsau, yBepeHHbe, 4YTO A HE COBEpIHI y6nﬁcTBO."79] the printing

of these words in italics, a strategy that has been undermined by over-
use throughout: the narrative, suggest the presence of a second
consciousness within the sentence which negates the truth of what it
says., The reader is no better off at the end than at the beginning as
to whether the crime took place or not. The boundary between Truth and
Falsehood is deliberately concealed). The narrator's advice that the
reader should "forget™ his existence is equivalent to an instruction not
to read that existence or its circumstances as "real'", but instead to
be alert to, and to enter into the interplay of "words" that has taken
place under the protection of an (illusory) unity of character.

If the interplay of "words" is a dominant feature of "Moi zapiski",
then we are entitled to speak again of a blurring of boundaries between
discOurse (discourse of narrator) and story (discourse of characters).

If the narrator's discourse loses its organising function to become

part of its own object and if the discourse of characters contains an
instance. of the discourse of the narrator (the narrator speaks with the
voice of an albeit imaginary portrait; the words of an albeit imaginary
crucifix become aligned with an element in the "word" of the narrator
who describes it) then the monologic structure typical of most nineteenth
and much twentieth~century prose, with its stable "site of truth"

guaranteeing the authenticity, unambiguity and fixity of all that is
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narrated, is weakened. It gives way instead to a structure in which
neither discourse of narrator (first or third-person), nor that of
character, is wholly privileged over the other as source of truth.
This is a structure bearing many of the hallmarks of Bakhtin's
"dialogic word",

The majority of Andreyev's texts, however, remain basically
monologic., In some, e.g, '"Mysl'", the discourse of a first-person
narrator is made the ,06bext cosuHanus' of a higher, authorial level of
meaning to such an extent that, for most of the stor& an unambiguous
site of truth can be discerned. There is a clearly defined ,cy6mexT
COSHaHHH;" unmarked by any discourse feature on the level of the &noncé,
but one, for the most part, consistent, unified and predictable. Thus,
Dr. Kerzhentsev's diary, which plots its author's descent into insanity
as the result of a scheme over-reliant on the doctor's control over his
own powerful mind, becomes a sort of "case history" (= ,o6mexT cosnanusa'")
for an authorial consciousness, a ,cy6vexT cosuanus', (Hence the
framing of Kerzhentsev's diary by two short sections of third-person
narrative explaining the circumstances of Kerzhentsev's trial for murder
and its outcome). That ,cy6vext coanauus'" is the site where truth is
consistently located, a truth which implicitly asserts the pitfalls of
Kerzhentsev's scheme, the dangers involved in placing too much trust in
the powers of one's mind and the mental disintegration of a defeated
Kerzhentsev, Kerzhentsev is even willing to acknowledge the
disintegration himself: ,Iommas MblcIb M3MEHWNIA MHE .... H MEHf. .,.. OHA
y6uBaeT C TEM Xe TYIbIM paBHonymneM; kax A y6usan ew npyrux"so and the
only doubt towards the end is whether, as Kerzhentsev puts it, he is
»OTID aB/IpIBal0MHHC A cyMacmeanﬁ; WM 300DpOBbI, CBOOANMII cebsa ¢ yma."gl
In other stories, e.g, "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo", a third-person

narration, while displaced from the instance of enunciation in its
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adoption of an overtly textual model (see above), nevertheless retains
a consistent, stable and unified ideological viewpoint and so a strong
igstance of enunciation:- Vasilii is always the passive, self-deluding
priest who should revolt against the cruelty and arbitrariness of God's
order but cannot find it in himself to do so., He is thus more or less
constantly the ,o06wexTt cosuanua' of a stable and unified, anti-religious
,Cy6next cosuauua', The only point at which the revolt appears to be
about to happen is the point when Vasilii fails to raise the body of
Mosyagin from the dead. This is also, however, the point when Vasily
loses his sanity and perishes, and when the narrative comes to an end.
Even these texts are not, however, exclusively monologic. "Zhizn'
Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" possesses isolated points of attenuated dialogism
at which word of character (story) and word of narrator (discourse) merge

briefly and incompletely in the grammatical device of Free Indirect

Speech (See Roy Mason's "The Dual Voice"): ,3aMennunu cBOi GemenHwil Ser
TBICAYM DA3RO3HEHHBIX ,...MblCIeH, THICAUN He3aBepNEHHHX UYYBCTB ..., Eme
CTPOrO M BeCKO OTGMBANIO TMepBhle YAaphl HA MUT OCTaHOBMBUleecHf ceppue, a oH

yxe sman, Jto ono, Ono Moryuee, BCE paspemamplee jy5CTBO, nosenesapmee

Hap XHMSHBI M CMEpTh, NpUKashBapllee ropaM cotimute ¢ mecra! W cxomaTr

c MecTa, cTaphle, cepgHTble TIODPbl, Papocrn! ‘PamocTb! OH cMOTpPUT HE Trpob

U TOoHMMaeT BCe ,... Tax Bor oHo uro! BOT Benmkas pasragoka! O papocTh,

pagocTh, panOCTb.82 (The underlined words are Free Indirect Speech, the

ncybbexT peun' of which remains the third person narrator, while the
nCYBBEKT cosnaﬁnﬁ" shifts to Vasilii himself)., In the case of "Mys1'",
meanwhile, a weakening of the instance of enunciation takes place at the
end of the narrative. Here Dr. Kerzhentsev's discourse briefly takes
account of the objectification that it has been undergoing and responds to
it, so that the ofwexr cosmanus" (Kerzhentsev's discourse) is able almost

to supplant the higher "authorial" level as ,cy6bexT cosuanus' and
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discourse-as-story becomes discourse-as-such: ,,0 MuIRe MOM TOJIOBACTHKH,
passe Bh He #? Pa3pe B Bammx n&cmx rojoBax paboTaeT He Ta Xe MNOAsas,
yenoBeueckas MbClIb, BEYHO JNrymas, HsmquHBaﬂ; mpU3pavaHA KakK y MeHs?
Y Bac ecTh rpoMagHOe NpPeMHUYmECTBO KOTOpOe IaeT OJHHUM BaM 3HAHHE HCTHHBI
Bbl He COBEDUHIM NpecTYyINIeHHe, He HaXOOWTech IOA CymoM, A ecnu Ob
copa mocanunu Bac, npodeccop [lpxeMOHIKMIl, M MeHS NDPUITIACHIH 6b1 Ha6nmnéTb
3a BaMH; TO cyMaclenmuM Obliu Ob BM; a g 6pu1 GObl Bamel mTHHeM - 3KCIEpPTOM,
HFYHOM; KOTOPBII OTNHYaeTcs OT OPYTHMX JITYHOB TOJBKO TeM; UTO JDKeT He HHaue
Kax I1op npnc;{roﬁ‘..."S3
Dr. Kerzhentsev's diary has been a case-history -~ an object of
study - for the rr.jaxcnepr& and for readers of the text "Mys1'", In
this passage he turns the tables on both "experts" and readers (the
nMumble TomoBactuku' and Professor Drzhembitsky function here as
internalised readers) and subjects their objectification of him to one
of his own:- expert and reader are as much a case-study for the doctor's
analysis as he is for theirs, (,ecnn 6b cwoma MOCAmUIH BAC ..., A OblI
661 axcnepToMm')
Kerzhentsev, continuing to address the jury (readers) directly,
then invifes them to puf themselves in his place and imagine the
consequences of realising that they may themselves be mad: ,Bbl cymacuepnumit.
He xoTHTe &M NpONOJ3TH HA uyeTBepeHpkax?! Koneuno He XOTHTe; ubo xakom xe
3OOpOBHI YenoBexk 3axouer monsarsb, . Hy, a BCE-TakH .... Beop B caMoM
Jefe: passe KTO-HHBYOL MOXeET Bac ynepmaTb; eCJIi Bbl 34XOTHTE KPOWEYKY
nponons'rn."g4 This prepares the ground for a reversal in which
Kerzhentsev first calls into question his own madness: llpurTBopanca i
A cyMacmeanM; yTOOBI Y6HTB; HITH yﬁnn IIOTOMY 4YTO ObUI cymacmenmnm?" and
then shows how, in the absence of any reliable means of determining the

difference between lunacy and normality, he could in future just as

easily "feign normality" in order to destroy again: S mpuTBOpICH
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3J0pOoBhIM, Sl MOo6blCE CBOGOOBI. s ess . . i..e. Ha¥y BUPHBUATOE CPEHCTBO
TaKkoe CHJIbHOe, KaKOI'0 He BHOANH emé MogM .... S B3OPBY HA BO3OYX Baumy
s ) ||85
NPOKIATYI 3eMlIl Vv KOTOpOM Tak MHOro 60roB M HET enuHOTro Gora.
The relativisation of truth within the narrative (Is Kerzhentsev

mad, or are we all equally mad? Has his grand scheme disintegrated or

is his madness only one of several stages that will lead eventually to

self-knowledge?: ,cpegu .... yOHin .,.. s Hafigy HeBegoOMble MHE HCTOUHHKH
XMSHU M CHOBA CTaHy cebBe HODYroM ,..,') occurs primarily as a structural

effect, It is produced by the blurring of the discourse/story
distinction so’ that Kerzhentsev's discourse as ,06bexT co3sHaHus"
(story) 1is able to acquire some of the authoritonf wCy6bexT cosuauus'
(discourse)., The relativisation is repeated at a thematic level when
Kerzhentsev presents himself as the harbinger of a new world without
firm foundation and without laws: ,,Bel MOXeTe cefe TpenCcTaBUTh MHD B
KOTODOM HET SaKOHOB-HpHTﬂmeHHH; B KOTODOM HET Bepxa; B KOTODOM BCé
OOBUHYETCH TONBKO NPHXOTH M clyuaw, I — 3TOT an."86
The reader must wait until the third-person post-script for a
semblance of order to be restored; Dr. Kerzhentsev appears in the

witness-box as an abject, comic figure, once again the object of an

authoritative ,cy6vext cosuanusa': ,llogcymuMbii, OUEBHOHO HeJOCIHIIAB,

UM MO DPAacCesHHOCTH, BCTAl M TI'POMKO CIDOCHI:
- Uro, HYXHO BHXOAMTB? ....
. "'87
B my6nuke sacMeslMch W IpefcenaTenp noscHun KepxeHlIeBy B 4UeM [Aeno.
However, even here ambiguity has been by no means exorcised, the
clash of discourses by no means decided in favour of ome or the other.
This is evidenced by the split verdict reached by the jury on
Kerzhentsev's crime and powerfully echoed in the final words of the

text; when asked by the judge what he has to say in his defence

Kerzhentsev twice repeats the single word:- nHuuero',
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Partial ambiguity of this sort is paralleled by other forms of
ambivalence wﬁicﬁ, like tﬁe examples of Free Indirect Speech cited
above (p.211) represent isolated and attenuated instances of
dialogism in otherwise monologic texts., So, for instance, there is
Lazarus' incomplete defeat of the emperor Augustus in "Eleazar'",
Following on, as it does, from a long trail of metaphysical devastation
wreaked by the unholy Lazarus, Augustus' (incomplete) resistance to the
forces of death embodied in Lazarus' animated corpse and his (qualified)
survival after their encounter, introduce a faint note of optimism into
the story, the barest trace of an alternative discourse to engage with
and counter the dominant, "pessimistic' discourse on the meaning of
Lazarus' return from the dead., (This is presaged in the description of
Aurelius' sculpture of Lazarus which, at the foot of all the writhing
and contorted formlessness, incorporates a small butterfly.) The
reader is left with a sense that the victory of death over everything
is nevertheless qualified as ambiguous, Similarly, the last lines of
"Stena'" introduce the possibility of eventually scaling the previously
unassailable wall by piling corpses one upon another, Though the idea
is immediately deflated through the lepers' complete lack of enthusiasm,
it once again, provides a .faint note of optimism for the story and
leaves the reader with a vague sense of ambiguity and openness, (In

terms of '"Narrative Transformations' these two examples constitute the

exact reverse of "Pamyatnik' '"Na reke" and "V podvale" - see Chapter

One pp. 61-63 :~ in the earlier stories a measure of "identity" is
introduced syntagmatically at the end of narratives in which "difference"
between initial state and final state is dominant, In "Eleazar" and
"Stena" a measure of‘"giﬁfe?ence" [the notes of optimism] is introduced
syntagmatically into narratives in which'"iééﬁti#&" is to the fore).

More frequent than ambiguity of this sort is the kind that results
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from the use of Free Indirect Speech., The example we looked at from
"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" finds parallels in "Vor", "V tumane",
"Gubernator" and in "Prizraki" where Free Indirect Speech comes to
dominate the narration and so to bring the level of dialogism in the
close to that of "Méi zapiski" or "Iuda Iskariot'": ,Ho mypuas noroza
Bausna U Ha Eropa TumobeeBuua M HOUHBIE BHOEHUA ero ObuiH GecIOKOMHB U
BOMHCTBEHHH, Kaxoyio HOUb H& Hero Halamana CcTas MOKDHX uyepTed H DPbDKHX
KeHNMH C JIMIOM ero XeHW ,,,, OH HOJro 6Gopoiyicss c BparaMu NOJ TPOXOT
xKejesa ..., HoO Kaxmplil pas Hoclle GMTBH OH OBIBAJT HACTOJNBKO pasbuTr, uTo
yaca f[Ba JeXan B ﬁOCTEHH; IIOoKa He Habupalcs HOBBIX cnn."88 The
transitional phrases: ,HouHbe BufeHHs ero Obumi Gecrnoxoiss'' and ,Yaca
gBa nexan B nocrenu' are here subtly suspended between the consciousness
of the pévestvovatel' and that of Egor. The last sentence has an
(illusory) cause originating in Egor's consciousness:- ,mociie 6uTsn'
with its ("real") effect belonging equally to that of the povestvovatel'
and that of Egor:- ,6uman macTonsko pasbur'', This is typical of the
free flow between ,cy6bexTh cosmanus'' within a single , cySpexTs

peun" in "Prizraki",

Once again the relativisation of truth as structiural effect is
thematised within "Prizraki" (Who is the more "insane" - the inhabitants
of the asylum or the frequentors of the restaurant Babylon?), as it
is throughout Andreyev's oeuvre, At the level of the Andreyevan text,
the thematisation is carried out by whole stories such as "Lozh'",
where the disappearance of truth and falsehood is reified and made
explicit:- ,TeMHO ¥ CTpamHO TaMm, Kyfa OHa yHeCJa IpaBgy M JOXb .... f
moinay Tyna, ckaxy -~ OTkpod MHe npasay! Ha Benb; 3ro noxb! Tam TeBMA,
TaM MycToTa BeKOB."89

Interestingly, the Soviet linguist V. Voloshinov has posited a

connection between Reporting Speech - Reported Speech relationships in
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written discourse and the dominant ideology of certain epochs, He
produces a sequence — (1) "authoritarian dogmatism (2) rationalistic
dogmatism (3) realistic and critical individualism (4) relativistic
individualism - in which reported speech progressively exerts more and
more influence -over its reporting context, The last epoch -~ that of
"relativistic individualism" corresponds to the dominance of a variety
of Free Indirect Speecﬁ in which ".... the narrator's position is fluid
and ..., he cannot bring to bear against_(the characters') subjective
position a more authoritative and objective world.," Voloshinov
continues: "Such is the nature of narration in Dostoyevsky, Andrey

Belyi, Remizov, Sologub and more recent Russian writers of prose."90

Leonid Andreyev is another such writer, )

Not all of Andreyev's stories fit as comfortably into Voloshinov's
schema as "Prizraki", "Vor", "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo", "Mysl'" and
"Moi zapiski', however., We need only recall "Krasnyi smekh" or
"Proklyatie zverya" as examples of texts in which a fairly stable and
authoritative ideological viewpoint is maintained throughout (see
"Modality and Polemic'" above). These are texts that, significantly,
have a much more dominant Fantastic element in them than the likes of
"Moi zapiski'" or "Iuda Iskariot" (perhaps the least Fantastic of all
the texts we have so far considered), They are also texts in which
there is little or no opportunity for any interplay of "words" to
develop because of the absence of any characters accorded extensive
speech acts with which the speech act of the narrator might interact.
We are reminded here that in our analysis of the Discourse/Story
relationship in Andreyev's texts we have focussed upon one particular
aspect of the latter term:- Story understood as the discourse of

characters other than the narrator. This is a cue for us to proceed

to consider Story in its more literal interpretation as 'reports on
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actions .... etc," (Scholes - See above),

The story "Gﬁbernator" provides a helpful bridge between the
foregoing analysis and.the present concern,

The first lines read: ,,Yxe mATHaOuaTh OHeH CO BpeMeHH cOBhITHA, a
OH BCE gyMan O HeM, Kak O6yATo camMO BpeMs MOTEpANO CWIY Haf NaMAThbio H
BelaMH, MM COBCEM OCTAHOBMJIOCEH NOJOGHO MCIIODUEHHBM 4acaM ,... O uéM
66l OH HM HAUHWHAN PaSMHIUIATB ,... YXKe uYepe3 HeCKOJNbKO MHHYT HCIyTaHHas
MBICIIB CTOANIA Nepen COOHTHEM H B6eCCHIIBHO KOJIOTHJIACH O HEFO; KaxK o

) 1
TIOPEMHYK CTEHY, BHICOKYW, [JIYXYW ¥ 6e30TBeTHYI ...."9

They introduce
the familiar Andreyevan generating paradigm opposing a Subject - here
the governor -~ to an ,ouo" (Object) which in this initial actualisation
takes the form of the governor's own uncontrollable thought-processes.
The opposition is thus initially internalised, made to "take place"
within the consciousness of a single character, We should also note
the similes via which the initial actualisation of structure is
articulated ,KaK GYATO +ees HIH K3K 4... O THPEMHYW CTeHY'",

A little later the governor receives approval of his crime from
Petersburg so that: ,Kasamocs Gb 4TO 3THM HOJDKHO 3AKOHUMTBHCS U NPOHTH
B mpomyioe, HO oHO He mepemno B npomjice, TouHO BHPBABHMHCH H3-II0[
BJIACTH BpPEMeHH M CMEeDTH OHO HeNOABHXHO CTOMT B MOSTY, 3TOT TDYI
OIpome X COOBITHH NUmEHHbE norpebenus, Kaxmbii Beuep OH 3aphiBaeT ero B
MOTHIIYy; IDOXOJUT HOYb ..., U CHOBA IIePen HHM CTOMT OKAMEHEeBNMH M3BaAHHbIA

92 The image of the

0o6pas: B3Max 6eJOro IIaTka, BhHCTpen, KPOBb,'
stopping of time, a simile originating in the "authorial® third-person

discourse of the first extract has now been "actualised" within the

discourse of the governor, The shift to the present-tense (,,0HO He



- 218 -

_ mpepmyio B Npomtoe ... Kaxpmeii Bedep oH'éépﬁﬁaéf ero B moruny" marks
the substitution of third—person povestvovatel' as ,cybnexT cosuanus'
by the governor, We might assume that this is a simple case of the
interaction of discourses under scrunity above - a logical consequence
of the internalisation of the generating structure within the governor's
consciousness, When it is realised that what we have labelled 'discourse
of the governor" employs figures similar in construction and semantics
to those employed by the authorial discourse surrounding it (,Touno
BHIDBABWKCH M3-IIOL BIACTH .,.. 3TOT TDPYI npomeamux cobethil') we might offer
in explanation either the suggestion that the ;cy6vexT peuu' remains
the third-person povestvovatel', or else the interaction of "words" in
the reverse direction:- the governor's discourse is "invaded" by that
of the povestvovatel' who imposes his figures of speech on the former's
thbughts. The fact that one of the figures in question - ,,Tpym ....
cobmTuit" -~ is a classic piece of Andreyevan contamination (Chapter One)
whereby the semes of death, murder and burial, drawn from an event in
the text (the massacre of innocents) contaminate a section of the text
well removed from the original event in time and, for that matter,
narrative status (event - figure of speech) would make the "invasion"
all the more complete. We might therefore even posit the governor as
the ,cy6wext cosamanusa' of the whole narrative, mediated through a
third-person ,cy6bexT peun',

One can already sense a certain awkwardness in these alternative
explanations, which is compounded by the fact that the governor hardly

speaks throughout the narrative, and anything we term his discourse is

anyway subordinate to the third-person discourse in which it originates.
The problem is further compounded when the ,ono" (object) term

in the subject/object opposition is actualised outside the governor's

consclousness: ,l60 Bce, W Apy3bsa rybepHaropa H BparH .... Bce
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 NOJUUHSAJIHCH OJHOM M TOH Xe HeroKonebHMOH YBEPeHHOCTH B ero CMepTH,

Mblcniu  ObLTH pa3HQe';;.. a quCTBoonHo-“OPDOMHog,BnaCTHoe, Bcé—nponnxammee
quCTBo; B cujle cBOeH U DPABHOOYIMH K cnosam; nopo6Hoe caMmoi CMepTH.
POXHEHHOGJN)TbMe; camMo mo cebe HemucclemuMas TbMa; OHO UApHUII0
TOPXECTBeHHO H T'PO3HO .., kKak OynTo caM OpeBHuH, cenoH SaKOH; CMEepTh
KapawiMH CMep TBI0 , 4.+ OTKDBII CBOHM XOJIOOHbLIE oqn; yBUOen YOHTBIX MYX4YHH,

W nogd NMoguMHAIHCE BeJIeHHWw M OTOHNM OT 4YejoBeKa, W CTal OH [OCTYIeH

BCeM CcMepTAM., W OTOBCHWOY IOBUHYJIACH OHa K quOBexy."93.

The syntagmatic actualisation of the generating structure in

"Gubernator'" traces the familiar path (see Chapter One) from one side

of the paradigm to the other:-

Subject / Object
1) The Governor / His Thoughts'and Fears about his crime
2) The Governor and / The Mystical force reigning in the
the townspeople town after the murder
3) The Governor / Death itself - the punishment

The simile in this extract (,xak 6yaro caM cepoit sakon') has the
effect of reinforcing the objectivity of the events related - their
status as "reality", rather than as a figment of the governor's
imagination, It does this because of the way in which a simile functions:-
a "thing" that is present is compared with something that is not, but

that is like it, in order to make the thing more vivid, reinforce its

presence.

In other words, from being actualised discursively by means of an
"authorial" figure, (,kxax 6yaro camo Bpema'" etc, in the opening paragraph
is a simile, an element of discourse supplied by a higher authorial level

of discourse) the Object term in the generating structure is now
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on actions ...,"). For that reason it is entitled to spawn similes of

its own in order to reinforce its presence:

~Story “'Discourse
'Reality' (the Governor) / 'Figures of Speech'
woHo" (xak 6yngTo caMo BpeMA ..')
‘Story Discourse

(the mystic force) / 'Figures of Speech'
(nkak 6yngTo cam
OpeBHUE SaKoH ,.'")
The arrow marks the passing of the ,omo" (Object) term from discourse
into story.

The process of conversion from discourse into story continues
through the narrative and often uses the same bridging device:- the
making literal of figurative, authorial language, Thus, what in the
previous extract is presented in the form of an authorial reflection
or speculation in figurative terms (ﬁkaquzé?d caM OpeBHHH 3aKOH,
CMEePTH KAPLuommit cmepThi') is later made literal in order to become
part of story:- ,,U3 cepbix HUTel HeHCHBUTEJNBHOCTH OHM CIJIETANH NbIHYI
nerengy. W 3TO OHM, Cepble XeHIMHB Cepol XHSHH pasbymunM cTaphlit, cemon
38KOH, Sa CMepTh IuIaTamuH cmep'rbro.‘"g4

The attachment of the semantically and phonetically related
ncepii” and ,cepoit” to "reality", the women, and to the "ancient law"
seems to root the last still more firmly in the first,

In fact the dynamics of "Gubernator', its means of achieving
difference within identity (see Chapter One), consists in the

rogressive "making into story" of the Object term in the generating
prog 1ng Ty

paradigm:- from being (figuratively) stated by an "authorial" meta-level
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(discourse), to presenting itself within the consciousness of the
governor, to its manifestation in the form of the mystical force
envelopping the town after the massacre, to the physical confrontation
with, and inevitable succumbing to Retribution in the form of death on
which the narrative ends,

The various stages in the "'making into story'" do not replace one
another, but are rather assimilated, one by the next, so that during
the dominance of the "collective mystical force" - stage, authorial
meta-level and the "consciousness of the governor'" are still themselves
repeating the basic Subject/Object structure.

The culmination of "Gubernator" in a localised mini-apocalypse -
the capitulation of the governor to the mystical forces of Retribution
in the form of an assassination - is the culmination of the discourse
————4§ story conversion process. The same would therefore appear to be
true of all the other Andreyev texts with (modified) apocalyptic
endings:— "Vor", "Bezdna", "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" etc. The
purest actualisation of this structural tendenmcy is perhaps to be found
in "Krasnyi smekh", where the whole narrative seems specifically
constructed to enact the dramatic and apocalyptic conversion of a
single figure of speech, The Red Laugh, into a physical phenomenon
(see below),

The discourse-story link in "Gubernator' is not simply a uni-
directional conversion of the former into the latter., It is in fact a
reversible one, so that an image like the following projects the future
death of the governor, an element of pure story, into the "here and now"
of discourse: ,,0H MepOjieHHO NOABIIAIICA HA YIMIAX — BEJMYABLE H ITeYyasibHbMH
| IpU3pd . C DASMEDEeHHbIMA U TBEPIBIMUA maraMn; MepTBel lepeMOHHAJIMHbM MapleM

95

HIymm MOTHIL, " This particular instance of the projection of future

story onto a metaphor in the here and now of discourse is, incidentally,
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paralleled in a similar image from the earlier story "V tumane':

nl'openn $OHADB, 4 K ero XOJIOOHOMY, BII&KHOMY CTon6y IIPUXANICH IEeKOw

IlaBen u 3akpeul 171a3a. JIHIO ero 6muo nenongnmno; Kak y cnenoro; H
BHYTPH ObUIO TaK CIIOKOMHO M THXO; Kak Ha knapnbume. Taxas muHyTa ObiBaer

Yy NPUTOBOPEHHOTO K CMepTH, KOTHA YXe 3aBfA3aHbl IJa3a U CMOJIK BOKDPYI HEro
3BYK CYETIHBLX WATOB [0 3BOHKOMY [I€PEBY ;... M YK€ OTKDOHNACH HAMOJIOBUHY
BeNHKasa TaMHa CMepTH."96 Again the future of Pavel's story - his
untimely death - is projected backwards into the "comparant" element of
a figure of speech,

It now becomes apparent that much of what was treated in Chapter
One as "Internalisation of Semantics" can be subsumed under the present
rubric of the weakened instance of enunciation. In permitting interplay
between two levels (discourse and story) which should normally be kept
distinct, the weakening and dispersal of the instance of enunciation
is thereby depriving the signs which make up the text of a stable and
unified site ("author", "reality", "truth") in which to originate and
which guarantees the authenticty of their meaning. Signs must therefore
generate and guarantee meaning amongst themselves by semantic
internalisation, The internal construction of similes and metaphors
(see Chapter One) can éither be treated as metonymic contagion
(Chapter One) or as evidence of interplay between discourse and story.
Both explanations lead ultimately to the weakened instance of
enunciation,

"Krasnyi smekh" was cited as the purest actualisation of the
discourse ——3ystory structural tendency because the conversion of
"telling" into "literality" is unfolded before our eyes:- it is enacted
syntagmatically through the linear course of the narrative itself,
without the retention and reassertion of tﬁe various stages of that

enactment which we saw in "Gubernator".
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The figure of the Red Laugh begins in the reader's mind as a

‘figurggqf'Speech employed by the narrator to convey the combination of

horror and insanity unleashed by modern warfare, With the rapidly

deteriorating sanity of the first narrator, the Red Laugh becomes for

to him but not to the reader who has the benefit of full sanity. By
the end of the text when the Red Laugh has appeared physically, in
person, to both first and second narrators (,,3a OKHOM .... CTOSJ cam
Kpacubiii cmex'), the reader is doubting whether the Red Laugh is not in

......... "story" as are the two

narrators and their family, The splitting of the first-person narration
into a "first" and "second" brother, a central debating point in all
criticism of "Krasnyi smekh", is itself a structural means of converting
from Discourse into Story.

With hindsight, of course, the reader might choose to categorise
"Krasnyi smekh'" as a story of the Marvellous (see above, p, 159) from
beginning to end and posit the Red Laugh as having been "real” (an
element of story) all along, Or alternatively he might adhere to his
reading of the story as explicable in terms of discourse of a psychotic
person from beginning to end., It is the hesitation between the two
readings which makes "Krasnyi smekh" qualify as a story of the Fantastic.

"With hindsight" is, nevertheless, the key phrase here. For the
reader does not have that sight to begin with, and the initial invoking
of a realist code through the presentatién of the text as an authentic
document existing in the real world (,,orpmBku u3 HalmeHHOMN pyxonucu')
ensures that the reading does indeed progress in the way described:-
Red Laugh as figure of speecﬁ-——éﬁ Red Laugh as psychotic delusion —y3

Red Laugh as (possibly) physical phenomenon,



- 224 -

"Krasnyi smekh'" differs from many other Andreyev stories only in
that the discourse ——3story conversion is enacted in such a linear

fashion, A story like "Stena", for example, is equally built upon the

conversion of ‘discourse, again a figure of speech ('"the barriers, social,
political, mental and metaphysical, preventing man from achieving
complete freedom are like an immense wall separating a colony of lepers
from the free world") into story (a colony of lepers imprisoned by,

and struggling against, a colossal Wall). Or "Eleazar" can be thought

of as converting the discursive proposition: "death in its full horror

and empty meaningless would be like the dead Lazarus returning from
the dead to haunt his townspeople" into the story of that return,
"Nabat" converts the likening of some metaphysical or collective social
modd to the tolling of an alarm bell into a realisation in "story" of
that discursive figure. The incomplete "Bunt na Korable" enacts a
similar figure of speech.comparing (presumably) social revolution to a
mutiny at sea., '"Tak bylo" may be treated as the enactment of a metaphor
(or simile) in which the tale of the overthrow of a mythical tyrant
stands for the course, actual or presumed, of revolution in general,

In all these works the reader oscillates between the "figure of

speech" (discursive) reading and the literal (story) reading all the

way through, from béginning to end, The discourse >story conversion
operates, outside of Time, on the paradigmatic axis, whereas in "Krasnyi
smekh" the conversion is enacted diachronically (through Time) by the
syntagmatic unfolding of the narrative, The tendency in the former
stories (a tendency never realised fully, one always resisted by the
text) i1s to continually opt in favour of the conversion of story back
into discourse, ("The Wall is a figure for the mental and metaphysical

forces imprisoning Man" etc), The tendency in "Krasnyi smekh" is a

gradual but incomplete conversion of discourse into story. The text
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comes to an end at the very point wﬁen the conversion process is on the

point of becoming complete (,,3a okHOM :.,. cTosAm cam Kpacmmii cmex') :—

Is the "Red Laugh" a figure or a phenomenon? For this reason

"Krasnyi smekh" is the purest actualisation of the Andreyevan Fantastic.
Analysis of the manuscript drafts to each of these texts, and to

other Andfeyev stories besides, reveals that they are united in their

process of conception by a common movement from Discourse to Story on

a number of levels, The published versions constitute the conversion

into "story" of what in earlier manuscript variants were similes and

metaphors ("Krasnyi smekh", "Krasnyi smekh'), discursive propositions

("Tak bylo", "Krasnyi smekh") and meta-narrative commentaries

("Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo™) - all elements of Discourse.97
In the two groups of Andreyev stories we have so far examined,

we have traced two different versions of the interaction and

interference»between Discourse (as discourse of narrator) and Story

(as discourse of characters), In the second version there is interaction

and interference between Discourse (as meta-narrative figures of speech)

and Story (as narrative-proper:- events, actions etc.) In both cases

the result is an undermining or relativisation (we find it hard to

decide between the "truth" of different discourses); in the second case

it is a form of ontological relativisation (we find it hard to decide

between ontological status of narrative events:- 'true" reality or

figure of speech). Thé first form of relativisation produces in its

purest manifestation an (imperfect) version of the Dialogic Word.

("Tuda Iskariot", "Moi zapiski", "Mysl'"). The second form of

relativisation in its purest manifestation produces an (imperfect)

version of the Fantastic ("Krasnyi smekh'"), Both are due equally to

the weakened instance of enunciation in the Andreyevan text and its

conflation of narrative levels,



-226 -

Research carried out on other writers of Andreyev's period has
demonstrated that the kind of relativisation operating in Andreyev's
work, particularly of the first variety, is a feature shared by many of
them, Thus, for example, J,A, Bailey's doctoral thesis on the structure
of Remizov's prose contains observations like the following one on the
chatacter of Kholmogorova in Remizov's "Krestovye sestry':~ "Because
the original characterisation of Kholmogorova in Remizo§'s '"Krestovye
sestry' ,... was couched in discourse wherein speech-event rather than
narrated event (denotative) aspects pre-dominated, and because the
distinctive, narrating-text perspective'was established, the
.characterisation has easily lent itself to reinterpretation ..,.. This
fluidity directly reflects formal ambiguitiés ve.. and, as a whole, the
absence of the kind of authoritative narrating text that will present
characters directly, dramatically."98

And in an unpublished article on Andrey Belyi and the Development
of Russian fiction 1900-1914 Roger Keys writes: "At the opposite pole
from the authoritative authorial word is the utterance lacking all
authority, the novel offering so many perspectives that it ends up
lacking any., This is the phenomenon that confronts the reader of
'Peterburg' .,.. The novel is flooded with a host of different narrators
who seem to.create characters at will, now identifying with them, now
becoming distanced from them ,.., It is true that all roads seem to
lead back to the authorial "Ya', but this is not a naive, monological
phenomenon, but a negative, frightening presence, a protaean monster ..."99

Remizov (''Chasy'", "Prud") Sologub (''Belaya sobaka") Zamyatin
("Navodnenie", "Peshchera") have all practised, in addition, writing
that enacts Discourse-Story interactions which produce the ontological

relativisation of the Andreyevan Fantastic,

It is, indeed, this second form of Discourse-Story interaction
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(figures of speech¢——)events, actions etc;) which is dominant in
Andreyev's stories, ("Iuda Iskariot" and "Moi zapiski' being something
of a deviatioﬁ); For that reason the Andreyevan Text is essentially
Fantastic rather than Dialogic, In his "Introduction to Fantastic

Literature" Todorov has taken up Freud's definition of psychosis as the

one version of the Fantastic. It is a definition that fairly accurately
describes the conflation of Discourse (= word-presentation) and Story
(object-presentation) in Andreyev's fantastic texts.,

This is not, of course, to claim that Andreyev was a
schizophrenic suffering from psychosis - a claim that would anyway be
irrelevant to the aims of this thesis (see Introduction)., The
connotations of illness and suffering are perhaps, though, peculiarly
appropriate for a text which is caught in a form of semiotic crisis.

The conflation of narrative levels is evidence of a breakdown in
meaning-production echoed in the ambiguity of world-model (metonymy or
metaphor), in the erosion of difference between Subject and Object, and
the conflict between intertextual and internalised paradigms (see
Chapter One above p, 113-114), The four phenomena -

Ambiguity of world-model, Conflation of Discourse and Story, Erosion of
difference between Subject and Object, Conflict between intertextual and
internalised paradigms - may, in fact, be seen as four aspects of the
same semiotic problem. That problem will find its cleérest formulation
in Chapter Three,

Our present area of concern is, however, the conflation of
Discourse and Story, to which we must now return. The second, psychotic
form of Discourse~Story Interaction can be detected in varying degrees
of potency throiughout the period 1900-1909 of Andreyev's career; So;

for example, "Angelochek", to all intents and-purposes a conventional,
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"realist" narrative, contains a.central image that is presented
initially as precisely tﬁat - an image, a symbol:- ,K samaxy Bocka
mequeMy OT MIDYWMKH IPHUCMENHBAJICS HEY/OBUMbIH apomaT; U YYOUIIOCH

~ morufmeMy 4eJIOBEKY KAaK IPHKACANHCH K AHTENOUKY ee [JopOTHe ManblH,
KOTOpHIe OH XOTes GObl IOLEJIOBATH:— OTTOro u Omjia TAK KpacHBa 3Ta
nrpymeqxa; OTTOrO M ObIO B Hel UYTO~TO OCO5€HHO€; BlIeKymee K ce6e; He
nepegaBaeMOe CIIOBAMH 444

Bcé no6po cuswmee Ham MHPOM, BCé ray6oKOe rope M Hamexny
TOCKYyIoueit o 6ore Oywy BnuTan B cefsa aHrenouex ...."100 The little
angel is an unspectacular figure or symbol of the emotional experiences
of father and son that the narrative has been describing, The
published version of the étory ends with the melting of the angel:
wlaMna ... HanomHAnNA KOMHATY 3amaXoM KepOCHHA M CKBO3b 3aKOMYEHHOE
cTekso 6pocana MmeuanbHb CBET HA KAPTHHY MEOJIEHHOTO DAaSPYHEHHA ....
Bor anrexouex BCTpeHeHYHCH; CIIOBHO [JIi TONETA, M YNAal C MATKHM CTYKOM
Ha TOpAYHe ILTHTH ...."101 and although the destruction of the
aspirations and memories that the melting symbolically represents
remain for the reader symbolised, i.e. basically discursive, the
climatic, epiphany-like presentation and placing of the scene and the
omission of an overt elaboration of its symbolic meaning lessen the
presence of "discourse" within it. By contrast, in an early draft to
the story a passage describing the affinity between boy and angel
‘contains just such an elaboration of the symbolic significance of the

angel's death:- ,,,... Ho on cosuaBam uro ux [the angel and the boy]

CBA3BIBAET YTO—TO HEPA3PEIBHOE, KpelKoe, KAaK Te Y3bl KOTOpble COeOHHAKT
102

OYVIY ¢ TelOM H MOrYT ObITh TIOPBAHbl OOHOHM CMEDTBI0 o4 . This is

another example of a published text enacting a conversion into "story"
of what in earlier drafts are elements of "discourse" (p. 225 above);

there is in the published version the vaguest of hints that the melting
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away of the father's memories and the son's aspirations will follow as

a direct result of the physical melting away of the angel - i,e. that

the symbolic angel as a "word presentation" is on the brink of having

an effect on "object—présentation", of passing from Discourse into
Story, It is this bossibility that causes us to readjust our reading
slightly, to reconvert the melting angel back into Discourse, but
together with the rest of the narrative, so that "Angelochek" becomes,
potentially, a symbolic narrative standing for the "futility of Man's
dreams and aspirations" as well as/instead of a straightforward narrative
about the futile lives of two particular individuals, The potential in
this case, is a barely realised one and "Angelochek" never enters into
the area of the Fantastic where the ambiguity between Discourse and
Story is foregrounded. |

A number of other earlier Andreyev stories end with similarly

"epiphanic" images which, as images, remain firmly in the realm of
discourse but in their placing and climactic presentation, to some
extent presage the dramatically ambiguous final scene of "Krasnyi smekh':-
the image of the child, the mother and the outcast at the end of

"V podvale" is one further example., The epiphany-like conclusion to

"Na reke": ,Ha MameHbkOoM 6alKOHUHKE CMYTHO TEMHEJIM [BE uejloBeuYecKHe

@Uryphl M BO#A OKpyXana uX, B fockax mona omymanoch JIErkoe, efsa

yIOBHMOE COfApOTaHMe, H Kasajocb, YTO BeChb CTAapbii W T'PelHbE [OMHIKO

w102

TPACETCH OT CKDHITHIX CJIE63 W SATIYICHHHK DHIAHHH ... (the two

heroes, Aleksei Stepanovich and Olga, have now become "two human
figures" and thus part of an image which universalises their experience)
is another,

By contrast with these stories, the later "Lozh'" comes close
to matching "Krasnyi smekh" in its relentless (diachronic) drive from

Discourse to Story. The falsehood begins as a meta-narrative statement
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about a girl's desertion of her lover; the first words of the .text are:
nTol nméwﬂ"; Word-presentation is already partially converted to object-
presentation in that tﬁe description.of falsehood is assumed by a first-
person narratér wﬁésé discourse.beéomes part of tﬁe réader‘s wOBGBEKT
cosnanua', and sb part éf Story; within that discourse-as-story; however,
the falsehood itself is tranéfofmed from "wﬁrd“ into “ébiect". As the
narrative progresses, tﬁe falsehood and the girl become inseparable,

The girl becomes the.expréssion of falsehood, so that when he kills her
the narrator is able to say:- ,MEHe He ObUIO CTpamHo; [NOTOMY YTO B UEDPHOM,
HEeTNPOHHIIAEMOM 3Dauyke YXe He XWJI TOT [OeMOH JIXKH H COMHeHHH; KOTODBLIM Tax

OOJIro, Tak XagHO IHI MO KpOBb."lo4 Next, woman and. falsehood become

1105 and

totally identifiable with oneanother:~ ,Her mxu, s y6um joxp!'
eventually word (discourse) merges with thing (story):- ,OnaTh oHO, munsa,
BBIIOJIZJIO U3 BCeX YIJOB H OT6UBANOCH BOKpPYI Moel mymu. Ho oHo mepectano
6LITH MalleHBKOM 3MelKkoll U pasBepHY/IOCH OOMbmMON 3Meel H XRalwia H OYMHIH
OHA MEHA .... H KOI'Za A HauMHAl KDHYaThb OT 6OMM M3 MOero OTKPHTOIrO pTa
BHIXOAWI TOT OTBPATHUTENBHBIE! .... 3MEHHLE! 3BYK:— HOKB"106: the narrator
realises that falsehood still lives and is present all round and inside
him,

The conversion process does not end there, The final "twist"
comes in the last paragraph when the narrator suddenly discovers that
his own discourse is part of the lie:- ,,.,.. OTkpoit mHe mpaBamy! .... Ho
goxe! 6Goxe! Benb 3TO NoXb., TaM MycTOTa BEeKOB U GeCKOHeUHOCTH. Tam

HeTr ee. | HeT eé Hurme ,..."107

The possibility has arisen that the narrative about falsehood
may itself be false and that discourse hés been swallowed up entirely
by story.

We might also mention "Bezdna" as a text in which a much
weakened version of tﬁe internal (syntagmatic) discourse-—3 story

conversion operates, It is a much weaker version because the discourse




- 231 -

element to be converted (here, the statement that within Nemovetskii
and within men there lurk forces over which they have no control)
remains throughout more or less implicit:- M Gpwio uTO-TO OCTpOE,
GecrnoKofiHoe B 9TOM HEMEpDKHYILEM IpefcTaBieHHHd Y3KOH NOofocku 6embix w60k
¥ CTDOHHOHM HOTHM, M HeCO3HABAeMBIM YCHIIMEM BOJIH OH MNOTYIII ero....";
nd UTO=TO HENamu Jogd C 3TUM 6e3TJIaCHBM XEHCKHM TeJIOM ..., KAKOH-TO

108 It is

CTPAaHHOM, TOBODIMBOMH CHJIOH OTO3BalloCh BO Bced ero wmenax',
weaker also because the reader would be perfectly justified in reading
the abyss that finally swallows Nemovetskii as remaining a (discursive)
figure of speech rather than turning into a real abyss:- ,Ha omun mur
CBEpKAIMil OTHEHHBI YXac 03apHJI ero Mbcjib, OTKPHIB Iepes HUM YEPHYW
6esnny.

109 The rudiments of the

M uépuas GesnHa MNOTIOTHIA €ro,.
syntagmatically articulated Discourse——Story structure in "Krasnyi
smekh" are nevertheless observable here too.

The Discourse ——)Story conversion does not have to be seen
purely in the terms of the realisation of figures of speech. Another
discursive distinction of some importance that is eroded in Andreyev's
stories is the one between "being" and "seeming". The very word "seem"
is pure discourse since it qualifies, evaluates, modalises a verb in
the indicative (an element of story): "he saw'" (pure story) becomes
"he seemed to see" (pure discourse). In a number of Andreyev texts
the erosion of difference between discourse and story via the conversion
of the former into the latter means that "he seemed to see" becomes
"he saw'. Conversions of this sort occur locally in such instances as
the final scene in "Prizraki" where Egor's imaginary companion,

Nikolai the Miracle-Worker makes a "real" appearance at his side:-

sHo B xopupope Owuto TeMHO, ¥ OH IoWeNn THmEe, H yXe uYepe3 HECKOsjbKg Maros

posjie Hero mossisancs Huxomnait uyporBopeu., OH Gbul HHM3@HBKUM, CelNeHbKHM
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CTAPHUOK B TATAPCKHUX TYINIAX C WSWHYTHMM HOCKAMH H C 3O0MIOTHM O060OKOM
BOKpyr romnosel, Erop Tumodeenuu mén, TIOHYPUB TONOBY, u Hukomad-
yymoTBOpel mejl, MOHYPHB IOJIOBY ...."110 (The neutral, detailed
description of Nikolai's appearance as though he were a new character
to be introduced to the reader would disqualify any attempt to pass
this scene off as an example of the merging of viewpoints between the
povestvovatel' and Egor: Why should Egor at this late stage suddenly
want to observe his companion in such close detail?).

Whole texts qualify as conversions of "he seemed to see' into
"he saw':- "Krasnyi smekh" converts (diachronically) "he seemed to
witness the gradual annihiliation of humanity by some unnatural force"
into 'he witnessed the annihiliation .

There is likewise uncertainty as to the location of the psychosis
in "Proklyatie zverya" - in the mind of the narrator ("he seemed to
witness a series of uncanny happenings in an urban zoo') or in the
mind of the reader—author ("he witnessed a series of uncanny happenings
vees™). Similarly, "Gubernator" converts "it seemed to him that he
was at the mercy of some mystical force of Retribution" into 'he was
at the mercy of, and eventually succumbed to, the mystical force ...,.",
though there is a certain amount of doubt as to whether the conversion
is syntagmatically articulated through the course of the narrative, or
whether it is enacted paradigmatically and therefore holds good
throughout the narrative. An earlier manuscript of "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" has Vasilii's seminarist (a character excluded from the
final version) claim that Vasilii's sufferings may all. just be a dream.
Vasilii replies: ,Jla, o pa3sBe BO cHe Ml He mnaueM? W pasBe B COHHOM

111 A later manuscript has

s . . . 112
Vasilii dream just such a dream - running in fear from an enemy,

BHIIEHUH He GeXHMM Ml cO cTpaxom or Bpara?'

This serves to differentiate seeming (the dream) from being (Vasilii's
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sufferings), The final version omits mention of dreams altogther.

Seeming has passed entirely into Being,

e) "Style" and the Discourse-Story Relationship

The two forms of Discourse-Story interaction so far pinpointed:-
the merging'and interaction of narrator's and characters; "words" and
the confusion of "word-presentation" with "thing-presentation" - are
complemented by a third variety of interaction that is, like the
previous two, traceable to the weakened instance of enunciation, It
also, conveniently, leads us back to the two apparently contradictory
criticisms of Andreyev's prose-style which served as the starting point
in our investigation of Discourse-Story relations,

We referred above to what we termed Andreyev's basically textual
model of narration (p. 186) and linked it to the weakened instance of
enunciation (p. 195). In terms of the conversion of discourse into
story, "style" (normally a "means of conveying a content" and therefore,
in the present framework, part of discourse) becomes, paradoxically,
part of its own object, part of content and thus part of Story. (Style

is taken here to refer to the lexical, syntactical and phonetic aspects

of the evaluations, judgments, reflections and qualifications that
Scholes' definition embréces.) The site of enunciation becomes, to a
degree, masked and displaced by "literary style" itself and dispersed
by the many elements making up "1iferary style",

Telling instances of the objectification of lexicon, syntax
and sentence-rhythm in Andreyev's prose include the examples of biblical
"style" in "Eleazar" already cited, and those that occur elsewhere
("Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskqgo":— the sequences of short sentences

joined by conjunctions such as "and" and "for").
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The stylistic model need not be so closely bound up with
thematics as it is in these examples (religious lexicon, syntax -
religious thematics). A similar lexicon and syntax marks the narration
of "Stena" for example, - a story with far fewer biblical connotations:
W/ ONMATH TMON3JM MBl, A M OPYTOH NpPOKaXeHHbIi, W ONATH KDPYrOM CTAall0 WYyMHO
U OnATh 6Ge3MONIBHO KDYXHIIHCH Te€ YeTBepo, OTPAXaf NbUIb CO CBOMX IIATHEB
M 3alM3bBas CBOM DAaHbl. J Mbl KIIAHANHMCH, CITHMHAMH ...."113 The laboured
artificiality and excessive literariness of much of "Tak bylo" may
have little to do with its political thematics:- ,H cinyuunoch, 4TO B

.06MHpHOM KoponeBche; BIAfpKO¥ KOTOpPOTro OBl OBAOUATHEI, MpoOH3omNa
PEBOIIKIKMA — CTONb Xe TAUHCTBEHHOE BOCCTAHHWE MHIUIMOHOB, KaK TaWHCTBEHHA
6plyTa BJIACTH OJOHOTIO, qTO'TQ CTpPaAHHOE IIPOH3ONJIO C KPEeNnKUMH Yy3JlaMH
COeIMHSBINMMH KODOJISI M Hapopi, M OHM CTald pacrnajaarbcs, 6e3sByuHO,
HesaMETHO; TAHHCTBEHHO KakK B Tejie U3 KOTODOIO YmIa XMSHb MW Had KOTODhHM
Hayan¥ CcBOW pafoOTy HOBHE, T'Oe—TO TauBWHECH cnnm."114 It does, however,
through its very redundancy and apparently unmotivated complexity, lose
a good deal of transparency:- it becomes less of a means to an end and
more of an object for contemplation., Put another way, the linguistic
properties of Andreyev's narration that draw attention to themselves
as "style" have their attachment to a locus of enunciation ("authorial
voice", "voice of Truth" etc.,) weakened; they are distanced from, and
made other to it, The properties come to belong less to discourse and
more fo story,

Tt now at last becomes a little easier to understand Andreyev's
artificiality of style and also the two seemingly contradictory
criticisms that were made of him - that his style of narration is both
uncontrolled and chaotic, so that it is impossible to distinguish

Yauthor" from "object of narration™, and that it is clumsy and

artificial so that an authorial presence is only”too detectable (see
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Belyi, Volosﬁin and Chukovsky above)., The former criticism homes in
upon the confusion of word-presentation and object—presentation; while
the latter takes in tﬁe "making other" of literary langqage; Both are
traceable_té the weakening of tﬁe instance of enunciation; via its
displacement and dispefsall Tﬁe.contradiction between the two
criticisms is thué résblved; a; is; moreover; tﬁé dichotomy between
"style" and "content";lboth the fangastic and semiotically ambiguous
'e§eﬁ£s of Andreyev's storieS'éﬂé the laboured artificiality of the
manner of their presentation constitute different aspects of the same

conflation of Discourse and Story.115

f) - 'The Réader in the Andreyevan Text

This chapter, which set out to examine the. modelling function
of the whole communicatory situation in the Andreyevan text has so far

made little mention of the receiver or reader. This is due largely to

a certain symmetry obtaining between origin and destination (sender and
receiver) as modelled within-a literary text and the consequent
difficulty in differentiating the two; whatever we perceive as
"authorial" (originating from the site of the sender must also belong -
to the reader (reside at the site of the receiver). If the transitive,
communicative aspect of a text involves the reception by a receiver,

of information sent by a sender then the "authorial word" (the information

to be conveyed) must correspond to the readers word (the information to

be received), The second is nothing but the obverse of the first -
hence the symmetry. Todorov writes in this connection of "la loi
sémiotique selon laquelle 1'émetteur et le récepteur d'un énoncé

116

apparaissent toujours ensemble', It would be quite wrong, naturally

to identify ‘meaning~as=such with authorial word/reader's word since,

as Lotman points out, the reader's code need not be identical with the
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author's code:— an (actual) reader may decode a text quite differently

117 What we refer to

from the way the author intends him to decode it.
here as "readers word" is equivalent to "what the reader is to extract
as meaning if he approaches the text entirely on its own terms", i.e.

if he shares the same codes as the author, Likewise, the "site of the

receiver" is the (hypothetical) location of the reader's word within

the text as coded by the author,

We have been examining the weakening of the site (= the sife of
the sender) through its dispersal and displacement. We should therefore
be able to talk equally of a dispersed and displaced "site of the
receiver". There is some support to be found for such a notion in the
area of extra—-textual determining factors. For just as the dispersed
and displaced site of enunciation in literature can be plausibly linked
with the growing relativism, religious agnosticism and emphasis on the
autonomous individual in culture at iarge, so there is also a case for
linking the dispersed site of the receiver with the sudden and colossal
widening of literature's potential readership brought about by the
emergence of a new middle class and by technological advances, together
with improved commercialisation of publishing. (See Chapter Four below
and Mukafovsk§'s comments quoted in the Introduction).

Certainly Andreyev's own ambiguous position in the literary-
world's hierarchy ("high art" or "popular fiction") and the resulting

" lack. of certainty as to exactly what sort of an audience he was catering
for cannot be entirely unconnected with dispersal of the receiver's
site in his texts, though we must refrain from proposing any simple,
causal link,

Other such symmetries emerge from recapituldtion of some of the
discussion above. There, for instance, it was noted that "substitute-—

narrators" in Andreyev can never be identified with an authorial
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position; they are always to some degree the , 06bekT cosHauua" of a
higher level of narrative., The Andreyevan text in other words lacks

encoded authors, characters who disguise their stories as carriers of

the authorial message by presenting themselves as separate individuals,
whose authorial status is therefore'9n¢ode& within the narrative of
which they are part.

The work of Rolamd Barthes has shown that the "realist text"

frequently matches an encoded author with an encoded reader (receiver

of the authorial word "disguised" within the text as character): the
realist text, too, has a message to be circulated, information to be
conveyed, but it disguises that message by naturalising it:- presenting
it as innocent through a variety of strategies. One such strategy
involves the activity of a fully-fledged character who simply adopts
the role of the reader some or all of the time (Cf. Dr, Watson's role
in the Sherlock Holmes stories). In this way the reader's word is
disguised or encoded as part of the énoncé and the text's status as
communication remains obscured., The information is circulated within
the text, rather than conveyed to an "external reader". The external
(actual) reader is then inclined to treat the narrative as a depiction
of "real™ events, rather than as a message,

The Andreyevan text contains no disguised substitute-readers
with whose viewpoint the reader can identify for long and who can
therefore provide a stable and unified mode of reading for him,

There is, however, an encoded reader's position (a) with which

the text enters into polemic. For example, the reader briefly identifies
with Vasilii Fiveiskii in his experience of personal tragedy (the death
of his first son), only to have that identification shattered by the
text's progressive hyperbolisgtion of his position (Vasilii's stubborn

refusal to change his notion of God in the face of an accumulation of
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natural disasters). Very soon Vasilii is the object (,06vexT cosnauua')
of a second reader's position - (b) - but one that is never encoded in
the text as a character; Vasilii never becomes an internal receiver

(= encoded reader) of the text's powerfully anti-religious message. He
never quite acquires fhe level of consciousness that we as actual readers
have, but remains the ridiculously passive priest suffering ever more
incredible disasters, For this reason we persist in Seeing the text as

a direct communication to us in the form of an anti-religious polemic.

The message is not disguised by being circulated from within to an
encoded reader, and we are only with great difficulty able to treat the
characters and events as "real". The communicatory status of "Zhizn'

Vasilva Fiveiskogo" remains in this sense unnaturalised, undisguised,
”’

Nevertheless, there is also a point at which the reader is about
to re-identify with Vasilii and to reoccupy encoded readers position
(a) :- this is the point of Vasilii's long-awaited "revolt" against
God's order - his insane flight from the church he has defiled. It is
also the point where the conversion of word-presentation into object-
presentation reaches its climax (the Idiot as a figure of metaphysical
Chaos appears literally in the coffin of the dead Mosyagin; the
discursive attack on religion becomes the physical collapse of the
church walls around Vasilii). It is the point when the use of Free
Indirect Speech establishes maximum fluidity between Vasilii and the
povestvovatel' as ,cyGbKeTh cosmanus":- does all this "actually happen"
or is it no more than the hallucinatioms of an insang priest? It is
the point when the reader's inclination to read the text literally,
rather than figuratively, as story rather than as discourse is at its
strongest:~ "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo", the figurative polemic
against religion, almost becomes "7hizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" the

uncanny/supernatural story of a bizarre and courageous individual,
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Almost, but not quite, Vasilii's revolt never materialises as such
but is dissipated into insanity and finally death., The reader never
quite re-occupies encoded reader's position (a) and decides ultimately
that all of Vasilii's experiences were the result of his refusal to
question religious belief and were thus the figurative presentation of
a discursive (anti-religious) proposition, rather than the result of an
actual confrontation with some hostile force, (supernatural explanation)
or actual events in the life of an individual who revolted against
religious beliéf (natural explanation). Non-indicative modalities
prevail over indicative, the reader's position remains un-encoded and
the text's status as communication is re—established.119
Similarly, in "Krasnyi smekh", the point where discourse is on
the brink of being engulfed by story, word-presentation consumed by
object-presentation — the appearance of the Red Laugh "in person’ - is
also the point where the narrator(s) are about to cease being ,,06HeKThI
cosmauua" of an un—encoded reader's position (b) and become, instead,
identifiable with an encoded reader's position (a). It is the point
where the narrator(s) almost cease to be hallucinating madmen and
become objective recorders of a terrifying reality, the point where
"Krasnyi smekh" almost ceases to be a figurative polemic against the
horrors of war, a warning about is consequences, and becomes a
depiction of real events. And the death of the governor in "Gubernator"
is the point at which the polemic against Tsarist oppression and the
warning about its consequences almost give way to the objective
depiction of a person's confrontation with, and capitulation to a
mystical, collective force of Retribution. It is the point where the

reader is about to find an encoded reader's position (a) with which to

coincide:- he is on the bfink of identifying with the perceptions of
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doomed to Retribution by some ancient mystical law. From being a

direct and undisguised communication to us as (actual) readers, the

text's anti-Tsarist message has virtually been disguised by being
releéated to no more than an inference that we, like the Governor with
whom we identiy, may draw from the "reality" of the events, The
communicative aspect of the text is once again masked by being
circulated from within, to an encoded (and therefore naturalised)
reader,

The ambiguity of the situation (Does the encoded reader's
position materialise or not? Do we identify with the characters, or
do we remain "outside" the text as direct receivers:of an undisguised
communication?) is clearly bound up with the ambiguity of the Andreyevan
Fantastic, It is also linked closely to the "dialogic" as pinpointed
above in "Iuda Iskariot', "Mysl'" and "Moi zapiski",

The instances of the dialoéic in these texts - instances when
the narrating discourse suddenly seems to take account of its own
objectification and counter that objectification, reply to it - amount
to the encoding and countering of what were previously un-encoded,
uncountered reader's positions. In the passages analysed above the
author is, as it were, temporarily assuming the role of reader and
replying to himself-as-reader, The dialogue between the objectified
Dr. Kerzhentsev in "Mysl'" and the new, self-transcendent Dr. Kerzhentsev,

for example, is a dialogue between author-as-reader of his own text,

andrauthor—as*author (cf. Bakhtin in ‘Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogc ‘).

The self-transcéndent Dr., Kerzhentsev (the crucifix in "Moi zapiski",
the self-parodying Judas in "Tuda Iskariot") corresponds to a newly
encoded reader's position with whom the actual reader can temporarily
identify., The identification is, though, never complete and never

maintained, for the dialogue would in such a case come to an end. As
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with "Krasnyi smekh", "Gubernator", and "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo",
the actual reader oscillates here between identification with a
naturalised, encoded reader's position (naturalised because it is taken
up and so "disguised" by a character in the story) and identification
with an un-naturalised, un-encoded reader's position (un-naturalised
because it is not represented or taken up from within the story). In
both cases the unity and stability of the site of the reader is

fragmented, along with the unity and stability of the site of tiuth,

Other sporadic instances of encoded readings include the

internal decoding "instructions' issued by the first-person narrators

at the beginnings or endings of their narratives:- ,,,.. gyma Mos
NOOATIMBA M BCErfda NpHHUMaeT 06pas’sa TOTO MECTa, THAE .... XUBET"
("Proklyatie zverya')}; ,,0 xaxoe 6esymHe ObITH UeJIOBEKOM H MCKAThL IIPaB[bl.
Kakasa 6ons." (the end of "Lozh'"); ,llpomait, MOt mOpPOroOil UUTATEND ....
3a6ynb O MOEM CYMECTBOBAHMH .... KOe-rge s Jrail .... B ("Moi zapiski').

In the first case the narrator is providing a mode of reading for his
readers by suggesting that the set of experiences he is about to recount
are more a reflectian of the effect of his surroundings on his inner
psyche than an objeetive account of those surroundingsy in the second
case the narrator's comment encourages the reader to take a retrospective
look at the narrative and re-interpret it as a generalised account of
"Man's attempts to seek Truth in a truthless world," rather than an
account of one individualts struggle to find the truth about his lover;
in the third case the reader is again advised to re—examine the narrator's

account of his imprisonment in the light of his admission:- ,koe-rpge =

JATPAT eee.

‘Intexts that are presented as part of the narrative in which they
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occur (See Chapter One pp. 138-142) for example Aurelius' sculpture of

Lazarus in "Eleazar', can also be seen as ‘encoded readings. (They

provide guidance to the reader as to how to interpret the narratives,
while remaining part of those narratives the misclues.) Nowhere,
however, do these encoded messages add up to a consistent, unified and
stable "reader's word".

The sender-message-receiver model which has frequently served
as a reference-point in our examination of the Andreyevan text's

communicatory aspect relies on the idea of a single literary c¢ode shared

by sender and receiver alike. We ran up against the limitations of
that model in the symmetry obtaining between origin and destination

(p. 235). In switching to the perspective of the literary evolutionary
process the next chapter will introduce a modification which allows

the Andreyevan text to be treated as a complex, non-finite network of

different, or even contradictory codes.
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""CH'APTE R’ 1T'H;R E E

'LI?EBAB¥;EVQLUIION!AND'?HE:CODES'QF‘THE'ANDREYEVAN'TEXT

i) "What ‘is a ‘code?

This chapter moves to a further level of abstraction in our
construction of the Andreyevan text, Chapter One concentrated for the

most part on the'specifigallydlitergry structures and rules by which

meaning is organised with Andreyev's stories (Chapter One p. 1),
Chapter Two examined how this meaning is created from the text's
relation to that which is outside it and to which it refers (either
directly, or by implication):- author-world-reader, Chapter Three must
concern itself with the literary codes via which these two (simultaneous)
processes are achieved, and the wider principles of literary development
that determine the emergence of these codes.

Before proceeding with an analysis of the codes at work in
Andreyev's prose it will be useful to specify the understanding of the
term "code" on which such an analysis is to be predicated, since its
use by literary semioticians is not always entirely consistent.

The term owes its introduction into mainstream linguistic and
semiotic theory to Roman Jakobson's oppositional pair: Code/Message.
Jakobson was demonstrating how every linguistic communication between
people relies on a set of abstract, unconsciously mastered rules for
its articulation and comprehension, If the receiver has not mastered
the receiver's code then the message is not understood, Jakobson's
terminology was in turn influenced by Saussure's famous “Langué/Parole"
theory of language according to which, underlying all real utterances
is an, again virtual, system of rules capable of accounting for every

possible utterance in the language concerned. The two pairs of terms are
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identical and interchangeable in meaﬁing and were used in this way in
the early days of structuralism and semiotics, A third term, "system",
originating in information theory and also broadly interchangeable with
"code" and "langue", should be distinguished from Tyanyanov's concept
of system as a unified whole in which every element is connected and
contributes to the functioning of that system. (See Introduction).,

As semiotic theory matured and developed, however, it was realised
in many circles (this applies to the bontinental and the Soviet "schools")
that Saussure's "Langue/Parole" should not be applied directly to objects
other than natural language and that his theory might even be lacking in
its essence, Firstly there was the significant shift which took place
towards the end of the nineteen-sixties (cf. Julia Kristeva and others) :
instead of seeing semiotics as a branch of linguistics, linguistics was
recast as a branch of the wider science of semiotics. This meant that
the laws of linguistics could not any more double as the laws of
semiotics, Natural language, it was claimed, is just one semiotic model
among many and it is wrong unthinkingly to privilege its laws above
those of any of the others, Secondly, and perhaps more importantly,
Saussure's model began to appear too static and too absolutist for the
dynamic and ideologically minded semioticians of France and the Soviet
Union. Saussure, it was held, had concentrated on language's synchronic
aspect to the detriment of the diachronic side and failed to understand
that language, like all semiotic systems is constantly changing and
developing its many codes according to context and usage and is not
underpinned by any one, complete set of rules or "langue",

When we come to consider liferature under these revised conditions
of semiotic analysis we must eschew the search for "langues" (or "deep
structures” since the theory developed by Chomsky also comes close to

Saussure's work) of particular works, authors, or of literature in
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general, (Cf, in this latter respect the search to define the rules of
“"poetic language" begun by the Russian Formalists) and instead consider
every unit of analysis (work, author, period, paragraph, sentence) as
traversed by any number of codes without being reduced to any particular
one, The difference between "code'" in this sense and "code" understood
as synonymous with "langue" is not simply quantitative - several "codes™
instead of one "langue" - but qualitative as well:- a code is not now

an underlying structure generating the message which is its manifestation
(realisation), but a "force", a "field" among many others under whose
changing conditions the message is produced, transmitted and received.

The up-dated version of the term "code"™ also takes account of
the fact that much of what we call art is, as Umberto Eco has shown in

his "Theory of Semiotics", as much a code-breaking and code-making

process as it is a code-following one. Any of the above mentioned
units may, for example, be produced with a certain set of rules in
mind, but contrary to being generated by that set of rules, the unit
(sentence, sequence, work or oeuvre) may be (consciously or unconsciously)
designed to flout them, (Cf, Lotman's idea of the "minus-device" and
his example:- Pushkin's "bald" prose written against the Romantic code
of rich and elaborate expression)., Equally the ma?k of an original,
innovative work of art may be said to be one which is not comprehensible
in terms of any of the familiar literary codes, but requires the
mastering of a new code in order to be understood.

Some of the relevance of this theoretical development to the
Andreyevan text will already be apparent (for example, much of what we
treated as the "polemical modality" in Andreyev's work in Chapter 2

may now be seen as "code-breaking") the rest will become so shortly.
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Let us, however, begin our analysis proper by returning to a
theme developed in Chapter 2 - the relationship between Intentionality
(the communicational value of the work of art) and Unintentionality
(its "Veshchnost'" or "thing-quality") in the Andreyevan text - before
going on to elucidate the functioning of the codes participating in
that relationship.

Mukatovsky's model as described in Chapter Two (pp. 171-172)
possesses a diachronic aspect as well as a synchronic one and is
capable, therefore, of accounting for literary evolution, Literary
evolution takes place when what was previously perceived as

Unintentionality in art (that which lent it its concrete quality as

"thing") loses that status and begins to be perceived as Intentionality

(the communicative aspect of a work of art), So, for example, there
came a time when that which had originally made much Romantic
literature so new and spontaneous, so shocking to the reader's senses,
so concrete (the emphasis on the supremacy of the author's "I" and the
subordination of everything else to its revelation) eventually lost that
concreteness and began to seem worn, artificial and deliberate. The
quality stopped being perceived as Unintentionality and became instead
part of literary Intentionality. Since all art, however, must possess
Unintentionality, it had to be sought elsewhere, in an aspect of the
work of art that had previously remained neutral or unmarked. Thus the
spontaneous, shocking and concrete quality of emphasis on ordinary people
and everyday life became the new source of Unintentionality in post-
Romantic literature, The whole Unintentionality/Intentionality relation-
ship underwent a shift and evolution took place,

The similarities between this idea and Shklovsky's theory of
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become over-familiar and worn out and the objects are re-automatised,
so creating the need for further ostranenie and ensuring the continual
development of literature, are unmistakeable. In more recent times
Dmitri Likhachev has referred to recurring periods of the heightened
self-consciousness of literature (samosoznanie) as being responsible

for progression and change.1 There is also a parallel in Lotman's

"Isomorphic" and "Deformational" poles of a literary text: "The
resemblance between an object [ob'ekt] and its artistic representation
can be interpreted as 'isomorphism' [izomorfizm] .... From one point
of view a text is always in a relationship of isomorphism to its object.
From another point of view, precisely because art involves an

apprehension [poznanie] of life, it is also at all times its

‘dqformation [d‘eformat‘éiya].”2 Sometimes the isomorphism (the similarity

between text and object) comes to dominate over the dgfqrmapipn (the
necessary differentiation between the two) and the balance must be
restored, In this case evolution takes place,

Though stated in radically different terms, the three theorists'
comments have much in common. What each, in his own way, is at pains
to emphasise, is the idea that for literature to remain literature it
must avoid coming too close to merging with the reality it purports to
depict., While continually striving to represent, it must maintain a
certain distance from that reality and a sense of its own identity; the
text as signifier must retain two distinct signifieds, 1) the reality,

its referent, with which it should never merge entirely and ii) its

‘identity as literature, as deformation, as defamiliarizatiom,

Working from Mukarovsky's account of literary evolution (p. 246 above),

we can surmise that the move toward 'non-realist' forms of literature
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(of which the Andreyevan text was part) had to do with the
transformation of realist Unintentionality (tﬁe sense that what we are
reading "is really there", 'really happened') into Intentionality and
the need to rediscover Unintentionality, It is clear, if we then
transpose Mukarovsky's formula into Lotman's, that what constituted
"realist™ Unintentionality must ‘originally have coincided with Lotman's

deformational'pole; In other words, the sense of characters and places

"really being there'" was once what was new, unfamiliar and different
about the nineteenth-century realist novel - it constituted the

de-automatisation of life at that stage in the literary evolutionary

chain, The seeming paradox that the sense of the real is at the same

time deformational of reality is removed when we remember the hostile

reaction that greeted certain "realist™ novels like those of Zola in
France and even the early writings of Dostoyevsky in Russia:- although
their critics recognised the sense of reality generated by these works,
they were indignant at the "crude and shocking' manner in which it was
presented - a manner that was deformational of their prior conceptions
og reality,

It is instructive in this connection to pause briefly here and
reflect upon the exact terms in which the works of Leonid Andreyev were
received by sympathetic critics when he was reaching the peak of critical
acclaim, The following remarks of Alexander Blok and of a fellow-
Symbolist, Innokentii Annensky, illustrate recognition of the same sense
of shocking physicality, and "veshchnost'" that make of Andreyev's works
a source of new artistic Unintentionality: Iloka. 6bna Hanuuo 3aBA3KA,

nuTeparypa 6pila paBHONpaBHa ¢ nocieobepeHHod curapofi. W BApyr cBeyka H

4YTO-TO CYOOPOXHOe, MSTeXHOe, H3 YIJia pacTymee OCTAaNoOCh ..., 3apenca B
auTepaType KTO-TO GOVHHBIN M OepsSKUH .... [Ja Belb 3TO CKAHOAI ..., 4YTOOH
"3

KHHUI'4 BTeCHBAalach B XH3Hb, B AOMAWHKW XH3HD .. .. The Unintentionality
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perceived in Andreyev's work has caused it almost to cease being art
(i.e. intentionalised communication) and become a'EEiEE, intruding into
people's homes, Annensky makes the same point, if a little less
graphically: ,,Cuna Jleonuma AHppeeBa B ero KOHTYPHbX cléHax. Y AumpeeBa

HET aHaJIU30B ses Ero mplcny BBITYKJIBI KQK OOJIBHBIE CHBI .44 HHOTpma OHH

maxe OaBAT, NPUHUMAA BUL GuUsHYeckol paBoTs,"

Kornei . Chukovsky's well-known appraisal of Andreyev's work as
a form of literary poster-painting falls into the same category of
critical commentary: ,,CMOTPHTE Kak BHPTYO3HO YMeeT OH NDPEBPamaTh KaXIYW
CBOW TeMy, Kaxoyw Melciib B TuiakaT, Jhobyio ¢HIOCOGCKYH MbICHB yMeeT
npeBpaTUTh AHOpeeB B TakoH sddekTHO-abumHBIET 06pas, W A 4YYBCTBYW, 4YTO
9Ta cucTeMa MbIUIEHHMSA BIOJHE COOTBETCTBYET H €rQ TeMIepaMeHTy HU

IIS

COBDEMEHHOM 9SIOXE 4444 Andrey Belyi wrote of Andreyev's stories in

similar terms: ,Korpa repow ero mpoxomwiM IO KOMHATaM, XaoC MUIsCan Ha

cTeHax YPOATUBLIMU TEHIMH ...."6 and his appraisal of Andreyev's play

"oood" or

"Zhizn' Cheloveka" announces that Andreyev cannot be termed a
a "bad® writer - he must simply be rejected or accepted (Belyi, needless
to say, '"accepts" Andreyev at this point),

What his second comment reveals is that, in the perception of
Belyi the work of Andreyev cannot be judged according to normal aesthetic
criteria (the qualities he values in Andreyev, in other words, would not
be adjudged positive according to these criteria) and they make of
Andreyev's work not "good art" but things, phenomena that can be accepted
or rejected along with other phenomena, but nonetheless phenomena,

There can be no better illustration of MukaYovsky's theories on

new art and Unintentionality. Andrey Belyi has altered the relationship

of Intentionality and Unintentionality and focussed on a feature that

would previously have been rejected as "non-artistic' or negative:

Muka¥ovsky writes: "If art again and again appears to man as new and
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universal the primary cause lies with the Unintentionality ....
Unintentionality is evidently a negative element only for that perception
of art to which we are accustomed ,... even so .,,.., it is only ...,

. coon 7
seemingly negative'',

The frequency with which negative adjectives like ,,rpy6wni",

and others in relation to Andreyev exemplifies perfectly the

transitional stage reachedby the revalorisation of aesthetic values and

the shift in the Unintentionality/Intentionality relationship to which
Andreyev's works were seen as a response (conscious or unconscious),

In a later article than the previous one quoted, Blok again
re-interprets superficially negative qualities as, in an Andreyevan
context, high:ly positive ones and upbraids some of his Symbolist
associates for not redlising this: ,..s. ¥ Ta KYNBTYDHAS OYOIHKA K
KOTOpOH NpHHAIJIeXUT T, @HHOCO@OB; IopaxeHa STHM BEJIUKHM CHOM — MarueH
esporneusma, SBnfercs mMcaTens AHgpeeB, KOTOPHE! B TI'DAHAUO3HO =~ TI'DYGHIX,
HHOTHA [0 YyPOACTBA IDY6HIX GOpPMAX ..., PA3BEPTHBAET CTPANAHHS COBpPEMEHHOIM
nymn;"S

Blok is defending Andreyev against hostile criticism from Filosofov
that condemned Andreyev as uncultured and lacking in artistic talent,
Blok's defence of Andreyev has wider significance within Blok's own
aesthetic system since it is connected with Blok's professed love for
the crudeness of lower, popular art—forms such as the cinema and the
"lubok" (see Chapter Four below) and his view that "high art" should
"come off its pedestal" and take notice of what was happening "amongst
the people'", Put another way, Blok considers the lower art forms to be
more vital, more "real' than High Art or, in our terms, greater in
Unintentionality than high art-forms which have become too artificial,

too removed from life and thus too "Intentionalised¥,
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Chapter Four will attempt to show that Blok was by no means unique
in holding this view and that in all its implications it is part of a
much wider structural alteration of boundaries between art and non-art.
Here it will suffice to point out that, in tending towards the crudeness
and vulgarity of some of the lower art-forms, Andreyev's art was not
thereby necessarily sinking to the depths of much of the mass art of
today, but responding to an alteration in the Unintentionality/
Intentionality :relationship taking place in the aesthetic creativity
of his own time, an alteration according to which "popular art" with
all its qualities of crudeness, oversimplification etc., becomes a mark
of vitality, of '"the real world" and therefore of Unintentionality,

("Aesthetic displeasure is not an extra-aesthetic fact - that only

applies to aesthetic indifference - and, moreover, aesthetic displeasure

is an important dialectic antithesis of aesthetic pleasure and in essence

an omnipresent component of "aesthetic effect ..,, Further .,... in the

case of Unintentionality, displeasure is ,... only a concomitant .,... of
the fact that in the impression made by the work, 'real feelings'

contend with feelings associated with the work of art as sign - so-called
“aesthetic feelings’“).9 These issues will be taken up again in the

final chapter, but for the moment we must return to our account of the
move away from the "realist novel®™ to non-realist literary forms in

terms of the Unintentionality/Intentionality relationship. The role of
Unintentionality in the nineteenth-century novel was, to recap, played

by the initially crude and shocking "sense of the real" which was

deformational of peoples' prior conceptions of reality.

As time passed, so "Unintentionality" became recognised as
"Intentionality" and "deformation" became "isomorphism", until what we

read came to coincide with our conéeptions of reality but not our full

‘sénse of it, which requires those conceptions to be deformed, distorted.
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The canonisation of the nineteenth-century novel came to mean
the almost complete dominance of Lotman's principle of Isomorphism over
that of Deformation, When reading one of these works the reader was
encouraged to look upon the characters and events as being "straight
out of real life". The text and its object move as close together as
is possible (without ever actually merging, or else the literary status
of the novel would be abolished altogther), effacing the deformational
pole,

Dmitri Likhachev, in the definition of Realism he gives in

Poetika drevnerusskoi literatury’ writes of a ,MakcUManbHOe NpUGTHKEHHE

CPenCTB BHPAXEHHA K TpenMeTy nsoﬁpameﬂna".lo Meanwhile, an English
critic claims that "Realism denies its own status as articulation ....
(in this case) .... the real is not articulated, it is".ll Remembering
that such definitions apply rather to the reception of an already
‘canonised nineteenth-century novel rather than to the early realist
works as innovators and code-breakers (hence the difficulty encountered
in attempting to discover a general formula for a "realist" movement),
the similarity with Lotman's effacement of the'deformational pole” is
again immediately apparent.

It is not difficult to see, then, how Realism as described by
Likhachev and McCabe contained within it the seeds of its own negation,
The virtual effacement of the deformational tendency was bound to
result in a subsequent reaction and reassertion of the need for distance
between text and object, a swing to the opposite pole, the rediscovery
of the text as object-in-itself,

0f course it would be an oversimplification to give the impression
that what took place was a wholesale "uprooting" of the monolith of
Realism and its replacement by an equally monolithic Modernism. Such a

view omits to take account of the fact that there were many examples of
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"non-realist" works being produced during the "Realist" epoch, just as
there were many "realist! works produced during the "Modernist"™ epoch,
and of heterogeneity within the two movements, As Jakobson explains:
"In the evolution of poetic form it is not so much a question of the
disappearance of certain elements and the emergence of others as it is
the question of shifts in the mutual relationships among the diverse
components of the system",

It is for this reason that (but for a few deliberately extreme
manifesto statements such as the Futurist "Poshchechina obshchestvennomy
vkusu''), the classics of nineteenth century literature were by no means
rejected by the proponents of the "New Art", but rather re-interpreted
in a new light, They were valued for different reasons as the new
artistic system brought different (but certainly not previously absent)
elements to the forefront of its hierarchy., For example, whereas
throughout the nineteenth century Gogol was known for his penetrating
and satirical description of life in the Russian provinces, A, Blok
sees in him a predecessor to himself, Blok, talking of the ,crTpammssi

' writes:

myM [Mysekux peBomonmu|' that accompanied his work on "Dvenadsat
wDTOT WyM CcIBIIAT Foronb".13 Belyi's reinterpretation of Chekhov's
"Cherry Orchard" in a Symbolist light is also well known,

Literary evolution takes place less within and through individual
works of genius than through shifts taking place in the reorganisation
of the literary system as a whole. It is for this reason that we do not
propose to consign Andreyev to either "Modernism" or "Realism", which if
they are to be situated anywhere within our critical perspective are
transindividual, systemic relationships and not categories to which
individual writers might be consigned.

How, th:ough, do the texts of Leonid Andreyev conform to and/or

subvert the codes responsible for the near effacement of the deformational
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tendency and the eventual reduction of Unintentionality? Which are the
codes at work in his texts to re-establish "deformation'" and
Unintentionality? (Unintentionality is by Mukafovsky's own definition
"another form of Intentionality" and must therefore be explicable in
terms of codes of reading and writing)., Given that new Unintentionality
must bring with it Intentionality (see above p. 246) and thus a new
"object™ with which to correspond and which to deform, what is the code
that brings about the creation of this new object? And finally, can we
situate the Andreyevan text in relation to the shift that took place

following the demise of the nineteenth century novel?

iii) The Andreyevan Text and the Master—Code of "Realism"

Mukarovsky continually stressed that Unintentionality and
Intentionality are not categories of properties but rather two terms in

a relationship active throughout all art., It is essential therefore

that they be considered at all times in conjunction with one another.
It follows from this that, though we may isolate codes of reading and
writing which contribute to the establishment of Unintentionality, and
codes responsible for the reinforcement of Intentionality, there will
always be what we shall in future refer to as a "Master—Code"
responsible for the two as a EEiEZ’

In an attempt to formulate a body of rules to account for the
"Realism'" of nineteenth-century prose (how it produces "1'effet du réel')
Philippe Hamon lists fifteen procedures which, taken together, articulate
two principles - that of Readability (lisibilite) and that of

Verisimilitude (Vraisemblance). By accepting these two principles the

"realist™ author is, in effect, saying: "je peux transmettre une

information au sujet de ce monde" and "mon lecteur doit croire a la
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14 There can be little doubt

verite de mon information sur le monde".
that Hamon's "Readability" corresponds closely to MukaFfovsky's
Intentionality (both refer to the communicative aspect of a text) while
his "Verisimilitide" is linked to the latter's "Unintentional aspect"
(Verisimilitude is one particular fulfilment of Unintentionality's
general requirement that art should appear as a concrete part of the
real world). Similarly, Hamon's fifteen procedures would appear to add
up to an analysis of the "Masteér-code" operative in most nineteenth
century prose and guaranteeing both its communicative and its
"Unintentional™ aspects, Although Hamon refers specifically to the
"Realist Code", it is not difficult to see that there are problems in
applying the label "Realist" to a master-code that is little different
from any other in its adherence to the dual principle of Communication
with "Concreteness'; there are few texts which are not bound in some
way by variations on these two principles, Nevertheless, the problem
of labels is a minor one., It will still be useful here to reproduce in
full Hamon's fifteen procedures (which he acknowledges are by no means
exchaustive) in order to have at hand a means of assessing the force
exerted by this particular master-code over the Andreyevan text.15
In tracing the weakening of the master-code's "hold" in
Andreyev's stories, especially the negation, reversal and undermining
of those procedures relating to '"Le Vraisemblable", we shall effectively
be bringing together a number of features that have already been noted
as various structural effects dispersed through Chapters 1 and 2, It
is the new level of abstraction reached by the present Chapter (see

above p, 243 ) which enables them to be integrated as follows:-—

1) The Appeal to Memory ["Le texte renvoie a son déja-dit"]. We

commented in Chapter 2 on how the Andreyevan text foregoes the appeal

to memory in a radical way, Not only is there no "memory" between
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Andreyev's different stories (no continuation of characters, sequences
of events, locations) but also there is the minimum of narrative

memory within eacﬁ story; every point lays claim to be the centre of

the narrative; there is no hierarchial ordering of events, so that

texts like "Proklyatie zverya" can appear to be little more than a
sequence of barely related, equally incredible events., Both Readability
and Versimilitude are adversely affected here.

2) The Psychological Motiyation‘df‘Chg{gcters: this procedure is

followed to a limited extent:- Vasilii Fiveiskii behaves the way he
does because of his arrogance, combined with gnawing doubts in his
belief that together constitute his limited psychological make-up,
Pavel's behaviour in "V tumane" is likewise motivated. It fits an
overall conception that the reader has of his character. There are,
however, at least as many stories in which the "characters® have
virtually no psychological make-up at all and are merely the names
given to the subjects of the narrative events. Virtually the only
"psychologisation" in stories like "Stena', "Nabat", the incomplete
"Bunt na korable", "Proklyatie zverya" consists in the attribution of the
narration to a first-person narrator. (Reduction of Verisimilitude).

3) The parallel story ["le récit est embrayé sur un méga-Histoire

qui ,... crée chez le lecteur ..., un systéme d'attentes"], Chapter
Two showed how the Andreyevan text reverses this procedure and makes
every effort to isolate itself from an external, parallel History so
that the reader is not only deprived of a system of expectations based
on that parallel History, but also of any concrete spatio-temporal

matrices within which to situate the narrative, (Verisimilitude

undermined) .

4) 'The systematic motivation of propér names ["Le discours réaliste

jouera ..., sur la connotation d'un contenu sociale-tel nom propre ou
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surnom connotera par exemple, la nature, l'aristocratie, le métier etc.
Sa démotivation méme peut provoquer un effet du réel en renvoyant a des
contenus’ diffus comme: banalité ,,.. vie quotidienne"), Whére
Andreyev characters are named at all (and many, including the narrators
of "Moi zapiski", "Krasnyi smekh", "Stena", "Nabat", are not) they

seem to conform to this latter notion of "demotivation":- Vasilii
Fiveiskii, Kerzhentsev, Pavel Nemovetskii etc. are all names with no’
positive connotations other than ordinariness. This is one of a limited
number of ways in which Andreyev's texts "obey" a concretising
procedure of the realist code,

5) Semiological Compensation: ["Le texte se présente comme surcodé:

le récepteur qui n'aura pas accés au code (a) aura accés au code (b)"].
The Andreyevan text is patently not externally overcoded (or redundant)
in the sense here implied by Hamon, The number of such codes operating
through the Andreyevan text is minimal, By contrast, in a Tolstoy
novel, if a reader is not familiar with an "external" code of History
according to which the events of the narrative may be somehow related
to an already known'sequence of events from History, then he will
probably be familar with an "external" code of human psychology
according to which the traits revealed by the characters of the novel
may be categorised and recognised as more or less familiar types and/or
groupings of human qualities (impetuous, warm and passionate as opposed
to "cool, collected, dry and indifferent" etc.). If he is not familiar
with either of these two codes then he will be familiar with Barthes'

hermeneutic code according to which there is a mystery of some kind to

be solved on the basis of various pieces of knowledge gradually revealed
by the narrative., Thus there is a triple assurance that the Tolstoy
novel will communicate with its reader. The chances are, of course,

that the reader will be familiar with all three codes and will then be
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able to saQour the "richness and complexity" of the novel - its
"wealth of information about real life',

The Andreyevan text offers, as if in compensation for its lack
of overcoding in this sense, a high level of internal redundancy
("redundancy" and "overcoding” amounting to the same thing here).
Chapter 1 focusssed on how the generating structure of each story is
re—-actualised again and again at different junctures within each text,

producing a thoroughly cver-determined (or redundant) signification.

(Vasilii Fiveiskii and the death of his son; Vasilii's congregation
and the tragedies engulfing them; Vasilii and the Idiot). Redundancy
in general is the means by which a text ensures effective communication

(see Lotman's Struktura khudozhestvennogo teksta' ), This is indeed

the effect of Andreyevan internal redundancy:- there can then be little
chance of mistaking what a story like "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" is

communicating, Redundancy based on multiple external overcoding of the

sort described for a Tolstoy novel above 1s, however, also capable of
enhancing a text's "concreteness', the sense that it belongs as part

of "realits™ ; , richness and complexity of the sort afforded by external
redundancy contribute much to the verisimilitude of Tolstoy's novels.

In opting for high internal redundancy but low external redundancy.the
Andreyevan text is again giving precedence to communication over
verisimilitude; there is every chance of doubting the likelihood of
Vasilii's behaviour and his fate,

6) The author's knowledge circulated through substitutes,

The author's problem here is '"comment rétablir indirectement la
performation de mon &noncé descriptif, comment lui donner ume autorite,
un poids ...,." in other words, to make compatible the "lisibilite" or
communicative requirement with that of the "vraisemblable'":- how to

make the knowledge imparted seem objective, Hamon cites the use of the
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specialist narrator — doctor, painter, engineer, as one traditiomal
means of achieving the syntﬁesis.

Andreyev's texts employ no such substitute narrators (Doctor
Kerzhentsev in "Mysl'" and the narrator in "Moi zapiski are, as
,,06bekT cosmamus' (Chapter 2), part of the information to be conveyed
rather than information-circulating and information-guaranteeing
substitutes)., Indeed, the masking and displacement of the instance of
enunciation with the resultant absence of a site of truth, the prevalence
of natrrative modalisation and the conversion of discourse into story
(see Chapter 2) means that the problem is bypassed anway.
(Verisimilitude bypassed),

7) Redundancy and'Foreseeaﬁi}ity:of'Coqteng ("L'effet du réel n'est

donc bien souvent que la reconnaissance euphorique par le lecteur d'un
certain lexique,") Hamon explains on this basis the frequency in the
novel of inventories and tritualised activities (meals, religious
ceremonies etc,) the full content of which is known in advance by the
reader; he expresses this as the "conjugation d'une paradigme virtuelle."
The Andreyevan treatment of this version of redundancy parallels
that described for procedure (5). The conjugation of virtual, already
familiar paradigms (except of the most simple and banal kind, such as
the knock at a door followed by the entry of a visitor, which are
pfobably not part of the minimum conditions necessary for narrativity
anyway) is rare. When such ritual ceremonies are invoked by the
Andreyevan text - cf, the funeral ceremony at the end of "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" or the young lover's country walk in "Bezdna" or the
conception, pregnancy and birth sequences in "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo"
- it is specifically in order to be confounded and have sacrilege done
to them:- the funeral ends in a macabre attempt to raise a man from the

dead; the lovers' walk ends in a multiple rape; the conception
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pregnancy birth sequence ends in the birth of a monster,

a concretising function. The conjugation of these familiar sequences

contributes fo the ease with which the realist narrative is assimilated,
as well as to its sense of authenticity, The communicational aspect of
the procedure does, it would appear, have a parallel in Andreyev's
stories; the Andreyevan text's tendency to maximise the number of

actualisations generated by its internalised paradigm (Chapter 1, p. 142)

corresponds closely to the realist prevalence for the conjugation in

full of familiar, intertextual paradigms of the sort illustrated by

Hamon (p. 259 above). In both cases communciation of meaning is
enhanced through sheer repitition, through the extent to which we are
able to predict outcomes., We become able to predict in advance that
Vasilii Fiveiskii will once again confront some tragedy unleashed upon
him from above, just as we are able to predict in advance the outcome of

-birth sequence in a Flaubert novel. The

a conceprign. - opregREnCyY -
difference lies in the fact that in the former case the predictability
is established on the basis of repetition within the text itself, whereas
in the latter case the predicability is established on the basis of
repetion in our daily lives outside the text,

The predictability that procedure (15) accords to the realist
text applies not just to isolated sequences of actions (meals, ceremonies
etc,) but, on a macro-structural level to whole plot sequences as well.
This does not mean that the ends of realist stories are known in advance
(the functioning of the hermeneutic code of enigmas counters such a
possibility) but that, for example, when in Madame Bovary we are
introduced to Charles as a small schoolboy, we suspect in advance that
we will be given his whole life story and that the novel will end shortly

before or after his death., Similarly, when Emma first meets Rodérique
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we may not be able to foresee in .full the chain of events that
culminates in Emma's suici&e but, on the basis of the paradigm we have
constructed for Emma's character and the paradigm of literary love
affairs, we are able to predict the passionate and ultimately
unsatisfying liasion which does indeed develop from the meeting.

Such fairly specific predicability of whole plot sequences (not
to be confused with the general foreseeability of structure illustrated
with the example from '"Zhizn Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" on p. 260 above), if
not denied to the Andreyevan text, is at the very least severely
curtailed, Whilst we become able to predict the general, confrontational
nature of the sequences in Andreyev's stories, there is no indication
that the series of forest-fires in "Nabat'", for example, will end with
the narrator-hero loping off into nowhere pursued by a madman, nor of
foreseeing the causal chain of events that lead up to the climaxes in
those and other stories, Even the more ordered narratives like
"Prizraki" and '"Moi zapiski'" (which do not tail off into sudden,
arbitrary endings but-are closed by a return to their origins) have
their event-sequences organised more according to internalised paradigm
and metonymic contagion than by the intertextually determined procedures
noted for Flaubert. (°Readibility" and "Verisimilitude" both reduced),

8) The narrative alibi ("On peut assister 4 une concrétisaion narrative

[alibi] de la performation du discours: l'auteur déléguera l'ensemble de
son texte a un personnage de narrateur'), Chapter 2 described how
Andreyev's texts will frequently delegate their narration in this way
(but not always - cf, "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'", "Eleazar", "Iuda
Iskariot" etc,). It showed, however, that the procedure is not
reinforced by the positioning of these delegated narrators within
recognisable matrices of time and space or within the space of

recognisable charactor-paradigms, and therefore it loses its
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concretising effect, Here is another example of a concretising
procedure of the realist code that is "obeyed" by the Andreyevan text
but in isolation from all the other procedures it requires to function
properly,

9) ‘Demodalisation ('"Le discours reéaliste refusera la référence au

procés de l'énonciation pour tendre 4 une écriture transparente,
monopolisé par la seule transmission d'une information .,.. se présentera
comme fortement démodalisé et assertif .,...'") The Andreyevan text, as
Chapter 2 showed in some detail, is a heavily modalised text, one in
which the narration is far from transparent but is instead indelibly
marked by the desires, polemical and wish-fulfilling, of an author.

('Readability' undermined, but also, and chiefly 'Verisimilitude'),

10) Defocalisation of the hero (",... si 1'auteur réaliste met trop

1'accent differentiellement, sur un personnage, le risque est grand de
provoquer ,... une déflation de 1'illusion réaliste et de réintroduire
1'héroique et le merveilleux comme genres, Plusieurs procédés sont

d la disposition de 1'auteur réaliste pour niveler son texte, le
défocaliser ....") Hamon includes among these procedures the shifting
viewpoint - a procedure that we saw at work in "Prizraki" (cf. the
shifting of perspective from Egor, to Petrov, to Shevyrev, to the
doctor's assistant and back to Egor); in "Zhili-byli" (where the focus
of attention switches to and fro from Lavrentii Petrovich to the
deacon to the student) and in '""Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh" (where each
of the condemned prisoners is allotted a chaptér of his or her own).
It is a procedure that is, however, rarely adopted in Andreyev's
action narrated is made the function of a single protagonists's
consciousness, ("Proklyatie zverya", "Lozh'", "Mysl'", "Moi zapiski",

"V tumane" are all good examples. So, also, is "Krasnyi smekh", where
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the shift from one narrator to another breaks down until it becomes
difficult to determine which of the two brothers is the narrator at

any given moément.,) In the first of these stories ("Prizraki", "Zhili-
byli" and "Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh'") the shift in focus functions
anyway more to stress the similarity between the respective protagonists
than their difference. Egor's self-delusions are similar to those of
Petrov and to those of the doctor's assistant, Life in the asylum is
similar to life in the restaurant "Babylon", The inhumanity of the
plight of each of the seven to be hanged and the courageous way in which
the four protagonists come to terms with the death that awaits them
emphasises the parallels between the terroists,

Those texts that are narrated in the third-person and are
therefore the function of no character's consciousness are nevertheless
similarly centred on-a single protagonist who is liable to acquire the
proportions of a veritable (anti-) hero of the sort that Hamon has in
mind ("Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo', "Iuda Iskariot", "Eleazar"), It

is the almost entire lack of relief in the form of descriptive interludes,

sub-plots, shifts of attention to other characters etc,, that denies the
Andreyevan text defocalisation, and in so doing weakens its claims to
Verisimilitude,

11) '"Monosemie" of terms ('"Ceci a plusieurs niveaux et dans le but de

réduire ‘1'ambiguité du texte. D'ou le refus du jeu de mots ..., et de

la confusion:litteral/métaphorique. Le discours réaliste peut sans

doute se laisser caracteriser par le discours qu'il mime ..,.. les
discours technologiques [suites orientées d'actions programmés], le
discours historique [noms propres, citations] et le discours gcientifique
[chiffres, symboles diagrammes]"). The Andreyevan text contradicts all
these requirements; it frequently egpouses the cause of ambiguity (What

exactly is the Wall's significance in "Stena'? What weére the motives
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behind Judas' betrayal of Christ in "Iuda Iskariot"? What is the
position of the narrator of "Moi zapiski" in relation to his own
formula of the iron grid?) It constantly violates the boundaries
between the literal and the metaphoric (the "rat-—children" in "Krasnyi
smekh'" the "law of retribution" in "Gubernator") and as discourse it
does mnot attain to the objective knowledge of science, technology and
history but is instead marked by all the modalities listed in Chapter 2.
("Readability" weakened through ambiguity; "Verisimilitude" affected by
violation of boundaries between literal and metaphoric).

12) Rgﬁug;ion of'the Bging/SeemingﬁQpP9§itioq (".v.. la distorsion

entre 1'8tre et le paraitre des objets ou des personnages ...."). In
pre—Renaissance art, the way things (and people look)is kept distinct
from the transcendental (religious or mystical) rg;}itz that lies
hidden behind them. The onset of the secular state lessened the
influence of God and all mysticism in art and eventually produced the
work of art in which the opposition between seeming and being was
reduced to a minimum, so that things "were" more or less the way they
"looked", (This is what Hamon calls the "classic realist text").
However, if the opposition is removed altogther, so that things become
always exactly equivalent to the way they look there is a danger that
objectivity will disappear altogether; things have different appearances
to different people. This is precisely.the tendency that is enacted in
texts like "Prizraki", "Krasnyi smekh" and "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo"
where the reader experiences a certain difficulty in deciding when what
"gseems'" to the characters is in fact what "is", or whether it is an
"{llusion" on their part. The Andreyevan text subverts this procedure
less by negating it, than by stretching it to a limit, As consequence
both "Readability"™ and "Verisimilitude" are weakened. (A text that has

no "truth" is difficult to read. A text without truth is, likewise,
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difficult to make "similar to Truth"),

13) " "A¢ceélerated Sémantisation (".... un raccourcissement maximum du

trajet et de la distance entre les noyaux fonctionnels de la narration
+es. le discours réaliste a horreur du vide informatif et refusera les
procedés dilatoires .... rien de plus étranger au discours réaliste
que tzukte intrigue 3 suspense ou déceptive .,..") Just as the meaning
of events must ultimately be laid bare, so must their precise sequence.
The Andreyevan text, while capable of iﬁdulging in paradigmatic
ambiguity (ambiguity of meaning), refuses syntagmatic suspense and
deception simply because it is not a syntagmatically dynamic text. Its
centripetal nature (Chapter One) means that linearity of any sort is
minimized and this, naturally, includes the linearity of the enigma and
of narrative suspense (which automatically imply retardation and the
drawing out of action along the syntagmatic axis), It is for this
reason that the hermeneutic code is barely active at all in the
Andreyevan text, Semantisation is thus certainly "accelerated" (and
Readability therefore enhanced) but to a much greater extent than in
the realist novel, where an element of suspense is always retained.

14) Narrative Rhythm., ("alternance de hauts et de bas, un echec aprés

une victoire, une naissance aprés un mort, un enrichissement aprés un
appauvrissement etc., ....") Such a rhythm is foreign to the centripetal,
4”f1at" Andreyev narrative, where every point is a centre and therefore

a climax, Even in "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" in which births do
follow deaths, those births turn out to be equally as tragic as the
deaths that preceded them and do not contribute to a rhythm (the birth of
Vasilii's idiot-son)., When, as in "Krasnyi smekh", an element of
alternating rhythm does appear (the tranquility of "Home" after the
horrors of "War") it is soon undermined:- the narrators' home town

becomes afflicted with the same madness afflicting those at war and is
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soon engulfed by that madness. The suggestion of even a potential
"victory" at the end of "Stena" (the macabre idea of the piling of
corpses one on top of another in order eventually to scale the Wall) to
offset the unrelieved "failure" of the foregoing action is immediately
deflated and the closing words return us to the hopeless beginning:
nlope, rope; rope ...." ('"Verisimilitude" of events, which requires
rhythm of some sort, is thus repudiated).

15) Exhaustivity of Description ("Dans le programme réaliste, le

monde est descriptible, accessible a le dénomination ... le réel est
alors envisagé comme un champ complexe et foissomnant, discontinu, riche
et nombrable, dénommable, dont it s'agit de faire 1'inventoire ....")
The Andreyevan "world” is not a world that can be analysed into a
plethora of objects that can be inventoried, nor is it one that is rich
and complex, It is one that instead tends towards the reduction of
significant difference between things, and the similarity of everyonme,
everything and every event to everyone else, every other thing, every
other event. (See Chapters One and Two). This, again, draws it away
from Verisimilitude of the "realist" variety for which richness,
complexity and variety of objects = Truth (Reality),

It is clear from this analysis of the procedures of the "Realist"
master—code that Andreyev's narratives are not enacted in the centre of
its field of influence in the way that a text of Tolstoy or Zola is
(remembering that neither Tolstoy's mor Andreyev's texts are reducible
to any one code of reading as would be the case it we were employing the
word in its former "Saussurean" sense), While certain procedures related
to "Readability" (Communication) are followed, albeit under the
Andreyevan text's special conditions (5, 7, 13), the dominant impression
gained from the analysis, is that those procedures connected with

"Verisimilitude” (Realist Unintentionality) are consistently flouted
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(1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15). This reflects, in turn,
the conversion of "Realist" Unintentionality into Intentionality - i.e.

"concretisation”. Because what was deemed

the exhaustion of Realist
natural and real in the days of Zola and Tolstoy had begun to become
clichéd and artificial by the time of Andreyev, it began to be negated;
as part of the new norm of Unintentionality (what is perceived as
authentic and concrete about an artistic text) became defined as

anything that goes against the old norm,

The richness, complexity and immediate accessibility pointed to

by Hamon are precisely those qualities which originally caused the
earlier realist texts to be perceived as '"things in themselves". When
those qualities began to lose their value, when, in other words the
artifice behind them became exposed and the texts ceased to possess
the "Veshchnost'" with which these qualities invest them, it is they
that were naturally rejected.

Certain aspects of "Realist" Readability were, however, able to
remain as a residue, until such time as a new Unintentionality/
Intentionality relationship was established, This is what we see with
respect to the Andreyevan text:- a rejection of Realist Unintentionality
combined with a retention of the residue of its Intentionality. A new
Unintentionality/Intentionality relationship to replace the one
dominating realist discourse does not function within the Andreyevan
text; there is no fully articulated "Master-Code'" to guarantee.it‘

The Andreyevan text is left in the position of having "rejected" ome

"Master-Code" without having "embraced" another:~ a true semiotic crisis.

iv) Andreyev and the Codes of ‘allégory - ‘allegory and motivation

The point has already been made that the rejection of realist
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Unintentionality did not mean that at some time towards the end of the
nineteenth century the novels of Tolstoy, Zola, Flaubert and Turgenev
stopped representing reality for their readers, It is nof that they no
longer "captured" empirical reality for those readers but rather that
empirical reality in its Tolstoyan embodiment was no longer "authentic"
to them i,e. that empirical reality had lost its "complexity and
richness', Nor was it that reality was no longer "there" at all,

but that it had ceased to mean anything out of the ordinary, ceased to

"invade peoples’ ‘homes", as Blok described the effect of Andreyev's
work on the Russian reading public (p, 248 above)., In short, it had

ceased to signify, (Once again, the idea that empirical reality as

represented in the nineteenth-century novel ceased to be authentic and
"real" forces us to emphasise the problems involved in referring to it
as the realist novel, and the codes which guarantee it as specifically
realist codes, The term is a highly relative, (See Jakobson's remarks
on this in the Introduction p, 15),

What was required, then, following the demise of the “realist"
novel was, first and foreﬁost, neither the refusal of literary
representation, norxthe replacement of represented empirical reality by
the realm of the non-real, or marvellous, but the re-establishment of
signification or semiosis in literature, the renewal of reality's
ability to mean something, to be other than itself, (If "reality" has
a predicate, even if that predicate is simply the adjective '"real" -
"Tolstoy's world is so real" - then it has meaning, is significant. If
reality simply "is'" then it loses its significance).

Now there are any number of ways of 'giving meaning to" or
semioticising something, but among the most obvious ways of lending new
meaning to literary reality must surely be to allegorise it - i.e. to

"

make it into an allegory of something else. We might have added, "one
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of the simplest ways", but, as the following investigation of the
allegorical code(s) at work in Andreyev's stories will demonstrate,
literary allegory turns out to be far from simple and produces some
strange twists and paradoxes that will need to be carried over into
Chapter Four for fuller explication,

It only takes a cursory glance at all the literary "-isms' which
flourished between 1900 and 1918 to realise that they are united in
their common insistence on the semiotic nature of Art, on'the fact that
their works were mediations between their public and the reality they
were representing, signs of that reality.

The poet Valerii Bryusov, who was one of the most well-known
representatives of the theory and practice of Symbolism has the poet
in his "Dialog o realizme v iskusstve' speak the words: ,PeanucTs B
CBOMX TIPOU3IBEMEHUAX OCTAaBJIAWNT Bac, KaK M B XH3HM, JIMUOM K JIHMUY C
mpHUponoit, CHMBOJIMCTH CTABAT MeXOY BaMH 17 TIPUPOLOM IOCpefCTBYKmee 3BEHO:
TalfHy cBOero TBOpuecTBa, Mm Tpebyem uTOOH, Sa.OHEBHnHOﬁ KpacoTou

nl6 However,

XYIOKECTBEHHOTO IIPOM3BEEHHS — CKPHITAs OTBJICUEHHOCTD 4o.s
it is worthwhile noting that several members of the Symbolist movement
(including those whom many regard as the greatest - Blok, Belyi and
Vyacheslav Ivanov), not content with a purely mediatory sign-status for
their works, put a slightly different interpretation on their art:
instead of viewing their poetry as a mediator between the reader and
the world, they viewed the world itself (empirical reality) as a
mediator between the reader and a higher, abstract reality.17 Put

slightly differently, the semiosis is projected away from the text and

on to the world. This sort of'diSplgce@'semiogis is dependent upon a

reading of "reality" according to an allegorical code which is actualised

through motivated 'signs - signs in which signifier and signified are

linked by what seems to be an objective given, rather than by an
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arbitrarily imposed convention, The felling of the Cherry Orﬁhard in
Chekhov's play (signifier) and the passing of the old order in late
19th century Russia (signified) together form a motivated sign, since
the two processes have clearly definable features in common which allow
us to see the one as an objective and vivid representation (symbol) of
the other, The sign "lion" (signifier) = "Great Britain" (signified),
by contrast, is based on collectively established convention and an
arbitrary link between its two comsijituent parts, Much the same is
true of the experiments of the literary Futurists (where a new language,
"Zaum", links certain sounds in the Russian language with new, otherwise
inexpressible contents) and of surrealist artists (whose photographic
"objets trouves'" act as one set of terms transcoded into a second set -
their allegorical, subconscious meanings)., In both cases the links

are made to seem motivated, necessary, rather than arbitrary,

The question of motivation is crucial to our consideration of
allegory in Andreyev's stories,

We must recall that it is Andreyev's allegorical impulse, usually
presented in contradistinction to the more worthy Symbolism, that is
cited as evidence of the writer's inferiority to such masters as Blok
and Belyi and of his fundamentally.popularising function in the
cultural circles of his day., It emerges that motivation is at the
heart of this denigratory view,

An informative comparison can be made of critical reaction to
Andreyev around the period 1907-1909 between the Symbolist and Realist
"camps" which dominated the literary scene at the time. M. Voloshin,

a poet associated with the Symbolist journals "Vesy'" and "Apollon",
writes in a review of Andreyev's story "Eleazar'": ,Yxac aumpeeBckoro
pacckKkasa 3apOJHIICA B aHATOMHYECKOM Tearpe, a4 He B Tparefid 4YelloBeYeCKOTO

OyXa ..s. Y Jl, AHpgpeeBa HeT TOM BHYTpeHHeH JIOTHKH, KOTOpAas HOOIIXHA
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JIeXaTh B OCHOBE KaXOOro $GaHTacTHYECKO®NPOM3BEOEeHHS ..,., Co6CTBeHHOE

CBOE cjlenoe uyBCTBO, He CO3HABAd U He NpPeTBODPAS ero; OH NIEPEeHOCHT B
MUD O6BLeKTHBHBIH ...."]g

Another critic of a "realist" orientation, A, Basargin, writing
at the same period talks of: ,ypommusocts wHbpOBaHHON TIOOOENKH 1oQ
aureparypy' referring to the story '"Moi zapiski", and in a review of
Andreyev's professed '"meo-realistic'" method writes: wlloBclony speck, B
caMoM flefle Ta Xe HCKyccTBeHHas (MMEHHO HMCKYCTBeHHas a, me; JanexKo He
HCKYCHAaf) (MKCHPOBKA BHHMAHUS UHTATENA HA ONHOM MM CPABHHTEIIbHO
HEeMHOTHX HYHKTaX.”m

These two critiques coincided with (or, better, reflected)
Andreyev's growing estrangement from both groups of critics. Those
symbolists who were ever sympathetic began to side with Merezhkovsky,
Gippius and Filosofov who had remained constant in their rejection of
Andreyev as merely a crude, simplistic populariser of ideas he did not
understand, Gorky and the "progressive'" critics attacked Andreyev for
betraying the revolution and dabbling in mysticism, for the schematic
and artificial nature of his art as opposed to the "naturalness® of

good "realistic" works,

The charge of falsity and schematism is in fact common to both

groups (y3apomumncs B aHATOMMYECKOM TEATDPE .,,s CBOE ,44. UYBCTBO ...
He CO3HABAas Y HE NPeTBODAA €TI0 ,.,,'; ,IHMOPOBAHHAN MONLETKA ...

McKyccTBeHHas ¢uxcuposkxa'). Both Voloshin and Basargin are attacking

in Andreyev a certain lack of organicism, a disjunction between
signifier and signified - an insufficient motivation of the sign,
Realism in the form of the canonised nineteenth-century novel, as
we have seen, denies the existence of two levels (signifier and
signified), Symbolism, while supposing the existence of two levels (in

order to re-establish literary "Samosoznanie' and to reassert
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Unintentionality) insists that there be a relation of absolute
necessity between them, A phenomenon of the "Higher Reality" can
manifest itself only in the form given to it by the artist and in none
other, This view is most comprehensively expounded in the writings of
Vyacheslav Ivanov who sees material objects themselves already as
symbols of a higher reality, and already containing the form the
artist is to give them.ﬂ) The "true Symbolist's" job is, like that of
the realist, simply to reveal - in the case of the former to reveal
the necessary correspondence between the object and what it symbolises
in Higher Reality, in the case of the latter, to reveal the reality
of the object itself,

The nature of both symbol and allegory is well clarified by
A, Losev in a book on the Symbol and Realism in which he describes
both figures as connecting, in two different ways, "the general”
[o6mee] and "the particular" [emmnuunoe]. Thus in a symbol:

WEOHHUYHOE ..., TAaK Xe DeajibHO Kak W Ta OGmMHOCTEH NOJ KOTOPYl OHO

«

noannnTéH‘"z3 (Cf. Ivanov's idea of a "necessary correspondence”
between the two levels of a symbol and Balmont's theory that good
symbolist art should be coherent on the concrete level), Losev's
contrastive definition of allegory, meanwhile, has much in common with
the qualities in Andreyev's writing to which Symbolists and Realists
alike objected: ,,B kakoM—TO HyHKTe Obmee W €JHHHYHOE COBI&NOWT KaK B
annmeropuu, TAaK M B cHMBOne, HO B a/nIeropHH 3TO COBI&JEHHE MPOHCXOIHT
TONBKO B BHAE MOJBEJEHHs HHOUBHAYAIBHOTO mop ofmee, C HelpeMEeHHbM
CHUXeHHEeM S5TOTO HHOHMBUOYAIILHOTO, C NOJHBM OTKAa30M IIOHMMATh €ro
GYKBAIBHO M C MCIOJM30BAHHEM €r0 TOJIBKO. KaK MINIOCTPALMA, KOTOPAf MOXET
6bITh 3aMeHeHa KAKHUMH YTOOHO IPYTIHMH HHHECTpauHHMH.sz For example, in
a later article than the one quoted above (p. 270) Voloshin complains

of Andreyev: ,On BOBce He CTpPeMHTCS MPO3peThb B HACTHOM obmee, a
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HaNmpOTHB — BCAKOE OTBJIEUEHHOE MOHATHE HM3BOMMT [O UACTHOTO, CHabxas
ero MHCTHUECKHUMH M 4YacTO cOBCeM He 060CHOBAHHBIMH anBHaKaMH';..."23

Andreyev, then, reduces the general to the particular, instead of
revealing the general in the particular as a "true" symbolist would.

He is an allegorist rather than a symbolist., The correspondence between
one set of terms (level) and the other is made arbitrarily by Andreyev
the artist, instead of revealing itself as inherent within the objects
themselves. The abstractions represented by Andreyev's Wall, his Abyss,
his ship's Mutiny, his popular revolt ["Tak bylo"]} could conceivably be
represented by other images.

Losev uses as his example of a typical allegory the animal fable,
in which an abstract thought or proposition (usually "the moral") is
illustrated by means of a tale invoking animals, The reader substitutes
human beings for the animals and transposes the outcome of those actions

"actants'" (using

onto the human situation. There are two sets of
A.J. Greimas' terminology) and two outcomes and the allegorical reading
consists in consciously translating one set into the other, at the
same time subordinating the first to the second,

When considering the coding of allegory in the Andreyevan text we
should bear in mind the two main features of allegory as gleaned from
the critics of Andreyev and the theories of Losev: i) its "parasitic"

nature:~ the fact that it attaches itself to an initial referential

decoding - the positioning of a narrative proposition which must then

be transposed on to a "human situation" and ii) the subordination of

that initial proposition to the secondary, allegorical proposition,
otherwise expressed as the "subordination of the particular to the

general", (It could also be expressed as a case of the arbitrary sign:-

the sign in which signifier subordinates itself to signified because the

relationship between the two is non-essential, arbitrary, one of "means™
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to "end". This is to be compared with the "revelation of the general

'in theé particular" characteristic of "true" Symbolism. Here we are

between signifier and signified is an essential one, so that neither
is subordinate to the other as means to end - see P. 273 above),

Two specific problems will arise out of our analysis:- firstly,
that of the appropriateness of the term "allegorical code" to cover

both the Andreyevan "non-essential™ correspondence between signifier

and signified, and the essential correspondence between the two that
is typical of "true" Symbolism, and secondly that of the appropriateness
of the term "allegory", even in the definite and restricted sense given

to it by Losev, to texts in the Andreyev oeuvre,

In the following attempt to construct a "space" for allegory in

the Andreyevan text we find that Andreyev's texts can be usefully

divided into five groups, some more worthy of attention in this

particular perspective than others,

v) ”ConventioQal"'Alleger

The fiyétrgyoup is a body of texts concentrated mainly, but by
no means exclusively, at the very beginning of Andreyev's oeuvre and
corresponding most closely to Losev's model,"Oro" (1891) has the sub-
heading "Skazka" and is a transparent allegory of the conflict between
Good and Evil in the world, so transparent that the two characters
representing the two forces are described respectively as ,cBeTmli,
foxecTBeHHO-KpacuBelit'" and ,,uépHAs Kak OpeBHAS HOHb”.24n

Many of the characters in Andreyev's early cycle of "feuilletons"

entitled are animals - calves, pigs etc. - in precisely the role

prescribed for them by Losev's description of the animal-fable.
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Sometimes, in.the same cycle, the transposition from one set
(literal) to another (allegorical) is made still easier by the fact
that the characters are given the names of the very concepts into
which they are to be transposed:— ,rocmoma Jlubepre, JramuTe u dpaTepHHTE;
m-le Jekapanc; Iporpecc Perpeccoauq".25
This is a taking to the extreme of the allegorical principle of
the subordination of the particular to the general and comes under Losev's

sub—category: "Olitsetvorenié": ,,B omuueTBOPeHHM XyHOXeCTBEHHAA CTODPOHA

' . - %
BOBCE He HMeeT CaMOCTOHTeHbHOI‘O'SHa‘-IeHI’IH"o

Andreyev returned to this crudely allegorical form at various
points throughout his career: cf. "Smert' Gullivera" (1910) which is an
adaptation of the story of Gulliver in order to make a satirical comment on
the occasion of Tolstoy's death; "Rasskaz o tom, kak zmeya vpervye poluchila
yadévitye zuby" (a self-evident allegory on a Schopenhauerian philosophical
theme); some of his mest famous plays (cf, "Zhizn' Cheloveka", "Tsar' Golod",
"Anatema") can be seen as a development of the personification type of
allegory with which he first experimented at the beginning of his career.

It is interesting to note that in employing the allegorical form
for broadly polemical purposes ('"Melochi Zhizni', "Smert' Gullivera"),
Andreyev is doing no more than draw upon an already well-established
satirical genre (cf, the satirical work of Saltykov-Schedrin in the
nineteenth~century), For this reason his early work struck no one as
being particularly original or innovatory., When we recall the context
within which we are attempting to place the role of allegory in the
Andreyevan text - that of literary evolution and the shift in the
Unintentionality/Intentionality relationship - we see that the re-
evaluation of conscious semiosis (the placing of a distance between
text and object) as Unintentionality (to which Andreyev's adoption of

allegorical forms was part of the response) took place initially not
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through the immediate development of radical new forms, but through
the revitalising of older traditional forms. (Despite tﬁe drubbing

_ that he received at the hands of critics Andreyev was by no means
alone in adopting familiar allegorical genres, Sologub, Gippius,
Bryusov and Belyi all exhibited a penchant for the fairy-tale allegory
in their early prose. And from the "realist" camp certain stories by
Tsergeev-Tsensky and, of course, Gorky's "Burevestnik" are examples of

the same trend),

vi) '"Pseqdo—AllegOry"

The ‘second group of stories to which we shall refer as "pseudo-

allegories” is concentrated in the period we are taking as our
cross-section of the Andreyev oeuvre (1900-1909) and includes "Stena",
"Nabat", "Tak bylo", "Lozh'" and the unfinished "Bunt na korable",

All those stories were recognised at the time of their publication
as containing allegorical meaning, Great critical debates, for example,
ensued on the publication of "Stena" and "Tak bylo" as to whether "the
Wall" represented the external political forces confronting Man, or
internal psychological forces ("Stena"), and as to whether the latter
story was to be read as a prediction o6f the course to be followed by
the Russian revolution or that of revolutions in general, or then again
as a warning about the possible course of revolution (cf. Gorky's
comments on the story).zy7

There are a number of factors connected with these texts that
throw into question their status as allegory and repay closer attention,

In the first place, "Tak bylo" apart, all these texts are narrated

in the first-person., This in itself does not prevent an allegorical

decoding from being made:- the lack of psychological and spatio-temporal
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co-ordinates within which.to situate the narrating "I's" means that
readers can only give meaning to those "I's" by making them signs of
something, or someone else, (Cf. the opening words of "Stena", '"Nabat"
and "Bunt na korable": ,J u ppyroit NPOKAXEHHbET, Mbl OCTODPOXHO IOAIONSIIH
K caMoif CTeHe H TMOCMOTpPENH BBepPX .... llonpo6yeM mepesne3Th, ckasal MHE
npokaxeHusii"; ,,B TO Xapkoe M 3JOBemee JIeTO TOpeJO BCE, [Opesnm uenbe
ropona; cena U JEpeBHU ,,.¢' '} ,ll0BepbTE MHe: 51 He IOMHKW CTpaHb, OTKYAa
fexan s B TY UEpHYKW HOYb, MeHA D@HMIH B rOJIOBY .... Korga s ounHyncs

. 28
BCcE 6bUTO HOBOE H uyxoe,'

However the word "I" is also a strongly marked sign in the

‘referential code; whenever it is encountered for the first time in

literary ﬁarrative of the nineteenth century it acts as a signal that
the bearer of the narrative, the ,cy6bexT pyqn;" is about to be
concretised as a specific individual in a specific spatio-temporal
situation, Thus a degree of conflict is engendered in these texts
between the referential and allegorical codes.

In the story "Lozh'" the conflict is intensified through a marked
disjunction between two codings, On the one hand the narrative
situation - a man racked with jealousy and suspicion that his mistress
is deceiving him - can be read as an example of the falseness of human
relations. The text and its "Object" (see Lotman's tekst/ob'ekt
distinction, p. 247 above) are then connected by means of synecdochic
metonymy (''part for whole") - an essential procedure of the referential

code. On the other hand, the same features that characterise "Stena"

an identical effect in "Lozh'", There is, for example, the same lack
of spatio-temporal co-ordinates in which to situate either protagonist.

(The story begins: ,Te mxémb! $I 3HAW TH JDKEWB 4., — 3a4eM Thl KPHUUHNB?

PleE

&8

Passe HyXHO, uTO6b Hac cimpmanu? - U spech onHa nrana' and the reader
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finds it no easier at the end .to.determine when and where the action is
taking place)., And the same 'stylised' narration prevails throughout:
nid y6un ee, § ybun eé, ¥ KOrpga BANOH U ILNTOCKOH MacCcoH OHa Jjexalna y
TOTO OKHA .... $§ CTal HOTOM HA eé .TPYI M DACCMesNcs ..., JTO He
BT cMex cymacmepgmero, O Her! f cMesancs OoTTOro, YTO I'Pyab MOA
[biIana pPOBHO M JIETKO «yed'
The disjunction between the two codings becomes marked when the
allegorical tendency is pushed to its extreme and the falsehood is more
or less personified within the text itself:- ,Jloxs! Tax npousHocHIOChH
3T0 cimoBO, Onare ono; UMM, BBHIIOJISATIO W3 BCEX YTIIOB M OOBMBANIOCH BOKPYT
MoeH nymn; HO OHO IepecTajio GhTb MaJIeHbKOH smeﬁxoﬁ; a pasBepHYyJach
Gonbuoit, 6recTAmell U cBupenoH smeeH, W Xamuna W OYIMITA MEHA ... Her

mxu? 4 ybun HOKB."31

The narrator's mistress, whom, as he has mentioned,
he ‘has earlier murdered, thus becomes the personification of falsehood. The
allegorical coding is split into two separate codings. '"Lozh'" then

is traversed by three conflicting codings via which the "ob'ekt" -

Falsehood - is signified, first through metonymy (the. story is one

example of falsehood) then through an allegorical model (the narrator's

story is an allegory of all human relations), finally through

personification (falsehood is reified and appears within the narrative

itself).

Another problem concerns the question of motivation. An allegory,
we remember is characterised by the arbitrary connection between
signifier and signified, in contrast with the "motivated" symbol.
Nevertheless, when we consider the links between Andreyev's Wall and
the concepts of "fate™ or "immutuble forces", between this "Tocsin"
and the socio-political atmosphere prevailing in Russia at the turn of
the century, between his peoples' revolt in an unnamed land ruled by

the tyrant "Dvadsatyi" and the projected course of the nascent Russian
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revolution etc,, we are led to conclude that, though the two concepts in
each image donot contain enough common qualities to merge and become
inseparable, as in a Symbol, there are certainly enough for the
connection to seem justifiable, something less than wholly arbitrary.
The difference between "allegory" and "symbol" as understood by

the symbolists (and by Losev) is, crucially, a quantitative and not a

qualitative one, This in turn means that the establishment of a
dividing line between allegorical and symbolist works is a subjective

and ambiguous matter. That this remark may apply to the whole concept

of an allegory/symbol distinction and not just to Andreyev's "Stena",
""Nabat" etc, is however, as we shall see; paradoxically relevant to the
nature of the Andreyevan text in particular,

Andreyev's "pseudo-allegories" represent definite deviations from
the allegorical norm (the animal fable, Andreyev's own "Oro", "Smert'
Gullivera" etc,) when they are considered from the point of view of the

subordination of the particular to the general (this, in fact, being

another aspect of the problem of motivation)., The "subordination of
particular to general” in pure form would, in semiotic terms, mean the
completely unhindered, unresisted transcoding from referential to

allegorical meaning, through the wholly transitive sign. So, for

example, the representation of human stupidity through the figure of an
ass, would involve the unproblematic transcoding of the latter into the
former, Even in the case of such a clichéd allegory as this it can
again be argued that the sign is not totally transitive, the referential
meaning not totally subsumed by.the allegorical. It is for this reason
that animal-fables always have a certain, limited appeal merely as
stories, when only their literal meaning is taken into account.

The resistance offered by the denotative or referential level to

its subsumption by an allegorical level in Andreyev's 'pseudo-
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allegories" is considerably greater (again we are talking quantitatively)
€g . e tivey

than in most animal-fables and than in texts like 'Oro" and "Smert'
Gullivera" and can be grapﬁically demonstrated by selected excerpts from
some of the stories named.

The following passage from "Stena'" is typical in this respect:
wess 37as oma [cTena] 6mma ... CHOyumnoch T4k, UTO HeBBHOCHMO elf
Jenanoch CIAyNAaTh HAaMM BOMIH M CTOHB, BHOETh HANM H3BN; rope ano6y; u
Torga OYpHOM APOCTBI BCKHIIAJAa ee qépﬁaﬂ, rnyxaa; paborawmasa rpyob., OHa
phluana Ha Hac, Kak IUIeHEHHHH 3Bepb, pPasyM KOTODOTO INOMYTHIICH, H THEBHO

n32 . . .
MBIUATIA «o.. CTDAWHBIMH [IA3aMH .,.. - Certainly the malicious wall
transcodes as an equally malicious "fate" and the lepers with their
sores as suffering mankind, but the remaining figurative illustration.
of that malice and the description of the wall's explosion of fury,
likened to the fury of a wild animal, then function either as redundancy
(the "malice", which is the only specifically allegorical information
transmitted by the passage is repeated again and again) or as "noise"
(some might find the episode of the Wall's explosion of fury impossible
to transcode into allegorical meaning; it merely ‘interferes with the
information being transmitted via that code.,) Either way the

transcoding process from denotative meaning to allegorical meaning is

impeded, temporarily immobilised. That immobilisation is intensified

by the rendering of the wall through simile:- ,Oma pruana Ha Hac Kak
mieHénnsit 3sepb' . Simile is itself guaranteed by a referential code

(it is a procedure for increasing the "illusion of presence" of the
denoted world) and thus becomes part of a form of double or embedded
coding:- the Wall is at once signifier of the forces confronting
mankind in an allegorical code and signified of the horrifying, roaring

beast in a referential code, This double role lends the figure of the

Wall a degree of autonomy from its allegorical signified and the code
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that sanctions it, The sign "Wall" ——"fate" (metaphysical forces
etc,) suffers a loss in transitivity.

Roughly analagous passages can be found in the manuscripts to
"Bunt na korable' published by L.A. Iezuitova: ,,BbliO NMYCTHHHO H IJIYXO,
H oplXanuem GesnHbl Bessl HA MeHS BIIaxHb BeTep. M coBceM 6iIHM3KO OT MeHA

6e3MOJIBHO BBULIENI M3 OKeaHa OCTpHIH POr MecAla, TMOXOXUH Ha pPaCKaeHHbET

KPHUBOM 3y6 anokKajMICHYEeCcKOTO YyIOBHNA, H TakK Xe 6e3MOJBHO H OhICTPO

o~

3=
CKDBUICA B TYCTBIX TyuaX GecIyMHO TONTHBUIMXCSH HAap OKeaHoM, '

Again the
"atmospheric'", figurative description, sanctioned by the referential
procedure of "making present', halts the transcoding of denotative

meaning into an allegorised context, Here a ship's mutiny, owing to

its lack of spatio-temporal co-ordinates — ,He IOMHI0O CTpaHb OTKYZa

GeXam A .... JTO TAK CTPANHO KOI[a UYelOBEK He MOXeT CKas3aTb KTO OH

o o 34
vv.. He NOMHK 33 4YTO APATrOLeHHOE GODOJIHCH Mbl ¢4

- has become an
allegory for another more generalised uprising, presumably socio—
political, The reader hesitates between a literal reading and an
allegorical reading. (We are dealing here, in slightly different terms,
with the Andreyevan Fantastic as detailed in Chapter Two).

The story "Nabat" provides further evidence of the same phenomenon:
nBBICOKME JIMMBl, CJIOBHO OOpLI3TAHHBIE KDOBBK TPENETAaNM KPYTIbMH JIHCThAMH H
GOA3IMBO 3aBOpPAUMBAIM MX HA34j, HO rojoca UX He ObUIO CHBIHO 33 KOPOTKHMM
M CHILHBMM YIapaMd DacKauaBllerocs KOjokona, Temepb 3BYKH ObIM ACHBI M
TOYHB KU JleTejlM ¢ 6e3yMHON OhHCTpPOTOH, Kak poH pacKaleHHsX KamHeit',

The predominance of passages such as this in "Nabat" led Kornei Chukovsky
to downgrade its allegorical dimension and include it along with certain
other of Andreyev's stories as an example of literary impressionism,””
For Chukovsky the evocation of a sense of danger, foreboding and panic

(cnoBHO OBDBISTAHHBIE KPOBI ... OOS3IHBO 3aBOPAYHBAIIA ... JETEJH C

GesyMHOH 6GhicTpoToM kak poit'') takes precedence over the ‘articulation of
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a proposition that can be given allegorical meaning.

This brings us to two other related factors acting against the
easy transposition of a referential reading into an allegorical ome in
Andreyev's "pseudo-allegories'., We recall that one of the two
prerequisities of allegory was the intial positing of a "narrative
proposition", What this amounts to, of course, is the demand for

narrative linearity, something which the Andreyevan Text negates, as

Chapters One and Two show, Nowhere is this more true than in stories
like "Stena', "Nabat" and "Bunt na Korable'" where the 'marrative state"
at the beginning of the text ('the lepers' futile efforts to climb the
wall imprisoningithem;" "the growing havoc and chaos caused by a spate
of forest fires"; "a refugee's growing expectation of mutiny on the
ship in which he inexplicably finds himself") is practically identical
to the narrative state at the end, ('"Bunt na Korable" is unfinished,
but the four variants that Andreyev produced all break off, in terms of
a narrative sentence or proposition, at the same point - the imminence
of mutiny.37 It might be argued that it is the unresolved tension
between the demands of the allegorical code for narrative linearity,
and the basic narrative circularity of the Andreyevan text which in this
instance caused the text to remain incomplete). This makes close to
impossible the articulation of a linear, allegorical proposition whose
movement can somehow be matched, scene by scene, event by event to a
corresponding movement on the literal (referential) level, Unless a
very simple and generalised proposition is taken as the allegorical
meaning of the stories ("Man's struggle against 'fate' is a futile one",
"There is a revolution about to occur"), one which could anyway have
been posed from the very outset and therefore fails to account for the

further development of the narratives, allegorisation becomes rather

difficult,
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"Lozh'" and "Tak bylo" possess a much greater degree of
linearity but not in' the form of a cohergnt proposition to be simply
given an allegorical meaning. In "Lozh'" the sequence of events in
which the narrator-hero is involved (the murder of his unfaithful lover
and subsequent arrest) is so clich&d as to barely function as any more
than a support for the true "subject-matter" of the story - the
omnipresence of falsehood, In addition it is so unco-ordinated with
that "subject-matter" that it can hardly serve as a narrative proposition
for the whole text, (The killing and arrest are presented in an
isolated chapter of four paragraphs:- i ybun €€ ...+ KOTOA MeHA
BBIBOIUIIA M3 KOMHATH +... £ HACTOHUKMBO noBTopsan - fl cuactnuseii ~ U sro
6uiria npaBna!"38). In the case of "Tak bylo" it is possible to extrapolate
a full sequence plotting the course of the uprising which the narrative
describes, However, the linearity and tranmsitivity required of this
propositipn by the allegorical code are undermined through the recurring
emphasis on the unchanging nature of things (expressed in the motif:
wTak 6emo, Tak 6ymet"), There is also an incongruity between what
would eventually function as the simple allegorical proposition for
this story (presumably a declaration that revolution is perpetually
doomed to failure because of the people's deep, inbuilt attachment to
authority) and the sheer fullmess of the narrative:- twenty-five pages
or so of rich, evocative detail to produce this simple proposition,

The second factor brought out by Chukovsky's stressing of
evocation and modéd-creation over allegorical proposition is the
relation of allegory to the "énonciation/énoncé" distinction made in
Chapter Two (p. 193). A representative passage taken from "Stena"
illustrates this point: ,/ Hour BO3Mymamach HamuMmu Mahonymnem u

TPYCOCTBK M HaUHHAaja I'PO3HO XOXOTaTh, noxauusasg CBOHUM CepbM, IIATHUCTHM

6pIXOM, U CTaphle, JIHChHE rOph MOAXBATHBAMIH 3TOT caTaHHYECKHH XOXOT,
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I'yIKO BTOpHUNIA €My MpAauyHO BeceNWsmascsa CTeHa, WAJIOBJIMBO DOHAMA HA HAC
KaMHH."39 The attribution to inanimate nouns (,mousn, rops, crena') of
verbs, nouns and adverbs normally used only in respect of animate
beings, makes a strictly referential decoding difficult:- it is almost
impossible to imagine the denotate of this passage - the "actual scene"
of which it is a rendering. (,Houpr BO3Mymamachb .... H HayuHaJla XOXOTaTh,
[IOKauuBas CBOHM ..,. 6pwxoM",) The secondary, allegorical reading is
therefore also hindered, A meaning does emerge if, like Chukovsky and

others in respect of "Nabat" we ask what the words in the passage are

expressive of, rather than what they refer to., (All those critics

linking Andreyev's prose with Expressionism likewise are selecting this

approach to his stories), An expressive meaning something like 'the
sense of threat, chaos and sheer terror' may be posited as being'behigd
the words, as being their cause rather than "what they stand for."
This "expressi&e meaning" is .conveyed in the(énonciation’of whatever
literal or referential meéaning might be carried by the words, in the
act of utterance rather than the utterance itself, (The linguistic
theories of Voloshinov among others, with their emphasis on the fact
that words are never independent of their source and context, provide an
answer to the possible objection that the meaning of the quoted passage
must reside "within the words themselves").40
We should remind ourselves that it is '"'the weakening of the
instance of enunciation" (see Chapter Two) which allows this
"expressive code" (to be described in greater detail below) to
function as it does and which hinders the development of allegorical
meaning in Andreyev's "pseudo-allegories'", The instance of enunciation
is defined as the site of the act of uttering rather than the utterance

itself., The stable functioning of a referential code and, by extension,

of a code of allegory, depends upon the maintenance of a firm
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distinction between "discourse" and "story" ("telling" and "told") and,
therefore of a strong instance of enunciation, firmly in control and
"ahead of" its "énoncé". When the distinction between discourse and
story becomes blurred under a weaker instance of .enunciation, the
meaning produced by the referential codes is undermined: meaning is
allowed to appear to reside in the enunciation, something which a
dominant referential code would not permit: To refer to something is

to "tell it", If the "it" becomes part of the "telling" and the
"telling" becomes part of the "it'", the construction of reference, and
therefore of allegory, must break down.

The extent to which this occurs in the Andreyevan text was
charted in Chapter Two. The examples quoted there showed that the
texts now in focus actualised this Andreyevan tendency almost to the
same degree as '"Krasnyi smekh', "Proklyatie zverya" etc., The importance
of the "enunciation" level in "Lozh'" is indeed such, that at times it-
appears to claim all meaning for itself: ,TemMno M cTpamHo TaMm, Kyna
oHa YyHecna npasy H HOXb; M A mnokmy Tyma., Y camoro mnpecrtona CaraHs A
HACTHCHY €6. U ynamy Ha KOJIeHM M ckKaxy:- OTkpoit mme npasny! Ho Goxe!
Benb 3To moxs! Tam ThMa, TaMm IycToTa BekoB, Her eé TaM u HeT eé
HUTOE ...."41 The narrator is here raising the possibility that his
very narrative is a lie, The narration lies as it enunciates. This
leaves open the chance that the whole story about Falseness is itself
false,.

A full circle has been turned. The "realist® novel is
characterised by a non-articulation of the "object". It "is" that
object., (See C. McCabe above), A text such as "Lozh'" at certain
points becomes its own object as well, The difference is that the "is"
of the "realist™ text resides in its "énoncé" level, which the

Andreyevan text acts to undermine, while the "is" of '"Lozh'" and other
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texts like it ("Lozh'" represents here the development to an extreme of
a potential in the Andreyevan text) resides in the enunciation,

We have indicated four areas in Andreyev's "pseudo-allegories"
which collaborate against the straightforward functioning of an
allegorical code and prevent the easy transposition of denotative
(referential) into allegorical meaning:— 1) the attribution of the
majority of these narratives to a lst-person narrator; 2) the resistance

of the denotative level to its subordination to an allegorical level

(the problem of motivation): 3) the difficulties in establishing coherent

prqposigions for the whole narratives 4) the weakened instance of
enunciation and consequent breakdown in the construction of reference.
To return this analysis to the context in which it originally
arose (that of literary evolution defined as the constant shift of
Unintentionality/Intentionality relationships) we can now suggest the
following in respect of the group of stories we have referred to as
Andreyev's "pseudo-allegories': the Unintentionality/Intentionality
relationship in these texts is an essentially unstable one and that
instability revolves around the role of allegory within them,
According to one reading-strategy the element of allegory in these
stories (the absence of spatio-temporal and psychological co-ordinates
and the highly stylised narration bring into play an allegorical code)
is that which makes them new and "unintentionalised" because it
re-establiéhes the difference between "text" and "object™ (see above).
It is grounded in a general, tentative re-valorisation of allegory in
literature at the beginning of the twentieth century, Such a strategy
was adopted by Chukovsky when he wrote approvingly of Andreyev's
ability to "turn his themes into literary posters", by Annensky when
he described the "thoughts" and ideas in Andreyev's stories as ,BbIIYKJIb!

xax Gombuse cHu" but insisted that this was a strength rather than a
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weakness, and by Blok when he extolled Andreyev's use of ,rpangnHosso-
rpy6eie dopm" to uncover the suffering's of the modern soul (pp.24%-250
above), In these readings the distance between "text" and "object"
created by allegory is a source of vitality and Unintentionality.
According to another reading-strategy, however, the allegorical
tendencies in Andreyev are that which makes him an inferior artist, a
mere populariser of philosophical concepts he cannot handle properly,

a writer who is unable to achieve the organic unity of "text" and
"object" typical of both Symbolism and true Realism. The adverse
comments of Voloshin, the later "disillusioned" Blok and Belyi and
Basargin (pp. 270-271) are all examples of this strategy. (It is
reflected Within the stories by the four counter-allegorical strategies
examined above). In these readings the allegorical element is related
purely to the author's communicative intent and is part of Intentionality.
Unintentionality aﬁd Intentionality are in effect reversible in these
texts and allegory is the pivot around which they revolve.

There are two stories which really represent a sub-category of
the preceding group but which merit brief comment in their own right.
These are the two biblical "povesti" which caused such a stir on their
publication - "Iuda Iskariot" and "Eleazar",

There is a certain sense in which these texts appear to avoid
any reduction of the general to the particular, and therefore allegory
as such, The narrative seems, on the contrary, to go out of its way to
emphasise the exceptional and irreducible nature of character and event,
their position outside any generality of history or behaviour, as the
closing words of each story confirm: ,Tax, BHHMMo; 3aKOHUYMACh BTOpAas
XKHU3HDb Eneaaapa; fpn OHs NpOCHBIEro Ion 3arafo4yHOH BIIACTBH CMEpTH H
uyymecHO BOCKpecmero,

w1 v Bcex HaponmoB, Kakue, ObiiH .... KaxkHe ecTh'.,., OCTAHETCA
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. . 42
OH ONMHOKHM B XeCTOKOH yuacTu csBoeii — Hyna us Kapuora, Ilpematenb..,."

The exceptionality is here, unlike that of "Stena', "Nabat", "Krasnyi
smekh'" etc, (see Chapter Two), grounded in actuality, albeit the very
special actuality of the bible.

The absence of allegory remains, however, only from within a
perspective that views Andreyev as doing no more than "fetell" the
events of two familiar biblical happenings as he imagined them to have
occurred, Such a view fails to take account of the (intentional)

distortion in Andreyev's rendering of the events, Every critic who has

ever commented on the two stories has recognised that Andreyev was
indélging in a conscious polemic with the bible. His distortions have
nothing to do with Andreyev's differing concebtion of a true series of
events (the Andreyevan names themselves, "Iuda iz Kariota", "Eleazar",
are distortions of the biblical names; Andreyev describes events that
have no biblical or historical foundation whatsoever events that,
moreover, openly flout accpeted versions of biblical history - cf.
Lazarus' visit to the emperor Augustus in Rome) and the reader does
not conceive of either Judas or Lazarus as "real", Andreyev's
characters only have significance if read against the biblical paifr.
Distortion is itself purposive in art, (cf. the use of
distortion in political and social satire) it has a discursive aim,
In the case of Andreyev's true biblical texts the discursive aim amounts
to a communication about the nature of good and evil, treachery and
loyalty, and the virtue of Christian passivity ("Iuda Iskariot") and
about the destructive and all-powerful force of death ("Eleazar").
These are the terms in which the two stories have been debated from
Blok and Kaun to Woodward and Iezuitova, The only "reality" to which

Andreyev's biblical texts can be relatéd is "biblical reality" which is

itself textual, '"Iuda Iskariot" and "Eleazar" are thus both meta-textual
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- texts about, or against a Text (the Bible) and therefore of a

modality, (See Chapter Two above),

That being so, Andreyev's stories of Judas and Lazarus have the
same two-stage coding as an allegory:- they must be read first
according to a denotative-referential code which produces the
characters and events of the narrative, TFrom these a discursive
proposition must be articulated according to an allegorical code,

While the approach being followed in this study does not permit
a privileging of the authorial intent over any other reading (see
Introduction), it does . allow consideration of Andreyev's readings
of his own texts., Such a reading can be surmised from a comparison of
the published version of "Iuda Iskariot" with a single point in an
earlier variant manuscript. Critics have made much of the contrasting
physical appearances of Judas and the disciples and in particular of
Judas' own face in the final version, In the earlier variant there
appears an exchange, absent from the final version, between Judas and

Peter in which Judas makes explicit what in the later version must be

established by the reader from an allegorical decoding of the physical
contrast:- ,,3auem IleTp xOxouer kxak pobpeii ,,.. [Ba rnasa ,... 3TO
o6MaH ,... lIpAMOI HOc-5TO o6MaH,., [Jo6poe jmuo-ato obman, Hynma He

JIKET TIOTOMY UTO OH KDHUBOM 444, In the published version continued

reference is made to Judas' sinister, crooked face and one blind eye.
Nowhere, however, is it given such explicit  interpretation as in Judas'
comment above from the earlier variant, When read according to a code
that makes Andreyev's Judas and the story of his betrayal of Christ an
allegory on biblical values (a questioning of the relationship between

the Christian ideal of "Good", and "Truth") the physical contrast becomes
H

meaningful, but the decoding is left to the (actual) reader. In the
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earlier version the sign is decoded internally by Judas—as-reader,

allows neither Judas' ideal of Good, nor that of Jesus and the disciples
to have permanent and undisputed possession of "Truth" see Chapter Two).

The early version, then, constitutes Andreyev's reading of his
own final version (in a synchronic perspective which treats all texts
and all variants of texts outside of time, the logic of chronology is
cancelled), It is a reading that, like the readings of Kaun, Woodward
etc, 1is al!ggg;icgl in that it makes Andreyev's story of Judas a
conscious sign of Andreyev's discourse on Christian values.

The role of allegory is again an ambiguous one in "Iuda Iskariot"
and in "Eleazar", The reversability of Unintentionality and
Intentionality that it marks is perhaps less disorienting than in the
"pseudo-allegories” because of the grounding of both of them in the
biblical Text, On one hand the selection of biblical names, places
and events to act as an allegory of human ethics ("Iuda Iskariot'") and
of metaphysics ("Eleazar") lends these texts their shocking newness,
concreteness and Unintentionality, Oﬁ the other hand it is the fact
that the events of the narratives are referrable to a culturally
familiar reality - the events of the Bible - that "saves" them from
the dangers of schematism and artifice into which critics saw other of
Andreyev's works slide. This greater "organicism", or integration of
Unintentionality and Intentionality, may explain the generally better
reception that these stories initially enjoyed., (Effusive praise was
showered by Blok, Annensky and others on "Iuda Iskariot", while

"Eleazar" received ecstatic acclaim from Gorky,)
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vii) “'Psy¢hclfdramas" a)

A.fourth group of stories superficially bearing little relation
to the allegory are those "inner psychological dramas" narrated in the
first-person singular. 'Mysl'" and "Moi zapiski" qualify without
reservation for this category, also and even "Krasnyi smekh" which, like
the first two, is presented in diary form and was intended as an account
of the effect of war on the minds of men rather than an objective
depiction of war itself (see Aﬁdreyev's reply to Gorky's criticism of
the story for being factually inaccurate).44

Most discussions of literary Modernism refer to an intensified
interest in man'’s internal existence as one of the most chatracteristic
features of the "movement", (The volume of essays edited by Malcolm

Bradbury entitled "Modernism" repeats this view again and again).45

Works such as Joyce's Ulysses, Proust's ‘Remembrance of Things Past
and the novels of Virginia Woolf are frequently cited as exemplary
studies of the innermost workings of man's consciousness and/or
subconscious, Where the nineteenth century was seen as the century of
rationalism and a belief in the possibility of absolute objective
knowledge, the early twentieth century, it is cléimed, turns to the
"self" and the irrational, to man's mental perception of the world
around him and to the idea of the supremacy of subjective knowledge.
The stories of Andreyev named in the penultimate paragraph have,
not surprisingly, been seen as part of Russia's contribution to that
movement (cf. in particular the Yugoslav critic Mihajlov's treatment
of Andreyev as a Russian modernist).46 The weird and distorted scenes
in "Proklyatie zverya" (see Chapter Two) and the rantings and |
fantastically perverse and disturbed reasoning of the narrators in '"Mysl'"

and "Moi zapiski" are justified as “penetrating insights" into the mental
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lives of people on or beyond the borders of sanity:= ,.... ¥ s Hacnaxgancs
cBoell MbiCNIBK, HeBHMHHas B CBOeH KpaéOTe OHa oTmaBanach MHe CO BceH
CTpacTeio, KakK HmﬁOBHHHa; cryxuMna MHe Kak paba, W NOAfepXHBAlia MeHA Kak
opyr. He pymajire, 4TO BCce STH [AHM NPOBeHEHHBE [OMa B YeTHIPEX CTeHax s
DASMMIUIAT TONBKO O CBOEM IulaHe: Sl pasMpmuIAn 060 BCEM, S M MOS MBICB =
Mbl CIIOBHO HMIDATHM C XH3HBKO M CMEPTb ¥ BHICOKO — BbICOKA MAapWIM HAf HHMH.
Mexny HpOHHM; B Te [HH f pellun pABe OueHb HHTepeCcHble WMaxXMaTHble
3apmauu ...."47

The group of Andreyev texts under scrunity may be further
subdivided into a) "Krasnyi smekh" and "Proklyatie zverya" and b) "Mysl'"
and "Moi zapiski'.

If the whole of the strange narrative in "Proklyatie zverya" is
to be read as the perceptions of a single consciousness, a "real subject",
then it follows that that subject ought to possess some basis in reality.
The signs which constitute him should refer back metonymically to an
extra-textual real world, or at least not hinder the reader's placing
of him in the real world.. In all the classic "modernist' texts named
above, although much of the narrative can only be read as internal
monologue, there is always that which allows us to "parcel" the interior
monologue and attribute it to a "real person®, (It may be the surrounding
narrative which introduces and frames the internal monologue or it may be
a sign within the internal monologue itself which refers back to that
surrounding narrative, or to the world outside). The understanding of
modernism which talks of intensified subjectivisation of experience is
not necessarily anti-realist, if by realism we simply mean verisimilitude
(in this case psychological verisimilitude). Hence the difficulties
involved in employing the two terms (see Introduction),

In "Proklyatie zverya" the first-person is, as previously noted,

itself a sign denoting a real person - a subject who exists in the world
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outside, There are certain other indicators which allow us to place
him approximately on a temporal continuum:- the mention of '"the town'",
though unnamed, of a train journey, of a zoo and of a restaurant all
point to a period in the late nineteenth-early twentieth century. And

the narrative is framed by a form of internal decoding (Chapter Two

Pp. 241-242), an instruction to the reader to read the ensuing story
precisely as a ﬁsychological drama, an account of the effect of the
external world on the internal world of an individual soul:- ,Jyma mMos
MArKa M TORATIMBA, M BCErja OHA TNpPHHMMAaeT o6pas TOTO MecTa, rie XKUBET;
o6pas TOro, 4WTO CJBWHT OHA M BUIUT, M To Oospmas cTaHOBHUTCH, TO
CXUMAeTCH B KOMOK ...."48

The sequence of ever more fantastic and disturbing scenes in which
the narrator is involved when thus decoded, becomes a penetrating insight
into the grotesque and alienating effects of modern urban life on an
individual consciousnéss, a reading which is confirmed by the
increasing hysteria, fragmentation and disintegration of the narrative
(i,e, the narratorfs consciousness) towards the end: ,opom! Topopg!
te.s K Tebe upgy s, MOA BO3M6IENHAasA, BcTpeTh MeHs jackoso, I Tax
ycran, $ Tak ycTan ...."49

The narrating "I" of "Proklyatie zverya" is not, however,
firmly anchored in an extra-textual world. His existence as a subject
and that of the rest of the narrative he predicates, begins with the
beginning of the text, just as his "end " coincides with the text's
end: ,1 6owces ropoma, A Mmobmo NYCTHHHOE MODE H nec" i rak ycran!
1 Tax ycran!" There is nothing to enable us to construct a pre-text,
or a post-text for "Proklyatie zverya", The logic of the Andreyevan
text forbids this (Chapter Two). The narrator is therefore equally

constructable according to an allegorical code which makes him a sign

for "modern man" and the city he visits a'sign for a generalised
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"urban 1ife". Such a coding is also made specific within the text
when the 'beast's curse' and the narrator are universalised in a
single gesture:— ™Mbl 6ymeM MDPOKIMHATHL BMECTE .... IIyCTH YCHBMHT MEHA
ropom, M 3eMnf H HebO ... Kpuun 06 yxace 9TOH XU3HHM, KPHYH O cMepTH !
M npoknuHAa¥ .... ¥ K TBOEMy NDOKJIATHIO 3Bepd A MPHCOENUHSN MO€ noclepHee
NpOKNATHe uenoBexa, lopog! Fopon!"So

"Proklyatie zverya" is enacted in the field of influence of a
"psychological code" while still traversed by a powerful allegorising
force,

"Krasnyi smekh" presents a slightly different case but can
nevertheless be included in the same sub-category as "Proklyatie zverya',
Were it not for the subheading of the story - , OTPHBKM M3 HalOeHHON
pyxomucu' - the overt diary-form presentation of the narration and
temporally concretising thematic details (explosions, barbed wire),
which tend to anchor narrator and events uneasily in an extra-textual
spatio-temporal continuum, the narrative would appear almost as detached
from a "real, extra—textual context as that of "Stena"., The same lack
of signs referring back to a pre-text contiguous in space and time to
the beginning of the story, and a post-text contiguous to the end, and
the same melodramatic, stylised quality of narration link the two texts.
However the attribution of the whole narrative to fragments of a hand-
written diary-manuscript and the strongly marked fragmentation within
the narration itself make the narrating subject(s) of this story more
concrete than that of "Proklyatie zverya'. (Cf. the transition from the
ninth to the tenth "fragment" as an example of fragmentation within the
narration itself:— 1 mucan Bemukoe, s mMcan GeccmepTHOe .... lBeTH H
NeCHH. IBeTH ¥ TECHH ...,

n51

“vevs K cuacTbio oH yMep Ha IDOWIOCH HERENIE . ... ). The inclusion

of the narrator(s) in a specific family set-up works to the same end,
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and together these factors initiate a "psychological® decoding whereby
the whole text is read as a subjective account of the effects of war on
two consciousnesses, leading gradually to total insanity. It is not an
unproblematic decoding, however, It was Maksim Gorky who pointed out
to Andreyev that the substitution of one brother as narrator by
another produces a discrepancy, in that the second brother is narrating
scenes from the battle—-front in detail quite incongruous with the fact
that he has never actually been to the front.52 The first brother
inexplicably reappears after his own death in the second brother's
narrative, and the ending of "Krasnyi smekh", which seems to imply the
death of both brothers (a second time for the first brother), or else
their descent into total insanity, requires the reader to imagine the
unlikely situation in which the narrator observes his house being
surrounded by reanimated corpses and simultaneously commits what he
sees to writing.,

A resourceful critic (reader) could of course still find a
psychologically plausible explanation to account for, and dispel these
narrative anomalies (some commentators have suggested that the whole
story is written by an already insane second brother) but not without
straining the reader's credulity. The psychological-realistic coding
of "Krasnyi smekh" ultimately breaks down under stress and gives way to
a coding which requires both narrators to be read as signs of a
generality and not as "real subjects™.

The point being made is that "Krasnyi smekh", and to a lesser
extent "Proklyatie zverya" seem to be ambiguously or indecisively coded
and retain the possibility of being read according to both a
(psychological) realistic code, whereby everything is referred back to
a disturbed consciousness, and an allegorical code involving the

transposition of one set into another, The degree of ambiguity in the
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two texts taken together is greater than in the "pseudo-allegories”
where the allegorical code remains dominant, despite the counter-
strategies adopted by these texts (see above)., (The fact that we are
distinguishing the two sets of stories quantitatively rather

qualitatively is, once again, significant).

viii) “'PsychO'dramas" b)

"Mys1'" and '"Moi zapiski" can be dealt with more briefly because
although they also deal with highly abnormal events and behaviour there
is very little to hinder the assignment of all meaning to a real,
perceiving consciousness (Dr., Kerzhentsev in "Mysl'" and that of the
anonymous prisoner-narrator in '"Moi zapiski')., The two narrators are
linked contiguously to an external reality, not only through the
subsumption of both texts into a diary which hence confers on them the
status of authentic, documentary material, but also by reference to a
pre-text (cf. the history of the narrator's imprisonment in "Moi zapiski")
and a post-text. (Cf. the closing of the diary in "Mysl'" and the shift
back to an impersonal, third-person narration which returns us to the
scene of the courtroom in which Kerzhentsev's trial is taking place and
so acts as a sign of the external reality to which the diary that it
frames belongs. Here, strictly speaking, "external reality", through
this framing procedure, is actually modelled within the text, rather
than signalled and left to the reader to build up in his own imagination,
which is the effect of feferences to the narrator's life before going
to prison in "Moi zapiski'). The two narrators are not consciousnesses
outside which nothing else in the text exists, they are "characters"
in an "outside world", That is why the stories-are perhaps closer to

the nineteenth century realist novel than they are to the modernism of
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Joyce, Faulkner etc.

There are other structural factors which assist (signal, prescribe)
the psychological-realist decoding of both texts, including, notably,

a far greater continuity than in either "Proklyatie zverya" or '"Krasnyi
smekh", This is achieved through the recurrence of certain stylistic
idiosyncracies on the part of both narrators (cf. the extensive use of
footnotes in "Moi zapiski') and, particularly in "Moi zapiski", through
an awareness of "the Reader", (By modelling a reader through his
frequent remarks phrased in the second-person, the narrator-as—character
is in effect modelling himself; one's idea of others produces an image
of oneself). The continuity is also aidgd via the plotting of familiar
character paradigms such as that of the Romantic anti-hero in "Mysl'".
(See Chapter One pp. 93-95).

All these factors guarantee the psychological-realist decoding of
"Mysl'" and "Moi zapiski". This is not to say that allegory is wholly
inactive., An allegorical decoding of "Moi zapiski" in particular, is
not out of the question, The beginning of the story (the narrator's
crime and trial) is clothed in ambiguity and obscurity, while the story
ends with the narrator building a prison for himself., Thus there is
1ittle possibility of extending the narrative beyond the boundaries
marked out by the text itself, Such narrative closure, together with
the anonymity of the narrator (i.e. the absence of the ultimate guarantor
of character - a name) may facilitate the establishment of the two
orders required by the allegorical code: "I'" = "Man" etc,

The two texts are played out in the fields of influence of both

codes, but chiefly that of the "psychological"” code,
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ix) ‘NonéallegOrical'stories

The final group of stories includes all those that have been
treated as examples of "critical realism'" by the Soviet critical
heritage and also spans almost the entire oeuvre from "Pamyatnik",
"Gostinets", "Pervyi gonorar" and "Khristiane” at one end to "Dva
pis'ma" (1916) at the other, though the concentration is in the early
period of the oeuvre, Chapter Two described the metonymical working of
these texts, and this would appear unambiguously to disqualify the
establishment of the two orders (a'pgrti¢u1ar and a'uniye;sal)
necessary to allegory, When, however, we consider what is perhaps
Andreyev's most successful “realist" text - the story "Zhili-byli" -

a problem arises, There can be no doubt about a strong referential
coding (individual characters with names; firm spatio-temperal
co-ordinates — the story takes place in Moscow at a fairly definable
period of history; "neutral non-stylised narration; possibility of
extending the fates of the characters beyond the boundaries marked by
the text which stops short of thedeacon's death and the reléase of the
cured student), yet the very success of the story seems to lie precisely
in the fact that we are able to make the characters, their predicaments
and fates "stand for" a second, universal order - the human predicament.
When we remember the great novels of the nineteenth century we recall
that it is precisely the fact that the characters and events seem both
sharply individuated and sufficiently universal for us to make
generalisations about "human character", "life" etc. which makes them
"great", This would appear to suggest that there is an allegorical
code of sorts at work in these texts as well,

We have thus discovered that in dealing with "symbolism",

"animal fable®, "psfcho—drama" and "realism" we have been unable to
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dispense entirely with a notion of allegory, The whole concept of
allegory and the hierarchy in which it is habitually situated are then

both thrown into doubt.,

v£) An intermal typology

Before returning to that crisis we can formulise the foregoing
analysis of allegory in Andreyev's texts in the shape of an approximate

internal typology:

"Krasnyi smekh" "Moi zapiski"

"Proklyatie zverya'"

"Nabat" "Stena"
("Iuda Iskariot"

"Eleazar")

"Oroll
"Smert'
"Gostinets"

"Zhili-byli"

Gullivera"

The line marked AX represents the tendency towards the domination
of an allegorical code and the line RX the tendency towards the
domination of a referential code. The point at which the lines
converge is the point of complete ambiguity, A and R being poles
rather than points, absolutes which are never reached in any text,

The texts can be grouped in equivalent pairs when the level of ambiguity
is approximately equal ("Krasnyi smekh" and "Moi zapiski'; "Proklyatie

zverya" and "Mysl'") but the dominant codes are opposite (in "Krasnyi
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smekh" allegory is, albeit precariously, dominant while in "Moi

zapiski" reference remains the uneasy dominant), It will be noted that
the two stories we have been referring to for convenience as "psychological
~ realist" are situated approximately in the middle of the line XR.

The relevance of the term "psychiological realism" to its position in

the diagram will shortly become apparent.

The equivalent or pair of "Stena" is absent from the diagram and
may even be situated outside the Andreyev oeuvre, Likewise, non-
Andreyevan stories could easily be found a space in the diagram. This
is perfectly in accordance with our notion of literary cédes wﬁich
should, by definition, traverse a plurality of authors. The diagram
may be said to represent (a section of) the space of the Andreyevan
text (all Andreyev's stories could be situated somewhere within it)
which is a non-empirical construct of 'potentialities' rather than a

list of 'actual features',

xi) ‘Allegory, ,
"Inner'pramas'and'the;§0mmon:semiologica1'problem

It is the ambiguity (marked by the point X), present to a greater
or lesser degree in all these stories, which draws attention to the
connection between the referential and allegorical codes of reading at
the centre of our concern, Ambiguity, we recall from Chapter Two, is

one of the defining features of the‘Andreeran'FantaStic (p, 158) which

we have, in turn, associated with a sort of criéis of meaning production
in the Andreyewst(Chapter Two, p. 227).

Relying on the diagram on p. 229 and the analysis which preceded
it, it is now possible to use this notion of ambiguity in order to

insert the Andreyevan text (a synchronic construct) into a diachronic
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system of literary evolution. In this way, the "crisis of meaning-
production” in Andreyev's work will be linked to an overall
semiological problem that lies at the heart of literary development as
such,

The analysis of allegory in Andreyev's prose set out from the
idea that by the beginning of the twentieth century there had
appeared a need for the re-establishment of signification in literature,
the renewal of reality's ability to be "other than itself", (See above
p. 268 ). Allegorisation - the turning of "reality" into an allegory
of something else — seemed the most appropriate method of achieving
this (ibid). Moreoever, the perception of overtly schematic and
allegorical qualities in Andreyev's stories by the critics of his time
(pp. 270-275), confirms that Andreyev followed just such a
path, The fact that to some of the critics this_was a positive
quality in his work (Blok, Belyi, Chukovsky, Annensky) and to others a
negative quality (Voloshin, Basargin: Merezhkovsky, the later Blok and
Belyi) itself points'to the ambiguity - crude, simplistic and part of
Intentionality, or crude but vital, new’shocking and part of
Unintentionality . It therefore points also to the state of
transition in which early twentieth century literature found itself,

However, our own investigation of the allegorical code
functioning in Andreyev's stories revealed two complicating factors,
Firstly, despite the apparent heterogeneity in Andreyev's oeuvre,

allegorical codings featuring the transposition of a proposition on

the "literal level into a proposition of allegorical meaning, and

the subordination of the former to the latter, were found to be common
in some form to all the texts mentioned. We need only cite the overtly
allegorical animal fables of Andreyev's early satirical period; the

subjective, psychological accounts of semi-insane narrators who,
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nevertheless, in their anonymity transpose into generalised "Everymen"
("Krasnyi smekh', Proklyatie zverya'); the retellings of famous
biblical events to some new purpose; even the highly restrained and
realistic "Zhili-byli" part of whose very success turns upon the ease
with which the reader can subordinate the lives and fates of the
patients in a Moscow hospital ward to the generality of human life
and death in the world at large. In all these stories allegory is an
important factor in the construction of meaning.,

Secondly, however, in each of the cases above allegorical codings
are balanced by the presence of counter—allegorical strategies

sanctioned by a referential code, Read according to this code the

stories encourage us to construct a referent for the scenes, events and
characters they depict, to take them as literal, real, rather than as
signs of something else. In "Zhili-byli" the factors precipitating
such a reading are described by those aspects of Hamon's fifteen

procedures (pp. 255-267) relating to "Verisimilitude':- the systematic

motivation of proper names (all the characters have full names which
in their very ordinariness connote the everyday routine of the "real

world"), gef0calisation'of the hero (narrative focus shifts back and

forth between Lavrentii Petrovich, the deacon and the young student),

‘narrative rhythm (from the deacon's enthusing optimism to Lavrentii

Petrovich's hostile depressiveness; from the hopelessness and
deterioration in the conditions of these two characters to the hopeful
recovery of the student) etc. In "Krasnyi smekh", 'Proklyatie zverya',
"Moi zapiski" and "Mysl'" it is chiefly the delegation of the narration
to first person narrators, and in the case of the latter two, the
signalling of a pre-text and post-text which enables us to construct a
spatio-temporal continuum into which the events of the stories can be

"realistically™ inserted (p, 296 _above). In "Stena", "Nabat",
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"Bunt na Korable" and "Tak bylo" it is first and foremost the abundance
of simile, metaphor and other evocative detail which inhibits the
_transitivity of the events described, insists that we stop transcoding
them into their allegorical meaning and, instead, construct a "literal"
referent for them. Tn texts such as the satirical animal-fables, "Oro"
and "Smert' Gullivera" it is no-more than the presence of certain
details for which we can find no equivalent on the level of allegorical
meaning and which we must therefore "accept as they are", rather than
transpose into a second (allegorical) proposition. It is these details
that are responsible for the very limited appeal these texts possess

as "stories in themselves'" as opposed to allegories,

Clearly, the "balance of forces'" between allegorical and
referential codes is gradually reversed as we pass from pole R to pole
A in the diagram, from "Zhili-byli" to "Smert' Gullivera". Nevertheless,
nowhere does one entirely efface the other; they are everywhere active
together, simply in different degrees. The difference between an
"allegorical” and a "realist" work is, in Andreyev's oeuvre, a
quantitative not a qualitative onme, Here is one reason why the labels
"allegorical" and "realist" are difficult to work with, and become a
matter for subjective judgment; hence the inverted commas placed around
"realist”, "allegory", "pseudo-allegory" etc. in the aﬁalysis above.

Yet the position in respect of allegorical and referential codes
can hardly be much different in non-Andreyev works than in Andreyev's
prose itself. No successful work of "realism" can rely solely on its
ability to "refer" directly to a concrete and specific chunk of reality.
The success is, as in "Zhili-byli" partly dependent upon the ease with
which the reader can subordinate that "specific chunk" to a universal
statement about "life in general", Equally, and conversely, no

allegorical work can survive for long as literature if its story does
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not possess at least some appeal on a literal level, if, in other words,
it is not traversed in some degree by a referential code,

What this discussion should elicit is the realisation that

‘allegory as we have described it (the subordination or reduction of a

proposition on the literal or particular level to a second proposition

of universal meaning) is a necessary component in all literature -

Jonathan Culler and Craig Owens are among those critics already to have
pointed this out.53 It is in fact the very condition for signification
in literature; if we were unable to isolate within a text an initial
proposition and subordinate it to another level of more general, more
universal meaning, we would be failing to make that text communicate
about the world and therefore depriving it of the status of significant,
aesthetic activity. ‘Allegory, in other words, refers to the division

of all literary texts in signifier and signified, the necessary

separation of "text" from "object" (p. 247 above).

However, Roman Jakobson's demonstration of how every literary
school lays claims to being more "realistic" than any other, to evoking
a greater sense of concreteness and authenticity than any other (see
Introduction p, 15) reveals that'rgferencg too (or, at least,
the illusion of reference) is a component in all literary texts.
Certainly in order to communicate about the world, a literary text
must be divisible into signifier and signified, text and object.
Andreyev's "Zhili-byli" communicates about the world because we are
able to separate its characters and events from the generality of
human 1life which they signify, But in order to appear as concrete and
authentic as the real world there must equally be a unity between
signifier and signified, text and object; the reason why Andreyev's
"Zhili-byli" is authentic as well as significant is that the procedures

of verisimilitude ensure an essential unity between the characters and
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events of the story and "the real world" as we know it.

The first part of the fundamental semiological problem confronting
all literature (p, 301) is how to combine the opposing requirements of
allegory and reference, how to maintain the division of meaning into
signifier and signified, yet at the same time to assert the essential
unity of the two.,

The problem is unmistakeably the one described earlier by
Mukafovsky:— how to combine artistic Intentionality (communication,
articulation of the world) with artistic Unintentionality (concreteness,
authenticity, the sense of belonging as an "object" in the real world);
in order for a text to communicate about or articulate a world it must
be clearly distinguishable from it (signifier separated from signified).
In order for the text to have a sense of bélonging in that world it
must appear in some sense to be united with it (signifier united with
signified), The answer to the fundamental semiological problem of the
separation yet unity of signifier and signified is thus the same as
the answer to the synthesis of Intentionality and Unintentionality,
namely the adoption of a "master-code" which sanctions both articulation
(communication) and authenticity (concreteness). Such were the fifteen
procedures of Hamon's "realist code" synthesising YReadability" with
"Verisimilitude"”: (pp. 255-267). As its most successful, e.g. in the
great novels of Tolstoy, this "master—code'" enabled communication about
the nature of human life and evocation of the sense of human life to
be produced in equal degree and in complete unison so that the reader
could not distinguish one.from the other, When however, the strategy
for the production of verisimilitude (concreteness, authenticity,
unintentionalﬂ&) became exposed as precisely that - a strategy - and
began to be perceived as part of the authorial Intentionality, the

whole effect is diminished. A number of later "realist" novels and,
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indeed, some of Andreyev's early derivative "realist" stories ("Pet'ka
na dache", "Kusaka'") held less interest to their audiences because
they failed either to communicate anything new about the world, or to
produce any great sense of concreteness and authenticity.

The second part of the fundamental semiological problem is, then,
how constantly to renew this paradoxical effect:- the division yet
unity of text and object, signifier and signified, how to generate
ever new "master—-codes" capable of guaranteeing in unison both allegorical
codes of communication and referential codes of authenticity, As
Culler puts it: ".... in the absence of a correspondence between two
orders one must always find a way to guarantee the naturalness .... of

n 54

When Andreyev's texts introduced allegory as a means of re-
establishing signification, (or communication) in literature they were
not actualising a new code that had previously been inactive., Allegory,
as we have seen (p. 304) is at the heart of all literary signification.
Andreyev's texts were simply reasserting the allegorical code which
traverses all literary activity, in a first step towards the

establishment of a new "master—code", a new means of separating yet

uniting two orders,

That firét step involved the negation of realist "verisimilitude"
(see above pp. 266-267), but also the conversion of what for the realist
master-code was unauthentic, non-concrete and intentionalised into the
exact opposite, Thus, with Andreyev, allegory and schematism become,
briefly and incompletely, a source of vitality and authenticity., The

allegorical code which normally ensures communication, and the

separation of two orders and thus Intentionality (p. 304 above) has

temporarily taken on some of the functioms of a referential code and

began to generate Unintentionality. Allegory, however, cannot remain-
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a stable site for Unintentionality, because in its pure form it is
nothing other than mediation between two orders and lacks any permanent
concreteness, This is evidenced in the hostility of people like
Merezhkovsky and Voloshin to Andreyev, in the ambiguous terms in which
Blok, Chukovsky, Annensky etc, initially gave positive assessments to
his work (the adjectives ,rpy6bmt", ,mnaxarusit’, ypogmussii', ,BbITYKbI"
retain something of their normally negative connotations) and in the
later (negative) reassessments of Blok and Belyi. Sooner or later a
"hew" master—code is likely to re—-synthesise the allegorical code with

"object"

a referential code in a new way, in order to establish a new
for literature to articulate and with which to coincide. (See below).
Until that time the breakdown of the old "masterzcode" is reflected

only in its negation and in the exact reversal of its Intentionality/
Unintentionality relationship. (See also p, 267 above):- in the

work of writers like Leonid Andreyev,

The state of transition from one "master=-code" to another in
which the Andreyevan text finds itself is the source of its ambiguity.
The allegorical code in "Stena", "Proklyatie zverya", "Krasnyi smekh"
etc, is not functioning in synthesis with a referential code together
with which it could both articulate and coincide with a new "object™.
1f this were the case then the schematic, allegorical quality of the
texts would not stand out as such., The reader must decide whether he
is to "play down" the referential aspects of the stories (those aspects
of "Krasnyi smekh" and "Stena" which make them representations of "real"
characters and events in the outside world) and read them as allegories
of some universal proposition about "man in general'. The new vitality
and authenticity possessed by allegory might encourage him to adopt

this strategy. But the instability of allegory as a source of vitality

might encourage him instead to discount or place to one side the
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allegorical dimensions of the texts and revert instead to a search for
verisimilitude, to favour a referential ;eading. He cannot do both at
the same time; the events of 'Stena" are either so outrageous and
hyperbolous that they can only be part of a proposition that must be
given a secondary allegorical meaning whose very articulation by these
means possesses its own vitality and authenticity, or they merely
represent the outermost limits of an empirical world that is authentic
because it is nonetheless the outside world we live in. They can
barely be both at the same time., (This is to be contrasted with the
events and characters of "Zhili-byli" which are separate and different
‘enough from the reality with which we are familiar in order to

communicate to us some new information about it, but similar enough to

it in order to appear as part of it; here the allegorical and referential
codes are working in unison, sanctioned by a single "master-code").

In fact the reader of Andreyev is likely.to oscillate between the
two readings. The ambiguity of the Andreyevan text is thus seen as
being directly related to the working out of the fundamental
semiological problem described above (p. 300).

One of the solutions to the problem adopted in the aftermath of
realism's demise was the one adopted by symbolist aesthetes such as
Vyacheslav Ivanov and described above (pp. 269-270) . Others were
later adopted by the Futurist poets and Surrealist artists (ibid.).

In each case allegory is re-synthesised with reference in a new
combination so that, for example, the Futurist poems made from the
sounds of "Zaun" are clearly separate from the mental concepts they
signify and therefore'gllegorise them; (they need to be subordinated to
a secondary allegorical proposition). At the same time they are made
to appear naturally to embody those concepts and therefore reproduce

their reality, or refer to them, The "motivated sign™ (p. 274) 1is the
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sign that combines allegory and reference: in one.

Another, much later, solution is to be found in the self-
reflexive, 'nmouveau roman" type of text whose events and actions
allegorise the writing-process that produced them,

Because, however, the actiéns are themselves part of that self-

same process they appear also directly to reproduce its teality. Again,

allegory and reference are combined in one., (cf, Bulgakov's '"Master
i Margarita" as an example of this sort of text).

Andrei Belyi, writing of his own novel ‘'Peterburg . describes a

solution rather more pertinent to Andreyev's prose: '"The whole of my
novel depicts in symbols of time and space the subconscious life of
distorted mental forms ... The action of the work is really taking
place in the soul of some character overstrained by the play of his
brain .... The novel might well have been called 'mozgovaya igra'."55
Belyi, too, has achieved both allegory (the actions occurring in the
external world of St, Pétersburg are to be subordinated to a secondary
proposition concerning the inner life of some unnamed person) and
reﬁg;gnce (the reality "reproduced” is that of a man's brain). In
Culler's terms Belyi has "guaranteed the naturalness .., of signs" by

. . . . e e e e 6
"internalising the connection between signifier and 31gn1f1ed."5

The "psychological” element in what we referred to above (p.297)
as the "psychological realism" of Andreyev's "Moi zapiski' and '"Mysl'"

is evidence of the incomplete internalisation that these texts display.

The stories undoubtedly focus on the inmer lives of two individuals
(the anonymous prisoner and Dr. Kerzhentsev) but they are individuals
who are mistakeably situated in an outside world; the events described,
however bizarre and distorted, are not nevertheless "a series of
external objects or agents (which) figure another internal drama"

(Culler)., They occur in the outside world of "empirical reality".
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The internalising "master-code" of Belyi's "Peterburg" (represented by
by the point X in our diagram on p, 299) is incompletely actualised
here,

We might have referred to "Krasnyi smekh" and "Proklyatie zverya"

as "psycholological allegories” for similar reasons. The internalisation

is again incomplete, but from the opposite angle, There is little
difficulty in establishing for these texts a secondary proposition of
which the events described are the allegorical counterpart ("Krasnyi
smekh" as an allegorical account of the collapse of civilisation before
the insanity of médern warfare, etc,) But, though there is in each
case a form of psychologisation (the presentation of "Krasnyi smekh" in
the form of one or twoperson'(s) private diary; the narrator's comment:
,Oylla MOS MOJATIMBA M BCerpa NpHHMMaeT o6pas Toro MECTa; roe xuBet' at
the beginning of "Proklyatie zverya'"), it is not strong enough to
enable us to pose either sequences of events as ''the subconscious life
of distorted mental forms", 1In both stories allegory remains the more
coherent reading and Belyi's internalising mastercode again remains
incompletely actualised,

As it is, the point 'X' in our diagram represents not only (not
so much) the point of complete ambiguity between two opposing codings,
allegorical and referential, but also (rather) the point at which a
new master—code becomes dominant, This is the internalising psychological
code which would finally expel allegory in its pure form from "Krasnyi

smekh" and”gxternal‘reality" from "Moi zapiski' (the two Andreyev texts

which perhaps come closest to being decodable according to an internalising
psychological code). It would make of them fully;fledged internal
"psycho-dramas" fitting Belyi's description of his own Peterburg .

As far as the Andreyevan text is concerned, it is best represented by

none of the stories in isolation, but by the vacant slot marked "X" -
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the potentiality of an internalising psychological ‘'master-code' which
is never realised in any individual Andreyev story., The forces giving
rise to its emergence in literary evolution - the need for textual

articulation of the world, and the need for textual coincidence with

the world are each deployed in the Andreyev oeuvre but nowhere are the
needs satisfied jointly anhd in unison. They conflict with one another
and generate a powerful tension,

The Andreyevan text thus becomes the pivotal point of literary

evolution at the period 1900-1909 we are covering. Since it acts out
in full, but does not resolve the fundamental semiotic problem engaged
by literature in general (the integration of artistic Unintentionality
and Intentionality) it also stands at the very centre of literary
activity as such, The ambiguities, tensions and clashés of the

Andreyevan Fantastic which have served as a central theme throughout

Chapters 1 to 3 are all traceable ultimately to the central tension we

have just described, We uncovered conflicts between Internalised and

Intertgxtual'paradigms;'Subject'gnd'Object (Chpater One), between

Metaphor and Metonymy, Non-indicative and indicative modalities,

Discourse and Story (Chapter Two) and between allegpricgl and

refereptial codes (Chapter Three)., All these conflicts carry within

them (are subsumed by) a tension generated by ithe working-out of a new
"master—-code":— an attempt to make the Object a function of the

Subject, to make story ultimately referrable to the discourse which

tells it, or to make the real "outside" world an allegory of an’'equally

‘real "inside" world, and thus to combine allegory and reference in ome.

®11) Typology - Supplement

The discussion above enables us to supplement our diagrammatic
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typology of Andreyev's prose, We stated that '"Moi zapiski" and "Mysl'"

reader the consciousness of a single man, and on the other hand

externalised texts which referred the narrators and the events they

relate to an outside world containing both narrafor and narrated.
Equally, our analysis implied that "Krasnyi smekh" is, on the one hand
a two-order text with the marrator denoting a generalised "Russian man",
"modern man", ofﬂsimply "man", and on the other hand a subjective
narrative in which, to a large extent, the reader identifies with the
narrator(s)., (This is something that he clearly does not do in "Mysl'"
and "Moi zapiski", where the narrators are objectified by the reader,
They are at once the ,ty6bexTn peun' and the ,06bekTs 3Hauua'".)

Andreyev's texts are in fact played out within not one set of
poles: (a) allegorical/two-order and (b) Referential/""Realist", but
two - the other being (i) Subjectal/Tending to Reader-Narrator identity
and (ii)'QEjectal/Tending to Reader—Narrapor differentiation. In the
second set "narrator” can be replaced by "central consciousness”, or
ncyb6pext cossamus' in the case of third-person narratives, "V tumane"
and "Tuda Iskariot' are both examples of this (see Chapter Two). Both
have tendencies towards (i) - Reader—Central Consciousness identification,
though both are narrated in the third-person (showing that "point of
view" is not reducible to a point of grammar).

It should again be stressed that the two sets of poles both
transcend any individual work as well as the Andreyev oeuvre as a
whole, They are rather literary (sub)-codes that have a determining
role in literature of a variety of types and a variety of periods,

The error of combining both codes into a single paradigm with
(a) and (ii) as equivalents in the same set should be avoided:

(a) "/ (%)
(ii) / @
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It is not difficult to cite stories in unambiguous contradiction
to this, "Krasnyi»smekh" and "Nabat" (particularly the latter) both
ultimately require a two-order allegorical reading and so are
classifiable under (a). Yet in neither story is the central subject
distanced enough from the reader (the reader's role or "site" is not
strongly differentiated from that of the narrator - see Chapter Two)
for them to fall conclusively under (ii). Likewise, "Mysl'" is
classifiable under (b) because it responds best to a one-order
"referential® reading (it is the story of the descent into insanity of
one individual), yet it falls under (ii) owing to the fact that the
reader's role is clearly defined in contradistinction to the position
of Kerzhentsev himself (Chapter Two). Kerzhentsev is made the clear
object of the reader's consciousness.,

All this goes to show is that literary codings do not simply
emerge in complete form with one supplanting another, They evolve
through syntheses of sub-codes, cross—-breedings etc, What we have
been referring to as the potential "master-code" in the Andreyevan
text is ho more than a synthesis of sub-codes (a) and (i) (tWO'orders

coincides with single narrative consc¢iousness) a combination which is

never .actualised in full by any Andreyev story,

XIIT) ‘The'Andreyevan‘Text'and‘Multiple'Coding

The foregoing also feinforces the notion that single textual
details may be coded according to a number of different, even opposing
systems, Thus in "Krasnyi smekh" the heading of the story and its
organisation according to diary-form (the attribution of all meaning
to a single first-person consciousness) on the one hand, helps us to

internalise the action and to identify with the narrator's
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consciousness to which everything can ultimately be referred - (i) -
yet on the other hand the manuscript-diary figures also as the sign of
an external reality in which it has a concrete existence (,,OTpDHBKH u3
HalineHHOH pyxonncn"), and into which we can insert the narrative - (b).
In addition, the fantastic nature of the action related and its
detachment from any metonymic connection with a familiar world,
encourages a two-order "allegorical” reading, This in effect means
that two combinations may be deployed to constitute readings of
"Krasnyi smekh": - (a) + (i) and (b) + (i) - and there is little to
indicate which ought to be given preference, (When in the middle of
the story the first narrator "dies" and is replaced by his brother,
both brothers become more susceptible to "objectification" by the
reader and a second set of readings becomes possible:- (a) + (ii) and

(b) + (ii), The ambiguity of "Krasnyi smekh" is a multiple ambiguity).

The Andreyevan text is not only a pivotal point for Russian
literary evolution in the early twentieth-century, it is also a'site
where the opposing forces out of which new codes (and therefore
literary evolution itself) emerge, are played off against one another,

The function of a single textual detail in a single Andreyev
text, "Krasnyi smekh', can be shown to confirm this,

The twofold semiotic significance of the presentation of
"Krasnyi smekh" as ,orphBKM u3 HalineuHoit pykomucu' is repeated in the
opening lines of the text proper: ,,.... 6e3ymie U yXac, Brepshe
IIOYYBCTBOBAI 3TO. €tC, ;... TOYTH BCE JOmMAm¥ M npuciayra, Ha BoceMoit
GaTapee TaK XK€ seas' etc.57 We automatically decode the series of
dots, the lack of capital letters and the incomplete sentences as 1)
signs of a pré—text, or extra-text, consisting of the lost sections of

the manuscript and 2) (as the narrative proceeds) as signs of the

disturbed state of consciousness responsible for the manuscript:- the
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fragmentary nature of the sentences signifies the terror and approaching
insanity of the narrator ﬁimself. In otﬁer words, the same signifiers
(dots, incomplete sentences, lack of capital letters) function
according to two separate codes, one to guarantee an extra-textual

world and the other to guarantee a human consciousness. The codes are

not in conflict with one another, In fact they complement one another
to produce the illusion of the discourse of "a real human consciousness",
traceable to a "real material world", The textual fragmentation
functions as a sign in both these codes; it is this which is both
anomalous and contradictory.

Now it has already been suggested that the subsequent course
taken by the narrative comes to undermine the readings required by both
these codes., The fantastic nature of the events undermines the first
because it contradicts the "effect of the Real” (the metonymic

signification of material reality through textual fragmentation is

countered by a paradigmatic denial of material reality:- the events of

"Krasnyi smekh" do not fit any paradigm of events associated with "the
réal world"). The second "psuchological®™ reading (which is complementary
to the first) is undermined by the change in narratoré; by the
anomalies between the two narratives, and by the incongruity of the
narrative situation (see Chapter Two) .

It is possible to plot the function of the markers of textual
fragmentation (dots, incomplete sentences etc,) through the course of
the narrative in order to determine the part played by them in this
undermining of references (reference to a "real world™ and to a "real
consciousness™).

The collaboration of these textual markers of fragmentation in
the undermining of reference is, in a sense, immediately apparent from

the fact that they figure as signs in'both the sub-codes by which
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reference is constructed., That the dots and incomplete sentences are
signs of a material reality'gég human consciousness simultaneously,
diminishes the effectiveness with which either referent is denoted.

It is worthwhile to follow this up by concentrating for a moment
on- the ‘ends of the "otryvki" (which are also marked by the same textual
fragmentation), for the reason that the breaking off of a passage or
sentence in mid-stream and completing it with a series of dots, or with
a single, abrupt word or phrase is a familiar rhetorical device found
in discourse of many sorts, including non-literary genres., The "device"
can produce a variety of effects, including dramatic understatement,
insinuating suggestivity and explosive climax,

The "effect of the Real™ produced at the beginning of "Krasnyi
smekh" is achieved in a highly localised aﬁd specific context and is
contingent, above all, on the heading: ,oTpbBKH K3 HaHmeHHOH pykxonucu"
- a sign belonging to the frame of the text rather than the text
itself, programming a certain sort of reading for the text it announces
(Cf. Boris Uspensky's studies of the Russian icon for elaboration of
the information carried by the frame of an artistic text),

The following three examples of the endings of fragments indicate
that the programming influeﬁce of the heading soon loses much of its
strength, and the textual fragmentation gradually comes under the sway

of a rhetorical code, marking each fragment as a complete rhetorical

unit of sense rather than an incomplete, suddenly and unexpectedly

broken off fragment of an actually existing manuscript, or the
disintegrating discourse of a lunatic:

MBICTH MOM sicHB “[....] f moperaio XK BelCTauBalMMMCA pﬂnaM; q
BWKY TpOCBeTiieHHe [....] CONHLe TOYHO B306panack Bhle [....}] u croma
C DamoCTHBM anrom; Kax BefbMa, De3HyNa BO3AYX IpaHaTa.

S DOMOMEN ses'

(End of First Fragment)



- 317 -

[...}] Ho cTon He yru¥an., On CTIANICA NO 3emie - TOHEHBKHﬁ;
6e3nan§mnmﬁ; noxoxu# Ha pgerckuit miau [....] Kak OCTpaH; feckoHeuHas,
jlefsiHaf HUIIla BXOOMN OH B MO3I M MemJIEHHO NBUrajics B3am H_Bnepén, B3ap
Y BIIEDEM 4ree

(End of Fifth Fragment)

nw — OHH Hac 3agymaT—ckasan s, C(rnaceMTech B OKHO.

- Tyna nen»ssa! — xpukHysn 6paT, Tyma Heab3s. BSFHHHH; yto Tam!
sess 38 OKHOM B 64arpOBOM M HENOOBIKHOM CBETE CTOAN CaM Kpacuniii cmex

n>8

(End of Last Fragment),
The regularity with which the climaxes to horrific episodes are
cut short and left for the reader to complete in this way establishes
the fragments as units of rhetoric and destroys the illusion of

‘arbitrariness that the fragmentation requires in order to produce the

"effect of the Real™. That arbitrariness is undermined still further

by the transformation of the opening fragmented sentence: nbesymue u
yxac" into a recurring motif (the recurrence either taking the shape
of an exact repetition of the phrase, or of variations such as .8 ....
6esymuoM yxace' and ,pgemanu ... yXacoM U 6esymueM ...."

It is annihilated altogether when the markers of fragmentation
cease to attach themselves only to the beginnings and ends of each

fragment and penetrate inside the limits of an individual "fragment":

nOr (the fiancé of the narrator's sister) 6sm mom TpynamMu M 3emielf — a OHO
(the letter he wrote prior to his death) mmsuto MIMO neCOB; none# u
ropomoB [vees] W Temnepb f [EPXY €r0 B DYKAX .40,
Bor copepxanue nucbMa, OHO HaMHCAHO KAPAHOANOM HA KIIOYKax ¥ He
OKOHUYEHO: YTO-TO MOMEmaso,
nTONBKO Temepb A MOHAN BEJMKYW DafocTh BOHHb [, i..] Hurs

KPOBb Bpara — BOBCe He TAaKOH riymedi ofbuait, KaK OYMANKM Mbl: OHM 3HAalH,
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uTO menamH. ...

BOpOHDE KPMUMT, TH CJBIIMLG; BOPOHBE KDHUMT oso '

(excerpt from Eighteenth Fragment).59

The fragmentation which continues throughout the letter is here
(as at the beginning of "Krasnyi smekh'") given a motivation, i.e.
naturalised, by reference to the ,xmouxu", but because this is exactly
the same device as the omne uéed to naturalise the fragmentation of
"Krasnyi smekh" as a whole, (xmouku’ = nworpeBku") ‘the effect of
arbitrariness is, once again, severely diminished.

The phrase ,BopoHbe KpuuHT' is develoéed into a recurring motif
within the letter in an analogous manner to the treatment of the phrase
n6esymue u ykac' in the surrounding (framing) text: the-letter is, in
fact, the best example of "intext" in the whole Andreyev oeuvre.
(Chapter Two).

Naturalisation breaks down conclusively when the words ,BopoHBE
xpuunt” pass from the discourse of the letter writer to the discourse
‘of the narrator (Second brother), so releasing it from the property of
any one subject and in the process making a mockery of the unity of
character.60

Even a rhetorical code cannot sanction regularity on this scale
("rhetorical devices" only "work" when used sparingly) and we are left
with the previously mentioned, ill-defined "code of expressivity"

(p. 284) which in a homogenising process equalises everything on
the level of the“enoncé’and makes of it the sign of an overall "mood"

or "attitude" situated at the level of the "énonciation'. The markers
of fragmentation then combine with other already semanticised features

of the text to communicate a ''sense of horror, chaos and outrage"

experienced in the'act'qf'telling_the story, That this is the reading

favoured by Andreyev himself for the whole text (cf, his retort to
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Gorky's accusation that he was distorting the facts of war: ,semp Mo€

. 61
OTHOmMeHHe K BOHe-TOXe dakT"

) and, incidentally, one borne out by an
examination of the development of earlier ﬁanuscript variants of the
story,62 should be noted, but it does not mean that it should be held
above“other readings and presented as '"the meaning" of the story. This
would contradict the present study's orientation against inherent
meanings and against the privileging of authorial intent (see Introduction).

What our analysis of the changing function of the "markers of
fragmentation™ through the course of "Krasnyi smekh'" has demonstrated
is that the multiplicity of codings in the Andreyevan text, and the
multiplicity of readings it engenders, is not something static,
synchronic, given from the outset, but also a process which unfolds
diachronically along the text's syntagmatic axis,

In the Andreyevan text the "conflicting forces"™ do not appear to

be open to resolution in a higher harmony. (Cf, Proust's Remembrance

of Things Past where a "psychological code" responsible for the

reader's construction of Marcel's character and an "aesthetic code?
responsible for the reader's registering of certain artistic devices,
recurring motifs and details etc, are synthesised towards the end of
the book when a third code suggests itself to the reader, one which
enables him to subordinate the other two to it. This is the point at
which it is realised that the whole work is concerned above all with
the central process behind the novel which Marcel is writing and the
novel whiéh Proust has written about him.) There is no "meta-code™
available for the reader to grasp at in his attempts to reconcile
~contradictory readings,vnOTmeans of naturalising the conflict.

We  may speculate that this factor had much to do with the shock
that Andreyev brought to his readers' aesthetic sensibilities in the

early twentieth centuries (described above by Blok), but also with the
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Jow-rating he eventually achieved as an artist,

XIV) *Andreyev, ‘1iterary ‘évolution and Undercoding

Wenmight conclude our examination of literary codes in the
Andreyevan text with a few remarks about the 'code of expressivity'
functioning in most of the works we have looked at in detail here,
but which we have so far not attempted to specify.

While the Andreyevan text has been seen to articulate a potential

"master-coéde'" capable of guaranteeing both an 911egorising impulse and

above) does appear to go some of the way towards fulfilling the
function of a "master—code?, even if it does so by "bypassing' the
conflict of semiosis (allegory) with naturalisation instead of
resolving it:~ the contradiction between "Krasnyi smekh" as allegory
and "Krasnyi smekh" as the depiction of reality remains, but a kind of
unity is imposed on the text by-regarding it as the expression of an
overall mood or sensation experienced in the act of telling the story.

There are a number of features of the Andreyevan text which act
together to contribute to the functioning of this "code of

expressivity", all of which amount to an immobilisation of reference

(and thus of allegory, which depends upon reference). Most of these
features have been mentioned before but they can be seen acting in
collaboration with one another in any number of passages from
Andreyev stories, including the following excerpt from "Tak bylo"

which might serve us as an '"Intext" for the Andreyev oeuvre at this
point:- ,,,.., 4 OHM mOBepHyNHCb uTOOB HATH M TYT, KOTjJa B ropoje

eme ropemM OTHH, & peKa Obiia YepHa Kak pas’Be3WiHAA caxa, OHHM YBUOEIH

HEUTO THKEIOe M CMYTHOE, POXOEHHOe THMOH M cBeTOM, (O CTOpOHHI,
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TP OTHBOTIONOXHOM 3aKaTy; rge pexa Tepsilach B UEDHBIX Geperax M rycras
ThbMa KOHOWMIACh Kak mnBax; DOOBIMATIOCEH UTO—TO orpOMﬂoe; 6ecdopMenHoe,
crenoe, IlogHANIOCH M OCTAHOBHIIOCH HEIOJBUXKHO H; XOTS Yy Hero He 6bUIO
rjias oHo CMOTﬁeHO;>H XOTS ¥ Hero He 6bUIO DYK OHO NPOMATHBAIO HX K
ropoay, ¥ XOTsa OHO ObUIO MEDPTBO OHO XMJIO M [OpIIANO, BHUIO CTpPRWHO,
- 970 TyMaH Han PeKOK — CKA3an OIuH.
- HeT; 3TO 06mako - ckasan ﬁpyroﬁ.
3To 6mho u obnaxo U TyMaH,
= OHo kak 6yOTO CMOTDHUT
Ono cmoTpeno,
- O”o Kak 6yOTO CIBIKT,
Ono cmBIIANIO

- OHO HOET cwona.
Het, oHO crosno HenomewkHo, OHO CTOSIO HenoanmHo; orpomHoe, GechopmeHHOE,
cjernioe M Ha CTPAWHBIX BHIIYKIIOCTAX ero KpacHelH OT6IIeCKH® TODOACKHX
orHeil, a BHH3Y y ero HOT Tepsalch B YépHHX.6eperax uepHas peka, U TbMa
KOMOMMIACH KAK KHBAA ., ."02

The features can be listed as follows: 1) Focussing on a restricted
and recurring number of loosely defined semes reified in the ,omo" -
(darkness, immobility, terror, life-like qualities) (cf. similar
descriptions of the "force of death”™ in "Eleazar").
ii) Cue—reép&nse device undermining the conventions of dialogue, and
sé of reference:- , 00 kak 6ynTo cMOTpeno .,.. OHO cmoTpesno' etc., Here
the conventions and conditions for dialogue are undermined still
further since the participants are "the author"™ and the characters he
has created - a referential impossibility (Cf. in "Krasnyi smekh" the
conversation between a man and his dead brother),

iii) Sentences that represent referential absurdities:- ,xoTs y Hero He

GbUI0 I'Ias OHO CMOTDEJI0, M XOTHA Yy Hero He OBIO DYK OHO IPOTHATHBAO HX K
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ropony :..." etc, (Cf. the already cited description of night in
Stena").

iv) The blurring of distinction between "discourse" and "story":
wTycTas TbMa Konomnnacb'gég KUBAas .i.. XOTHA OHO GbUIO MEPTBO, OHO
XUno u memamo'.

The immobilisation of reference resulting from the collective
force of these features means that in the absence of any other firmly
establishedtcode of reading with fixed rules for matching individual
signifier to individual signified, the reader assigns to the passage
'as ‘a whole some single, vague, overall signified of 'mood' or
"sensation",

The process by which this occurs corresponds fairly accurately
to Umberto Eco's characterisation of 'Un@gfgpding': "Undercoding proceeds
from non—exispent codes to potential codes ,... Undercoding may be
defined as the operation by means of which in the absence of stable,
pre-established rules, certain macroscopic portions of certain texts
are provisionally assumed to be pertinment units of a code in formation,
even though the combinational rules governing the more basic
compositional items of the expressions, along with the corresponding
content units remain unknown."64 One example of undercoding that Eco
gives in order to illustrate his definition is that of the assignment
of a peculiar "musical emotion" to a new musical composition,

It would be most surprising if this fundamental aspect of
Andreyev's prose had not been noted before in some form or other, It
is therefore interesting that an early Andreyev scholar of the
nineteen twenties writing on the stylistic qualities of his short
stories (cf., this with Andrey Belyi's reading of Andreyev's works in
which the "sense of chaos" - an overall, undercoded signified - is

presented as an item of'C?gteQE) makes this comment about "povtoreniya'" as



- 323 -

a feature of Andreyev's style: ,BcA cHucTeMa KOppecCHOHIHDPYIOIMUX

NOBTOpPeHHHH YHHOHIHUDOBAHA B'0npenen§HHOM‘HanpaBneHHH vee+ BCEM HM

npnnaéTCH myTgHﬁ XapakTep: QHOBemHﬁ, CTpaAlHBIH B COCENCTBE C OPYTHMH
IPUMBIKAWIMMH CMBICJIOBBIMH OTTEHKAMH, JSTO IIyrawpiye SIHTEeTh B COYEeTaHHH C
Takn@ﬁ #é CpaBHEHHAHMM U MeTadopamu, C MNyraomuMMM NHopTpeTramd, IeH3axamH,
CO303aT MHOTOKPATHBIMM CBOMMH IIOBTODEHHSMH OCHOBHYW TKaHb; I'J1aBHBIA

nb3 Linin has, without the benefit of

NMOBECTBOBATEIIBHBIH ILIACT HOBEJUIH,
a unifying semiotic apparatus (which would have enabled him to connect
his observations with other features of Andreyev's stories relating to
both "style" and "content" and to the wider context of literary
evolution) drawn attention to many of the same details that we cited in
our description of undercoding in Andreyev's work:- the production of
a single, overall signified [yunubuuuposaHa B OmHOM 5anpasneﬂun] the
subordination of all narrative and discourse units to this one [,c¢
TAKUMH ke CpPABHEHUAMH, MeTa¢OpaMM; Cc TyraomiMH IOpTpeTamd, mnetisaxamu'']
and the precedence that this coding takes over others: [, rmaBHmil
IIOBECTBOBATENbHbIN MIacT HOBemmm'], |

Another critic of the twenties, I, Ioffe, one of several who
treated Andreyev as an exponent of literary Expressionism, makes the
following distinction between a symbolist and an expressionist usage of
simile and metaphor: ,MeTadops y CHMBOJMCTOB — CPE[CTBO [eMAaTEpPHANH3alHH
vees MeTaboOpPhl V HHUX MePEXOOSAT OT CMBICIIA K CMBICIY, YBOHS OT DeajibHOTrO
naasa, Y 3KCIPECCHOHMCTOB MeTabop He YBOOUT OT HAUANBHOH TeMmbl, HO
NPHCOEOMHSET K Helt OPYTHe U BeJET MX [apajulenbpHO, MeTadbopsl ¥ CpaBHEHHSA
ABIAWTCA [ONONHHTENBHLIMH IICHXHUECKMMH M CMbICIIOBbIMH HHHHRMH."66

Without commenting on the labels "Symbolist" and "Expressionist™
we can nevertheless see that Ioffe is concerned, when he writes of the

expressionist use of figures, with the same immobilisation of reference

[4He YBOOMT OT HAuaNLHOM TeMbl, HO NMpPHCOeNHHAET K Hel papyrue'], the same



- 324 -

subordination of signifying units to a single signified [, sBasmorcs
LOMONHHUTENbHEME JTuHMAMEU'' | and the same consequent levelling of
narrative units,

Eco's definition of undercoding as "proceeding from non-existent
codes to potential ones" is geared to providing an account of the
process by which new codes for the production of meaning come into

formation, Andreyevan undercoding might be viewed in two complementary

fully developed "master-code", with well-established rules for
assigning units of content to signifying units, and secondly as a

stage in the development of that "master-code",

The formation and development of new codes is an extremely
complex process and it is not one that confines itself tolchanges in
literary texts themselves. A literary code, we remember, is
reducible neither to the objective features of any text or group of
texts, nor to any particular reading or group of readings., It underlies
however both text(s) and reading(s),

The universality of "undercoding" as a semiotic procedure in the
literary culture of Andreyev's time can be traced through the literary
‘criticism which dominated the era, and in particular through much of
the critical (criticism = rgg@ingg) writings on Andreyev. We have
already cited Belyi's enthusiastic reception of Andreyev's works as
purveyors of the spiritual chaos and anarchy so é¢lose to Bei¥i's own
heart, ,Xaoc gep3HOBEeHHBI BHIPACTANl B €r0 NMPOM3BENEHHAX H KOTIAd TepoM
€ro NpOXOAUIIA IO KOMHaTaM; Xaoc IUIACal Ha CTeHaX YPOMIUBBIMKM TeHAMH

."67 We have also referred to Blok's similar appraisal of Andreyev

X
as a kindred spirit to himself in that he sensed through his works the

approaching spiritual apocalypse, Konstantin Chukovsky's impressionistic

appraisal of Andreyev in, for example, Leonid Andreev - Bol'shoi i




- 325 -

Malen'kii", in which he writes of Andreyev as a "literary poster-artist",
have likwise been mentioned above,

The status occupied in this study by "authorial intentions" has
been that of one reading of an author's work among many others. It is
in this context that we may again make reference to the earlier
manuscript-variants to several of Andreyev's key works, for in their
progression towards the published versions of the stories they reflect
the fact that Andreyev too tended to give precedence to undercoded
'regdings of his own texts.68

Dmitri Maksimov's book on Alexander Blok's prose and poetry points

out that what he calls the impressionistic tendencies in Russian

criticism of the early twentieth century and which we can assimilate

with our notion of underc¢oded readings (the assignment of vague, overall

signifieds - "Chaos", "Apocalypse' etc - to whole sequences of
signifiers, rather than the analysis of these sequences into separate
pairings of signifier and signified) were the result of a general
reaction against the'"dry", over-objective criticism that prevailed‘in
the nineteenth century and were part of a total realignment of cultural
values (See Chapter Four below).

While it is true that Blok and Belyi themselves, along with
Zaitsev, Bunin, Remizov etc., and much of the visual art of the period
as well (Benois, Bakst in particular) were read in'the same "undercoded™
manner as Andreyev, it could, with some justification, be argued that
one of the key reasons for Andreyev's domination of the literary scene
in the early nineteen hundreds and, indeed, for his subsequent fall
from favour ("undercoding™ being a transitional stage in the
development of new codes of reading and writing), was that his works

responded better than many others to the néed for "undercoded readings".
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culture of his time a) in that his texts exhibit strong elements of
undercoding in tﬁeir'pﬁqduéti§p~and b) in that tﬁe texts were a focal
point for undercoded readings during a period in which undercoding
was a dominant semiotic force.

The:fact of the undercoding of the Andreyevan text inscribes
Leonid Andreyev at the centre of the literary-cultural process from an
evolutionary or diachronic point of view, (Undercoding is an index of
literary progression.) The final chapter will re-examine amongst
other things, the nature of Andreyevan undercoding, It will reveal
that undercoding's breakdown of rigid textual boundaries and trangression

" of levels (see above), its emphasis on synthesis (all signifying units
synthesised to produce a single signified) over analysis (the break-
down into matching pairs of signifier and signified) andits privileging

of the undefined and irrational over the defined and rational (see

below) all re-inscribe Andreyev at the centre of the same literary-
cultural process from a synchronic point of view., (Undercoding is a
key g}ement'in a cultural'sys;gy.)

We must now proceed to the furthest level of abstraction from
Andreyev's texts themselves, that of the cultural whole, in order to
provide a reference point for all the arguments and conclusions of the
preceding sections, a resoliution of the remaining contradictions and

a cut-off point for our re-construction of the Andreyevan text,
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"C'HiA‘P‘TrE'R"'F‘O'U R

"CULTURE AND ‘THE_ANDREVEVAN ‘TEXT"

i) ‘The 'mgt‘tlodologicaljzgi9¢_ip41e ‘and "the meaning of "culture™

The principle of a progressively broadening perspective of
levels which, nevertheless, function simultaneously, in unison and at
every point in the Andreyevan text was established in our Introduction.
We reached the level of "literary codes" and discovered, as was the
case in preceding chapters, that we were unable to dispense with
occasional reference to a level higher (i.e. more abstract) than that
under consideration, So it was that in our examination of literary codes
we found that the very idea of a literary code leads necessarily to the
idea of the wider thought-system or culture giving rise to or forming
the rules of that literary code,

It is to this area that we must now turn our attention. Before
embarking on this course two things must first be made clear, Firstly
it is necessary to reiterate the point made in our Introduction that,
as each chapter broadens in perspective, so We must gradually embrace
more and more that is "outside" the corpus of works we have selected
for study, in order to penetrate ever more deeply "inside" it.
However, while in Chapter One we were required to include within our
frame of reference Andreyev stories outside the chosen period and
writers of the same period other than Andreyev - a perfectly feasible
task - in the present chapter we would be required ideally to be
thoroughly familiar with the totality of philosophy, discourse and
art of the pre-revolutionary period, as well as that of the periods

preceding and succeeding it - an impossibly difficult task. Therefore,
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in what follows we can only make a few tentative suggestions as to
probable links between Andreyev and the cultural system of which he was
part, and that on a relatively loose, unstructured basis.

Secondly we must be a little more specific in defining what we
mean by "culture" and '"thought-systems'.

'in its classical sense has been taken to mean

The term "culture'
in Mathew Arnold's words: "the best that has been thought and said in
the world"1 but there is a second, broader and more recent meaning
that covers discourse and behaviour outside Arnold's narrower
definition (which presumably includes the best of literature, philosophy,
painting, opera and little else)., Such is Raymond Williams' definition
of a new theory of culture involving "the study of relationships
between elements in a whole way of life" with "an emphasis which from
studying particular meanings and values seeks not so much to compare
these .... but by studying their modes of change to discover certain
general causes or trends by which social and cultural developments as
g Wwhole can be better understood."2

In view of our interest in suggesting some answers to the
recurring problem of Andreyev's cultural status ("high literature",/
"mass art"), by examining his works within a framework that includes
both "high" and "mass" art under a single terminological umbrella, the
latter definition of culture is obviously better suited to our purpose,
However, the point about lack of total knowledge of a culture asserts
itself here with avengeance and for that reason we shall be limited
to the idea of culture in Williams' sense, but only as applied to a
restricted area of cultural behaviour:- literature ("high" and "low"),
but with passing reference to painting, philosophy and science (as
much part of culture in this wider sense as opera or poetry). This is

not a case of steering a middle course between the two definitionms,
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since it is the second one that is retained as a basis throughout, but,
for the reasons of convenience and practicality just elaborated,
applied to an area that happens to come closer to coinciding with the
area marked out by the first, traditional definition of culture.

It is here that the term "thought-system" becomes useful, for
since we shall be excluding culture in its strictly behavioural
manifestation (dress, sport, pastimes etc.,) and concentrating on its
manifestation as written discourse (of whatever kind), "thought-system"
seems an appropriate term to cover just this aspect of culture,

Throughout each of Chapters Two and Three there has been an
éffort to maintain a balance between the respective benefits of
a) using the new level of analysis to explore new areas of Andreyev's
texts and arrive at new insights and b) using that new level of
analysis to re—express the conclusions and insights of previous
chapters in new terms. Because of the practical restrictions outlined
at the outset of this chapter and because, also, this final chapter
must attempt to draw the findings of the whole study together, the
balance in Chapter Four will shift in favour of b) - thg re~expression

of previous insights in new terms,

ii) "Metaphor and Myth"

Let us, to begin, take what has proved to be one of the central
insights of the study up to this point, namely the metaphoric modelling
principle of the Andreyevan text, We found in Chapter Two that, as
models of an outside world the "most typical" of Andreyev's stories
present themselves not in the form of metonymic parts of that world,

the rest of which (temporal-spatial and other remainders) is to be
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inferred or constructed by the reader, but as metaphors or iconic signs
(signs by analogy) of it as a spatio-temporal whole, "Krasnyi smekh"
and "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'", we recall, are readable not as
incomplete sections of the real world of which we are part; but as
complete analogues of that world (when viewed according to a certain
modality) :- hence the difficulties in extending the actants and events
of the text beyond their own internal boundaries (beginning and end),
hence the internal repetitions of story in'the form of intexts, hence
the apocalyptic endings and so on, When we look back to the findings
of Chapter One we find that the importance of the short-prose genre
and of the "internalisation of meaning" are bound up with metaphoricity
(the "distance" afforded by the short form enabling "1ife" to be
captured as completed state rather than ongoing process; the
discontinuity between "text" and "world" achieved through the conjugation
of internally generated paradigms). When we look back to the rest of
Chapter Two and Chapter Three we find the same thing: the Andreyevan
text's metaphoricity is the very condition for its acting as an
unmediated communication between a sender and a receiver, The metonymic
text, by contrast, does all it can to disguise and suppress its actual
communicatory status under its illusory status as part of the reality
it signified,"Andreyevan metaphoricity" is also no more than a
restatement in different terms of the undermining of the referential-
realist code and the reassertion of allegorical codes of reading noted
in Chapter Three, and can be linked with almost every feature of
Andreyev's work that has attracted attention in this study,

That apart, we have noted metaphorisation to be a general
feature of all the more innovatory art of Andreyev's period and of much
of the art that was to follow. In the more recent history of art this

trend is pursued in a slightly different way when the code(s) become
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foregrounded as the major part of the message of works of art (Cf, much
abstract painting and, for example, the French "nouveau roman" where
the "point" is often a questioning of the way(s) the novel represents
reality), The work of art remains, nevertheless, (as communication,
that is) a (metaphoric) model of the world rather than a (metonymic)
part of it, Even in the most recent so-called post—-modernist "meta-
fiction" (John Fowles, John Barth, Richard Brautigan) where the point
of reference is less '"the world we know'" than fiction itself as a means
of representing that world, the very term "meta-fiction" demonstrates
that the works themselves (as examples of "metafiction™) must be of a
different order to fiction itself, and therefore denotative of it by
analogy rather than by belonging to it as a constituent part. The
prefix "meta'" - common to both metaphor and metafiction - is not, of
course, accidental, And-alternatively (or as a supplement to this
point) these texts open themselves readily to readingé that have them

confirming (metaphorically) the removal of the opposition between life

and fiction:- life is constructed like a fictionm, fiction is as "real"
as life,

Yet our citing of the theoretical writing of Dmitrii Likhachev
on 01d Russian Literature is evidence that the metaphoric world-model
is by no means something new to art, Likhachev's characterisation of
abstraction in mediaeval Russian wart world, could, with a few substitutionms,
(i.e, deletion of the religious lexicon) refer equally to the work of
Leonid Andreyev: ,A6cTparupoBaHHe BHI3HBAJIOCH IOMNHTKAMU YBHOETH BO BCEM
BpPEMEHHOM H THeHHOM; B ABJIEHMAX NDUPOMb!, UENOBEYECKOH XM3HU ...,
CHMBOJbBl W 3HAKH BEUHOTO, BHeBPEMEHHOPO; OYXOBHOIO, BOXECTBEHHOI'O .,..

[lpuHIMO STOT AUAMETPANbHO TNPOTHBOIOIOKEH TOMY, KOTODHIM BLHIBUIaeTCS

HCKYCCTBO HOBOTO BDPEMEHH .., TOM XaXme KOHKpPeTHOCTH, KOTOpyw Kapmnahn

CUHTAaN BeYHOH OCHOBOM HCKYCCTBA .,.. DB cpefgHHe BeKka Mbl, HAINDPOTHB,
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MOXeM OTMETHTEL XaXAy OTBIIeYEHHOCTH, CTpPeMIeHHe K afCcTparupOBAaHHI0 Mhpa;
K Pa3spYmNEeHH0 er0 KOHKPETHOCTH H MaTepHaHBHOCTH; K MOMCKaM CHMBONMYeCKHX
cooTHOmeHut, "

While it would obviously be absurd to talk of an identity between
the art of which Likhachev is writing and the tendencies in modern art
which Leonid Andreyev draws upon, it does not seem impossible that the
undoubted parallels have something to do with repetitions from one
culture to another, a recurrence of elements in the thought-systems
responsible for them,

Perhaps the most highly developed and most interesting work on
the study of culture in the sense we have been using it has come from
the Tartu Semiotic school in the Soviet Union. It is in two articles
from the Tartu series "Trudw po znakovym sistemam’” that we find support
for our hypothesis,

In an introductory article to the study of culture: "Fenomen
Kul'tury" Yurii Lotman suggests that any "intellectual structure" (the
human brain, human culture) requires the presence and interaction of
more than one system, or “"language" in order to develop and change,
Lotman goes oﬁ to argue that human culture from its inception is in
fact structured in a’'dual manner by two universal types of "language"
that influence and wrest dominance from each other throughout the
history of human civilisation, while never entirely synthesising with
or effacing each other: ,HaubBomnee yHuUBepcalbHOM UYepTOH CTPYKTYDHOTO
OyanusMa 4eloBEeUeCKHX KYNbTYp HABISETCH COCYNECTBOBAHHE CIIOBECHO-
OUCKDETHBIX $S3BIKOB M MKOHHUYECKHX, Da3/MuHble 3HAKH B CHCTeMe KOTODbIX He
CKIIafplBanTCHA B ueHquH; a OKAa3HBAWTCH B OTHOWEHHH romeomop¢H3Ma;

BHICTYIIAA Kak B3auMonopmobueie cumsomb! {cp, MUdonOruueckoe IpefcTaBleHHe

0 roMeoMopdH3Me YelloBeuUecKOTO Tejla U O6mecTBEeHHOH M KOCMHYEeCKOH

4
ctpyxTyp) ",
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Alongwith Z,G. Mint$, Lotman later aligns the first - ,croBecHO-
OUCKpeTHhle A3bKu' - witﬁ a linear form of thinking and the second -
nHKOHHueckue a3viku' ~ with a mythical-circular form of thinking and
suggests that the forms are so universal as to provide the basis for
human thought in general: ,,B3aHMOBIHAHUE KOHTHHYANIBHO—IHMKJIMYECKOTO H
OMCKDETHO-JIMHEHHOTO CO3HAHMI NPOMCXOIHT Ha BCEM MPOTSKEHUH YeJloBedecKOH
KYIbTYPE H COCTABIAET OCOGEHHOCTE MuUTEHHS momell kak Takosoro:'

Although Lotman and Mintg recognises that ,,rpy60 HpHOIIMDXEHHO
MOXHO cxasan; UTO B [IOTIHCBMEHHYI0 3TIOXY HOMHHHPOBAJO MH(}OJIOTHYECKOE
[u BOOGmE KOHTHHYAIBHO-IMKIIHYECKOE ] COSH&HHE; B TO BpeMsi Kak B HEDHOR
THCBHMEHHBIX KYJIBTYP OHO OK&3A4lOCh NOUTU NOAABJIEHHHM B Xome GYDHOTO
DPasBUTHUA NUCKPETHOTO JIOTHMKO-CIIOBECHOT'O MBIUIEHHS ....' he argues that
within these two epochs there was considerable and constant shifting
of balance between the cyclic and linear modes of thinking,

So that, although both Likhachev's period of mediaeval Russian
literature and the period of nineteenth-century realism and our own
twentieth-century period fall within the second epoch of the domination
of ,mickpeTHOTO JOTUKO-crnoBecHoro mpmwieHus' the likelihood of shifts
towards, and recurrences of the "continual-cyclic” consciousness is
very high indeed,

It is when Lotman and Mintg come to specify the nature of the
"continual-cyclic" consciousness that we notice the connections with
what we have proposed regarding the prose of Andreyev,

The alternative title that Lotman gives to the mythical
consciousness —~ the "continual-cyclic" - is a convenient starting point
because it already reveals a significant feature of its own content -
the ¢yelic conception of Time characteristic of the mythic thought:-

#MHIGOIIOTHYECKOE CO3HAHHE XapakTepHsyeTcd 3aMKHYTO~LHKIIMUeCKUM

OTHOWEeHHEM K BpeMeHHM, ['OOHYHBI LUKII IOOOGeH CYTOUHOMY, ueJjioBeueckKaf
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XHSHb — PACTHUTEIBHOH; 3aKOH POXJEHHS — YMHDAHHA — BO3DOXMEHUS
rOCHOACTBYET Hap BCEM;"7 Tﬁere is, of course, nothing new in this
observation (cf. also the work of V.N, Toporov on the cylic nature of
mythical time) but, as we shall see, Lotman and Mints develoﬁ the
argument further than other theorists in order to give a more complete
account of mythic thought,

The influence of mythical time on the Andreyevan text and on the
texts of Sologub, Remizov, Belyi, Zamyatin»and others hardly needs
pointing out. It is true that overt circularity is present only in a

limited number of stories ("P?izrggi", "Tak bylo", where circularity

of time is both the structure and the "message" of the text, '"Moi
‘zapiski" where the narrator returns to his previous state of voluntary
imprisonment by building his own personal gaol in the "free world",

the end, and a number of others), However "Zamknutost'" of some nature
is a feature of nearly all Andreyev stories, They are all closed off
from the outside world, unable to be situated in concrete, empirical
time. and unable to be extended into it, or anywhere beyond their own
internal boundaries, The ‘stasis which is the logical concomitant of
that factor and which applies to all mythical texts affects even the
most superficially "dynamic" of Andreyev's stories like "Krasnyi smekh"
and "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" where, despite the accumulation of
"event" upon "event", the structure of the situation (man against
insanity and horror of war; passive man against active, hostile world)
remains basically unchanged, The point at which change becomes possible:~-

the face-to=face confrontation between man and "Red Horror", the

‘rebellion of man against hostile nature, marks the end of each story,
the point at which the text can continue no further and must "cease to

be". As Lotman and Mints write of the mythic text, so we may write of
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the Andre?evan text: ,moGoH smH30p mofipas’ymeBaeT éxTyaanauHm BCeH
u_enH."8

The domination of "discrete-linear" consciousness, by contrast,
means that Time is not an indivisible unity, a closed circle, but can
be expanded into a continual line of discrete temporal points, In
terms of literature, this is the very condition of the epos, of linear
narrative, of the development and transformation of characters and
situations, and of the ability to locate concrete moments. (If Time
is divisible into discrete moments, then it is possible to single out
each of those moments, separate them from the continuum), It is thus
the necessary condition for the nineteenth-century “realist" novel,

The move away from the long prose form and towards poetry and
the short prose-form at the beginning of the twentieth century, a move
of which Andreyev was part, was then, in this interpretation, more
than a feature confined to the internal laws of development of literature
and art, If we accept Lotman's analysis, it can be seen as determined
by the shifting of the balance between the two languages in the
structure of human culture -— linear-discrete and continual-cyclic - away
from the former, toyards the latter. It was é shift that, as we shall
show, affected far more than the devélopment of art.

The conception of time which a culture holds at a particular
moment in its development is clearly central to that culture's way of
thinking and affects a range of other aspects of the literary text,

The closed-circular conception of time is, according to Lotman
and Mint$,, itself a manifestation of a "deeper" structural principle -
that of homeomorphism: ,HemMckpeTHble TeKCTH OemHPPYWTCHA HA OCHOBE H30-

U romeoMopdusMa, NPHIEM OTPOMHYKW DONTb HMIpAaiT PaBHIA HENOCPEe/ICBEHHOTO

n9

OTOXIECTBIIEHHUA s ¢ ¢ o The self-identity of time (one "moment™ - birth,

the beginfing of a text - is identical to another - death, the end of
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a text) is one example of mythical homeomorphism at work, But, as
Lotman and Mint$ point out, ,llpuauun nsomopdusMma, noaenénnﬁﬂ mo mpeperna
CBOOMJI BCce BOSMOXHBIE CioXeTh K Epunomy Cioxery, KOTODHIHE HHBAPDHAHTEH
KaXaoMy H3 STPTLL
Now we must bear in mind.ﬁere that Lotman and Mint are writing
of mythic culture (at this point anyway) as an epoch opposed to the
linear-discrete period of "written culture”, of which the present
century and the literature of LeonidbAndreyev included, are very much
part, Indeed, the examples they adduce in support of tﬁeir argument
are from ancient rites and myths and from modern literature respectively.
Lotman and Mints posit the initial opposition between myth and
literature as a starting point for their discussion of the two

consciousnesses, but never make the opposition an absolute one,

Nevertheless, as a writer of literature rather than a teller of myths,

Leonid Andreyev is without doubt inextricably linked to the linear-
discrete mode of thought. The mythic cultures, moreoever, had no
concept of "literature". They knew no difference between factual
narratives and fictional or literary ones, The only narrative they
knew was mythical narrative and that largely ignored the distinction
between fact and fiction, history and fable ete, (Cf., W, Ong).11
However, within that mode, the work of Andreyev and of many of his
contemporaries marks a significant increase in activity of the
opposing, mythic mode of thought., [Iocrosnnas uHTepdepeHuus,

. KpPeONMSAaUMsA W B3aMMHBII [IepeBOJ TEKCTOB 3THX ABYX THIOB ofecreuuBaeT

oy 12
KYIbTYDE BO3SMOXHOCTE .. BBHIPAGOTKHM HOBHIX coobmennit"],

Therefore,
although we perhaps should not speak of an invariant ,Epumnssi CroxeT"
for the stories of Andreyev in exactly the same way as Lotman and

Mints use this term to déscribe the uniformity of plot in the ancient

rites and myths to which“they refer, it is surely not a groundless
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assumption to say that the striking structural uniformity of
Andreyev's stories, the foregfounding in sequence after sequence of
text after text of the same basic oppositional paradigm (alienated
individual against hostile environment, man against nature, subject
against object, depending upon the level of abstraction one chooses - S€e
Chapter One pp. 102-118) is not at least in part due to the influence of
the mythic mode of thought, For this is the mode which equalises all
"plot", thereby making true narrative (narratives depending for their
vitality on the difference of sequence from sequence, on linearity) an
impossibility, The problematicity of Andreyev's texts as narratives
can be looked at either in tetms of their uniform denial of linear time,
or in terms of the relatiQe ease with which their disparate plots can be
reduced to a single oppositional invariant (this in sharp contrast to
the much greater structural complexity and variety of the nineteenth-
century novel), In fact both of these viewpoints amount to the same
thing (denial of linear time is equivalent to the denial of the
variety of possible changes and developments that comes with linear
time) and are functions of the more fundamental principle of
isomorphism, |

Andreyev's work is perhaps not the most explicit in this respect.
Other writers' work betrays the reassertion of the continual-mythic in
more obvious ways, The prose of Fedor Sologub, Zinaida Gippius,
Valerii Bryusov and the early prose of Andrei Belyi, as well as much of the
poetry of these and other Symbolists and certain "realist! writers (Sergeev-
Tsensky), certain individual stories of Kuprin, Bunin and others often
overtly "borrow" the mythic form; the ancient classical myth becomes
the model for their narratives, The stories (and even the novel
‘Melkii bes ) of Sologub and Belyi (cf. also Peterburg and

Serebrannyi golub' ), Bryusov and Gippius, even when not strictly
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modelled on mythic form, are littered with classical-mythical
references;

It migﬁt seem a little simplistic to link the continual-mythic
thought-system and the work of Sologub, Belyi, Gippius etc., in this
way. Mythical references, it may be argued, are perfectly possible
within a linear-discrete dominated narrative, However, other factors
act against such an assumption. The dominance of the short form
(poetry and short story) over the novel in all these writers substantiates
the idea of the renewed influence of the continual-mythic - a mode that
cannot accommodate the advanced linearity and concrete sense of time
required by the novel, (Here we begin to see how the idea of meta-
phoricity and the continual-mythic thought-system are so closely
linked) ., More importantly, if we take Sologub, the structural invariant
in his stories functions as forcefully and as constantly as that of the
Andreyevan text, The Sologubian hero is inevitably either a child or
a female who is almost and inevitably in conflict with the dull, grey
world of everyday reality of which he/she is a part but which he/she is
able to transcend by passing into another world of beauty and magic via
a form of sublimated eroticism or Death (or a combination of the two).

One can view Blok's cult of the "Prekrasnaya dama" (again an
invariant formulated by the author—as-reader) that dominated much of
his early poetry and, indeed, the whole symbolist project, as
reflecting the return to prominence, if not dominance, of the continual-
mythic,

According to Lotman and Mints' theory the reassertion of the
non-linear thought-system should not reveal itself exclusively within
"high literature" but ought to be detectable throughout the discourse
of an age. In tﬁis connection it is perhaps no accident that the

return of the myth in high literary prose and poetry was accompanied
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by the simultaneous exploéionAof the modern mass-art form (in
particular the mass—audience film etc,) which had been slowly emerging
through the Victorian era but which, aided by technological advance-
ments, ''took off" at the turn of the century, With its familiar,
almost ritualised plot (cf. the box~office movie and, later, the T.V,
soap—-opera), its predictable, often deliberately stereotyped heroes
and, in particular, its multiple reassertions of the values, complexes
and fears (ideology) of the society that produced it and its resolution
of contradictions and tensions (cf, the outcome of the vampire-movie
and the "laying to rest" of evil forces), as well as the relative
anonymity of its author (the consumer of the popular film is not
particularly interested in the genesis of the work), the mass art—form
has a function in many ways analogous to that -of the ancient myth, It
is significant that the structuralist project itself which began with
the study of ancient myths, as in the work of Lévi-Strauss, then turned
increasingly to "modern-myths" such as the T.V, thriller,

Technological advanees =~ the invention of cinema, the improvement
in mass production of books - naturally have a good deal to do with the
emergence of modern myth but "demand" is likely to some extent to have
determined "supply".

Roland Barthes in his Mythologies has explicity recognised
that the twentieth~century is as much an epoch of myth-making as the
classical age (see bibliography).

Whether, in the light of this, we interpret Andreyev as an example
of ""High Literature' under the influence of the continual mythic, or
as an example of early mass art and thus of continual-mythic activity
in its own right is a moot point, Andreyev's association with ""high-
literary" journals such as "Shipovnik" and the intense "seriousness"

of his art link him with high literature, whilst his ability to simplify
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and popularise complex philosophical ideas and to respond to, and
capitalise upon topical issﬁes (sexuality, modern war fare, social
revolution), not to mention Andreyev's own interest in the cinema,
implicate him in the mass activity of popular entertainment. The

element of truth in these two arguments make it possible to argue that

both its aspects and thus establishes Leonid Andreyev at the heart of

the cultural activity of his time,

The cultural analysis of Lotman and Mints proceeds to demonstrate
that there are corollaries to the concept of the "Edinyi Syuzhet" in
the reassertion of the continual-mythic. They describe how the
"original" mythic epoch passed into the linear-discrete epoch and the
effects that this produced on the mythic ,Epuusii Hepconax" (a
corollary on the level of character of the "Uniform Plot", or ,Emuubii
Cioxet" see above pi 336): , Mudbosonnueckul MaTepHalr, NPOYHTAHHBIL C
Mo3unuy GHTOBOTO COSHaHHH; pe3KO TpaHchOPDMHDOBAJICA: B HEro BHOCHIIACH
OUCKPETHOCTH CJIOBECHOTO MbIIIEHHH, HOHHTHH; Hayala ¥ KOHIa, JTHHeHHOCTH

BPEMeHHO} OpraHM3auuu, JITO [PUBOOHJIO K TOMY, YTO HIocTacu EppHOrO

llepcoHaxa, PACMONOKeHHbe HA PASHLIX YPOBHAX MUPOBOH OpPraHU3aUWH, CTANH

T
BOCIPUHUMATBHCA KakK pasiiuuyHble o6passl,’

Lotman and Mints might have added that the apotheosis of this
atomising tendency was the "unique individual" of the nineteenth-century
novel, and that the process was not confined to art, but became
naturalised and presented outside literature as 'the way things really
are."

When the process is set in reverse we would expect the atomisation
of the ,Emunsit Iepconax' to stop and a certain amount of re-synthesis
to take place, The works of Andreyev, Sologub, Remizov and Belyi still

retain a concept of the individual human character (with individuated
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name, physical appearance and.destiny). However, the stylised anonymity

of many of the Andreyevan narrator-protagonists has already been noted,

We have also pointed to their almost uniform lack of interaction with

other human subjects; even in "Mysl1'" or '"Moi zapiski" the other
characters encountered are by and large part of "the world" to which

the narrator-protagnoist is opposed and do not interact in any significant
way; in "Prizraki" or "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" the charaters merely
fepeat each other:- Vasilii's parishioners repeat his own destiny, and
Egor, Petrov, "the one who knocks'" and Mariya Fedorovna all repeat the
basic conflict between illusion and reality that is at the heart of
"Prizraki", The uniformity of the characters is paralleled in an

equally uniform’confliCt‘wit"r}'an;Object (be it "Wall", "Red Laugh",

"Abyss", "Fate", "Death" or "City"). All these factors point to the
reassertion of a form of "Edinyi Personazh", one quite different from
that of the ancient myth but a variant of the same, nonetheless.
(Andreyev once wrote in a letter to Chukovsky: ,Bcé mxuBoe umeer oﬁniru
f& ié #fm&, cTpagaer onHHMﬁ CTPANAHHAMH H B BeJIMKOM 6e3nHQHH'CﬁﬁBaéTCé
Bdéﬂﬁgo mepen CHIIaMu KHSHH"IA; a comment in perfect accordance with the
notion of the "Edinyi personazh"), Taken together, the "Edinyi Syuzhet"
and the "Edinyi personazh" are symptomatic 6f the striving for wholeness
that marks the continual-mythic consciousness, the desire to unite the
whole of human experience by making it so many manifestations of a
single object:- ,,9To MomHOe ynomobnenue nemameevs OCHOBe COS3HaHUA
[aHHOTO THIA 3AacCTaBifeT BHUAETH B PA3HOOGDPASHLIX ABIEHHSAX DEAanbHOTO MHpAa
sHaku OpmHOoro HBHeHHH; a BO BCEM pasHoo6pasuu OOBEKTOB OOHOI'C Kjacca
NpOCMATPUBATEL EnuubI O(S:r:ex'r."'15

Lotman and Mints refer specifically to the growth in influence

of "myth" at the beginning of this century and explain it in more or

less the same terms: , Hoselii momneM OBmMEKYIBTYDHOI'O HHTEpeca X mMudy nagaet
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Ha BTODYW IIOJIOBUHY M OcoGeHHO Ha koHen XIX- may, XX BE. Kpusuc
~ MIOSUTHBHM3Ma, Da304YapOBaHHe B MeTadusUKe H aHanHTHuecxng OyTAX CO3HAHHA
s+es HOPOIMNH IMONBITKH BO3POIMTH ILeJIOCTHOe Npeobpasywmee BOJeBOe

n16 The "renewal of

apxauueckoe MHDPOONMYIEeHHe BonnoﬁEHHoe B Mude,
wholeness™ corresponds to the idea towards which we were working when
outlining the metaphoricity of Andreyev's work and that of his
contemporaries, We have just outlined how Andreyev's work encompasses
Man—-as—a-whole ("Edinyi personazh'") and History—-as—a-whole in the

form of the "Edinyi Syuzhet" (cf. "Tak bylo" with its "content” summed

up in the motif: ,rTax 6wio, Tax 6ymer" as an intext for the whole

Andreyev oeuvre), Moreover, the manipulation of grand, abstract concepts
(Death, the Meaning of Life, Beauty, God etc,) that characterises the
discourse not only of Andreyev but of the Symbolists and the
Expressionists is also part of the striving to capture Life, and

whatever meaning it holds, quite literally as a whole that can be
represented within a literary text., The "internalisation of meaning"

in the literary text assists that striving by making the work of literature
a self-sufficient unity and freeing if from contingence on any outside
world.

However, it is vital to bear in mind the ,HeBO3MOXHOCTB TOYHOIO
nepeBOma TEKCTOB C OHCKDETHHX SSLKOB HA HEOHCKPETHO—KOHTHHYAjlbHBE H
06paTHo."17 The metaphorisation and striving for wholeness that it
reflects, a mark of the continual-mythic, is taking place within
‘literature, the very notion of which belongs to the linear—-discrete
consciousness, (''Literature" is discrete from "History").

The tension resulting from the presence of a shift towards the
continﬁal—mythic striving for wholeness within a linear-discrete
construct (literature) is dealt with in various ways. The method

favoured by symbolist aesthetes such as Vyacheslav Ivanov consisted in
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making art the dominant term in the opposition art/world and thus
viewing tﬁe world as an artistic text (''The wotld is a book').
Elements of reality become signs in a text, signs of a higher reality
which is the meaning of the world-as-text, In this way the fulfilment
is possible of both the mythic desires for wholeness (the "Higher
Reality" is the whole) and the linear-discrete requirement for a
distinction between art and life (the world read as an artistic text
retains, albeit through a sleight of hand, a distinction between art,
i.e. the everyday world-as-text, and reality, i.e. the Yhigher reality"
Where the symbolists situated the striving for wholeness at the
level of the meaning, or the signified, the later aesthetics of
Futurism in poetry, cubism, constructivism in art and, for that matter,
parallel trends in music situated it at the level of the text, or the
signifier - in the idea of the work of art as autonomous object, The
"meaning"is variable and is less important than the materiality of the
signifier, Thg poems of Khlebnikov, the paintings of Picasso, the
sculptures of Tatlin and the symphonies of Schoenberg attain their
wholeness not through what they refer to but through their seeming
semiotic self-sufficiency and the almost unlimited possibilities they
offer for attaching meaning to them, The linear-discrete distinction
between "art" and “reality" is maintained through the reverse of the
"sleight of hand" practised by the symbolists:- teality is made the
dominant term in the art/reality opposition and works of art become a
superior form of reality to the "everyday reality" we -are used to,
In the pure mythical form there is no question of reality being a

superior form of art, or art a superior form of reality: the continual,

non—-discrete consciousness refuses to separate the two terms.

Now in the case of Andreyev's work neither of these methods apply
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exactly, The Andreyevan text achieves "wholeness" and the retention of
‘a distinction between-art and reality, like the Symbolists, Futurists,
Constructivists, etc.,, via a single gesture. By posing as a metaphor
for (an allegory or sign of) the "whole of reality" it at once contains
that "wholeness'" by denoting it and, in the very act of denoting,
separates, distinguishes itself from the same "wﬁoleness". Because,
however, there is no sleight of hand deployed to mask the contradiction
(there is no "master-code" available to integrate artistic

Unintentionality and Intentionality, to fuse the Andreyevan text's

Three),.that contradiction is laid bare,

We are now in a position to say that the (Andreyevan) text—as-
metaphor is not in'itself a reassertion of the continual mythic, It is
rather the rgsult of the tension arising from the collision of continual
mythic and linear discrete in one epoch, from the attempt of a linear-
discrete form to articulate a continual-mythic content.

A comparison of any(sortvby definition divides into "comparant"
and "comparé".18 On a macro-textual level "comparant' = art and
" compare" = denotate (reality), a distinction, to reiterate, that the
continual mythic does not make, On this basis we might perhaps describe
the Realist texts of the nineteenth-century as "similes™ (Art is distinct
from reality but, under the persisting influence of the continual mythic,
a master—~code is allowed to make the one seem?ligg the other:- hence

the term "Verisimilitude™ ., The symbolist and post-symbolist texts we

mentioned could, by contrast, be described as '‘'metaphors'\, (Art and
reality remain distinct, as they must in a linear-discrete construct
such as literature, However, the increased influence of the continual-
mythic institutes (a) new master-code(s) which allow(s) the two to seem

more unified, by the sleight~of-hand which omits the comparative term
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"like", just as in a linguistic metaphor; "art 'is a form of reality" -
”realitY'ié a form of art"), Tﬁe Andreyevan text's lack of a fully
developed master—code (see Chapter Three) leaves it stranded somewhere
between "simile™ and "metaphor™ and lays bare the contradiction between
the linear-discrete consciousness' desire for a distinction between
art and reality and the continual mythic consciousness' need for unity
between the two,

The contradiction (continual-mythic in linear-discrete) is one
in which all the texts mentioned are implicated, But the Andreyevan

text's transitional status articulates the contradiction more starkly

culture, or, to use a term previously employed within the Andreyevan
oeuvre, an intext of that culture,

in Chapters One to Three we progressed outwards from "micro-text"
to "macro-text'". In our present discussion of mythic isomorphism and
its return in the art of the turn of the century we began with "macro-
text" ("Edinyi Syuzhet", "Edinyi Personazh'", Tselostnost'")., If we
proceed in the reverse direction we find, not unexpectedly, that mythic
isomorphism exerts its influence on "micro-text" (or "intra-text') as
well,

Lotman has written of the cyclic nature of Time in the mythic
consciousness. He explains that ,YuuBepcanbHbIM 3aKOHOM Ta@Koro MHpa
sABnAeTcHA NMono6ue BCErO Bcemy; OCHOBHOE OpraHu3yKlee CTPYKTYDHOE
OTHOWeHHe — OTHOWEHHe roMeomopduaMa ,... CmemoBaTenbHO:— ,MepTBeln >

nl9 This, of course,

cema &— sepuo' [snak &— uuraercs mnopmo6uo'].
substituting pauppeesckoro rexcra' for ,rakoro mmupa' is a perfect
account of the principle of metaphoricity in Andreyev's stories

expounded in Chapter One,

The equalising consciousness at work in the Andreyevan text which
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makes everything equivalent to everything else (Chapter One) and which
means that syntagmatic progression proceeds largely by analogy can be
seen precisely as the reassertion of the continual-mythic within the

. . . "
linear-discrete. Thus, instead of ,MeprBern¢ >ceMAL > 3epHO',

we have, for example - "Father Vasilii and the death of his first son
¥—> Father Vasilii's parishioners and the tragedies that befall them
©—> Father Vasilii and the Idiot etc.,"

The myths which Lotman cites are theﬁselves, of course, available
to us only in written, linear form: ,CnemgyeT uMeTs B BMAY, 4TO BCe
HU3BEeCTHbE HAM TEeKCTh MUGOB [HOXOmAT OO HAC KakK TpPaHchOpPMauMH-TIepeBOmbl
MubOIIOTHUYECKOIO CO3HAHHUA Ha cﬁOBeCHo—nuHeﬁHmﬂ A3bk, (KuBoit mudp -
HKOHHYECKH-IIPOCTPAHCTBEH M SHAKOBO Deajli3yeTCs B AeMCTBUAX H NAHXPOHHOM
BBITHH DUCYHKOB ...,. OrTciopa, Bce STHA,CHaan&' ﬁ ,morom' ... nNpUHamIERAT
He camomy Mudy a ero nepeBomy Ha MHOOJIOTHYECKHH SAS3BIK ....)"20 So the
textual circularity is in fact not a mark of pure myth but of myth
translated into non-myth, Myth in its written form will always rely,
for its expression, on the linear-discrete,

In the Andreyevan text the tension between the two is heightened
still further in the Rémoval of Difference enacted along its syntagmatic
axis, "Krasnyi Smekh'", we recall, proceeds from the articulation of a
set of oppositiéns between War (Horror) and Civilisation (Safety),
Discourse and Story, Illusion and Reality, Sanity and Insanity, to the
gradual erosion and final removal of those oppositions, In "Prizraki',
an initial state of opposition between Inside and Outside (Asylum and
Outside World), Illusion and Reality, Sanity and Insanity, Life and
Death is by the end transformed into a state in which those oppositions

are severly eroded (Chapter One). This sequence - "Articulation of

Oppositions" —> '""Removal of Oppositions" — can be re-expressed

as the dissolution of mythi¢ unity (the equivalence of everything to
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everything else) into oppesitions, the subsequent erosion of those

reunification is carried out by the syntagmatic axis, and therefore
by the linear-discrete thought—system at work in the Andreyevan text.
(The articulation of the oppositions in "Krasnyi smekh" is a process
reliant on the linearity of a literary text's horizontal axis of
combination), We might also make reference to "Eleazar", in which
the mythic unity of Life and Death is syntagmatically enacted via the
bizarre notion of a dead man living a second life and dying a second
death, This is another example of the continual-mythic enacted within
the linear-discrete, The Andreyevan text, in fact, plays out the
conflict between the two systems by projecting the continual-mythic as
linear—discrete (N.B. - the poetics of poetry demands a relative
detemporalisation of meaning, Andreyev's attachment to prose, with
its greater role for the horizontal, syntagmatic axis of combination
and thus for time is a guarantee that the conflict be played out to
the full.) In this senée we are faced in Andreyev with the double
paradox that mythic homeomorphism is enacted via linear discourse and
linear-discrete asserts the truth of mythic homeomorphism; the idea of
the omnipresence of death in life (mythic homeomorphism) nevertheless
requires for its artistic expression a linear narrative telling the
story of Lazarus' return from the grave (linear-discrete discourse).

In this chapter we have made it our business to extend over terms
of reference to include aspects of what Lotman, Williams and others
have termed culture, that lie outside art, Can we confirm the
generality of the shift from linear-discrete to continual mythic in
other areas of human discourse?

We have already quoted Lotman as citing the disenchantment with

analytic, positivist modes of thought at the end of the nineteenth-



- 348 -

century as an effect of the new striving for mythical "wholeness". At
a later stage in tﬁeir article, Lotman and Mint$ confirm the importance
of this new striving for the philosophical, psychological and literary-
critical thought of the time: ,3meMeHTh MHGOJIOTHUECKHX CTPYKTYD
MBIUTEHMA TIPOHHKAWT B ¢umocodurn (Huuwe, ugymuii ot @, Mennnﬂra; Ba.
Conosbest Mo3Xe 3KSHCTEHLHMANHCTR) INcuxonmoruw, (3. Opeitn, K.®, ur) s
paboTh 06 uckyccTse (Cp. B OCOBEHHOCTH HMIIPECCHOHHCTHUECKYW H

21 Not only, then,

CHMBdnHCTHQeCKyw KPUTHKY-HCKYCCTBO 06 HckyccTse),"
do the philosophy of Nietzsche and the psychoanalysis of Freud and

Jung make frequent reference to myth, they are also structured like

myth, with their anti-empiricism and anti-rationalism, their desire to
account for everything in human experience and behaviour and not one,
discrete aspect of it,

Lotman and Mints also remark on the erosion of boundaries between
(objective) science and (subjective) art characteristic of the twentieth-
century and determined by the coming to prominence of mythic
consciousness, The history of both art-criticism (with the Formalists
and New Critics claiming a scienfific objectivity for their theories)
and science (with modeérn theoretical physics and mathematics
acknowledging the indeterminacy of their theories) and modern
psychoanalysis (making adjustments to accommodate the analyst's
subjectivity) appear to bear this out, Lotman and Mint§ quote
W.W., Sawyer on the modern view Of mathematics ,Huuero He pocrasuseT
MaTeMaTHKY 60JIbMero Hacnaxneﬁnﬂ; uem OTKPMTHQ; 4YTO OBE BEmM, KOTOpHE
OH paHee CUUTAJl COBEepIIEeHHO paSHHqHHMH; OKA3LIBAWTCH MATeMaTHUYECKH
HneHTHquMH; M30MODHBIMH ,,... MaTeMaTHKa — 3TO HCKYCCTBO Ha3HBATh
pasHble BemM OfHUM H TeM Xe HMeHeM,'

The shift away from linear causality to a synchronic notion of

systems and structural wholes can be seen in the development of twentieth-
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century biology (cf. Darwin's.theories of evolution with modern
"structural' accounts of tﬁe natural world) and in political thinking
from Marx onwards., Einstein's theory of relativity with its idea of the
interdependence of Time, Matter and Energy can be seen in the same
context, And we sﬁould not forget that the formalist-structuralist-
semiotic tradition in the humanities, upon which the present study
draws heavily itself, clearly belongs to the same trend. The search
for structures and systemic wholes is opposed to the search for origins
and causes (classical, biographical, literary criticism) in exactly
the same way as the Andreyevan text with its abstract, atemporal
striving towards isomorphism is opposed to the linear, empiricist novel
of the nineteenth-century, We now confront the unavoidable but not
necessarily invalidating paradox that in one sense, the method we are
applying here is part of its own object,

The implications and ramifications of the cultural shift we are
describing are almost boundless and there are few cultural phenomena
of the modern world that cannot be read in these terms, Lotman and
Mints refer, for instance, to the reinstatement of the irrational over
the rational: ,2moxa cepemuus! XIXB, NpONUTAHHAA DeajIM3MOM M NParMaTH3MOM,
CY6BeKTHBHO 6bUl4a ODHEHTHDOBAHA HA MeMMGOIOTH3AlLMI0 KYJIBTYDH M OCO3HaBana
ce6s Kak BpeMs OCBOOOXOEHHS OT HPPALMANBHOIO HACIeOUs HCTODHH pagu
eCTeCTBEeHHbX HAYK M DALHOHAILHOTO NPeOBpA30BAHHA UYEJIOBEUeCKOTO
06meCTBa."23

The work of Freud and Jung, the philosophy of Nietzsche ete, all
mark the return of the irrational., A large number of Andryevev's works,
eg, "Mysl'" and "Moi zapiski",hqiebeen seen to be polemically directed
against the‘implications of rationalism, 'Stena'" has been (justifiably)
read as symbolic of the internal barrier constituted by rational

thought; "Bezdna" warns about the presence of powerful, irrational
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forces lurking within .every man; the end of "Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh"
celebrates the transcendence of the rational world tﬁrqugh altruistic
self~sacrifice. (Cf, the siﬁilar celebration of the irrational in the
work of Belyi, Remizov and Zamyatin).

It is conceivable that many of the aspects of popular culture
(the appeal to incantation in certain forms of T,V. advertising; the
many films capitalising on people's fascination with the irrational
and the extra~terrestial - a modern equivalent of the irrational) are
in some way analogous to more ancient forms of ritual, magic and other
"irrational behaviour" and, like the latter, reflect the predominance
of continual-mythic modes of thought, (Once again, the argument that
technological advancements are the true explanation of these phenomena
is inadequate, The idea of continual progress led by technological
advances is itself a prisoner of the linear-discrete mode of thought.

A continual-mythic version would make the link between technology and
modern popular culture a reversible one.)

The need to recall that the reassertion of the continual-mythic
is taking place within an overall written, i.e, linear-discrete culture
can never be overstressed, Lotman and Mint' refers to a tension between
the two more often than to the continual-mythic in pure state as the
determinant of modern twentieth-century culture., They treat literary
irony, an outstanding feature in twentieth century art, as follows:
nYKa3aHHas Hepapxus HeHHocTel [meaning the precedence of myth over
historical event, myth as the "meaning'" of history] B HeoMmdosoOTHUECKHX
NPOH3BEeHUAX He TONBKO 3aJ4eTCs HO 3a4acTyi TYT Xe W paspymaeTcs:
NO3HUMKM MMbA W MCTOPHH MOTYT HE COOTHOCHTBHCS OHNHOSHAYHO, a Mepuarhb ApYr
B npyre; CO3MaBAR CIOKHYK MIDY TOUEK 3DEHHS M SaYacTyio fenas HAMBHBM -
BOMpOC 006 MCTHHHOM 3HAUeHUH HU306paxaemoro, Hoawomy;'Oqub YACTBM 44,

NPU3HAKOM HeOMH(bOJIOTHUYECKUX TPOM3IBEeHMI OKa3blBAeTCH HPOHHUA — JIHHUA
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24

ugymas B Poccum oT:A, Benoro, B Eppome ot [Ixoiica," The irony is

then, according to Lotman a side-effect or perhaps a form of compensatory

activity following from the simultaneous synthesis and distinction
[,Mepuars apyr B ppyre'] of myth and history and, to complete the
paradigm, of art and reality, sign and denotate, Now it has already
been suggested that, though the Andreyevan text is singularly lacking

in irony of the "Belyi" variety, its own overstated "seriousness" may be

thus closely'relngd_to it, If the irony of Andrei Belyi is a corollary
to the undecidability of the myth/history paradigm, the breakdown in
the hierarchy between the two, then could not the excessive seriousness
of Andreyev likewise be a corollary (perhaps a compensation, perhaps on
the other hand, a displacement of anxiety) to the state of affairs in
'his work - namely, the decidability of the myth/history paradigm in
favour of "myth'", but the contradiction involved in instituting such a
hierarchy within 1iteratqre which, as a dominantly linear-discrete
discourse, (p. 336 above) should privilege history and the denotate?
In other words the absence of a "sleight of hand" to accommodate the
synthesis and distinction of myth and history (the sleight of hand that
is irony) produceslthe exact obverse of irony - Andreyevan ‘“seriousness”,
And just as irony is part of the Unintentionality of Belyi's
work - that which makes it a "palpable thing" as well as a communication -
so Andreyevan seriousness, which, like Belyi's irony,is .- not 'the
possession of a stable authorial viewpoint (as the wit and humour of
much of Andreyev's non-literary discourse confirms),25 contributes to
the "Veshchnost'" of his texts:- Andreyev's stories are not just
communications between author and reader; their very urgency and nearly

hysterical over-seriousness makes them palpable realities in themselves,

(See Chapter Three),
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Again we find that the Unintentionality of the Andreyevan text
expresses within it the tension resulting from the collision of two
consciousnesses, two whole thought-systems inside a single discourse.

i1i) - ‘Andreyev and the 'br‘oadening‘:o‘f ‘the aesthetic¢ func¢tion

We have so far concentrated on the cultural shift within
aesthetic discourse and the same cultural shift within non-aesthetic
discourses. We have, though, paid scant attention to the relationship
between the two, to the role of art in the overall cultural system, to
the way the cultural shift we are tracing is reflectéd by the
relationship, and finally, to the way, the Andreyevan text fits into
that relationship.

The emergence of popular art on a mass scale at the beginning of
the century will serve as a starting point, for we shall argue that it
was significant not only in its own right but also in its effect upon
"high art'" and upon the place of "high art" in the overall cultural
system,

The linear-discrete consciousness tends, according to Lotman and
Mintz, toward the separation of fields of cultural activity from one
another, the discrete parcelling of cultural behaviour, While mythic
cultures did not draw a sharp distinction between what we would now
call aesthetic activity and scientific activity, nor, indeed, between
religion and science, the post-renaissance, rationalist Western culture
allotted science, art, religion the humanities etc., their own carefully
delineated areas. (The example of Leonardo da Vinci and his pursual,
without contradiction, of both "science" and "art" demonstrates the
persistence of the synthesising 'mythic" attitude well beyond the epoch

of classical mythic culture),
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The .recurrence of the mythic in the early twentieth-century
achieved resynthesis not in the original, purely mythic manner
(impossible in a linear-discrete, written culture) but by a privileging

of the term "art" over the others and viewing extra-aesthetic activity

. . ’ . .
in aesthetic terms. Mukarovsky has termed this process "a broadening

‘of ‘the "aesthetic function." The two "sleights of hand" mentioned

above - the reading of "the world" as an artistic text and the reading
of an artistic text as a superior reality in itself are, in effect,
both particular manifestations of this general broadening of the
aesthetic function to cover more and more of human experience.

Yutii Lotman, in an article entitled "Blok i narodnaya Kul'tura
goroda" expresses it a little more concretely: ,Ha pyGexe OBYX BeKOB
IPOHCXOOUT De3KOe DAaCIMpeHHe CcaMoro HOHHTHH"HCKYCCTBO'. TipoucxoauT
XY[OOXeCTBEHHOE OTKDHITHE DYCCKHX HKOH M BCEro MHMpa [APeBHEepYyCCKOTO
uckyccTBa, OfHOBPEMEHHO MEHSeTCH B3INIAL HA [OPEeBHEPYCCKYI nnTepaTypy."26
Lotman goes on to show, with particular reference to Blok, how the
artistic discovery was made of a whole range of phenomena that had
previously been considered as non-aesthetic, including the newly
invented cinema and‘what Lotman calls ,ropopoBag, Hu3OBasf KyibTypa'

(the circus, the "balagan", the carnival and so on). Of Blok he writes:
WII[yTH K HOBOMY XY[IOXECTBEHHOMY CJIOBY BJIOK HCKall B DaspymMeHHH KAaHOHOB H B
ofpamenust K TAKHM 3CTETHYECKHM @aKTaM; KOTODHE TPaAULHOHHO HCKIIOYATIHCH
us cdeprl HCKyCcCTBa., JTO OBBUI TOT Xe HYTb; 10 KOTODPOMY, OTIIPaBIAACH OT
DAa3HBIX Konnenunﬁ; W0 GONMBUMHCTBO KDYIHBX XYHOXHHKOB XX BeKa."27

Now it is this breaking up of the old canons which allowed not
only folk-art and the "lubok" but also the work of Leonid Andreyev to
be received by Blok, Belyi and Chukovsky as "real art", It is

interesting that Blok's admiration for the cinema and "ecity culture'

in general is expressed in terms not dissimilar from his defence of
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Andreyev from the attacks of elitist symbolists who considered
Andreyev to be crude and tasteless, Blok pointed to the ,o6mBaTensmina
M MOUIOCTh BENUKOCBETCKHX HIT,I,. cioxeToB" of folk theatre as positive
qualties, ripe for assimiliation into "high art®, What for some was
the "poshlost'" of the popular cinema, and of Andreyev, was for Blok
the sourcé of its fascination and appeal,

Lotman quotes Blok's love for the spontaneity and earthy vitality

of the city and its culture as being for him something more real than

the stuffiness of high art., There are unmistakeable parallels here
with Blok's enthusiastic review of Andreyev's "Vor" quoted above,

The situation is paradoxical:- Art is required to convey a sense
of reality yet, for Blok and, we might add, Belyi, it is no longer
capable of doing so, therefore the effect of "true art™ must be sought
in "non-art",

It is by no means beyond debate, however, that the work of
Andreyev was ‘generally an example of non-art which fulfilled the new
acquirements of the aesthetic function., Some would place him
unambiguously in the "high art" category. Others would dispute the
presence of these elements of vitality perceived by Blok and Belyi
and/or the significance of these elements for the role of the aesthetic
function in twentieth century culture,

The broadening of the asethetic function is, however, something
that transcends such categorisations, The fact of Andreyev's reception
in these terms is a good deal more relevant than hiS'pg}pngin to one
or other category, or to neither,

The Andreyevan text.is, anyway, deeply implicated in the
broadening of the aesthetic function in another sense. Chapter Three
touched upon the ‘undércoding of the Andreyevan text and how it in turn

was responded to by a literary criticism itself affected by undercoding.
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This can now .be.seen to be one aspect of a general extension of the
realm of tﬁe aestﬁetic to cover the previously non-aesthetic - in this
instance, literary criticism,

The highly lyrical, impressionistic and subjective critical
writings of Blok, Belyi, Chukovsky etc. on Andreyev, and in general,
represent an effort to weaken the line dividing aesthetic discourse
from discourse on the aesthetic, and to allow the former to encroach
upon the latter. Alexander Blok, for example, responding to Andreyev's
story "Angelochek" exploits a single phrase from that text in—order to
depart'ubon a lyrical voyage of his own: ,,B omuoit dpase s cismy Tpemer
OBBACHUMBIE TOIHKO 06pa3HO ... llepego MHOHM kxapTuHA: HA Held u3ob6paxeHa
TOJIBKO [OeBOUYKd — NOODOCTOK .... JTO HAIOMMHAEeT CBUODUTAMIOBCKHUI COH O
IeBOUYKe B uBeTax; G6esymubie BpyGBleBCKHEe TODPTDETH XEHMUH B GEfoM ¢
TPEYTONIBHBIMM T'0OJIOBaMH, HO 3TO omHa M Ta Xe XuUpHAs nayuuxa TKET nayTuHy
cnanOCTpacmnﬂ."28

Dmitri Maksimov notes of Symbolist criticsm in particular:
nCHMBOMMCTCKAA KPHTHKA B CBOEM TOCHOACTBYWIEM DYCIe CTPeMHiach
NpPeBPaATHTHCH B OCOOBI BUI CIOBECHOTO HCKYCCTBa; CTaTh MO3THYECKOH
3CTeTH3HPOBAHHOM KPHTHKOM ..., B KDUTHKEe CHMBOIMCTOB ,.,,. MIDaeT pOIb
[IO3THYHOE Hauallo, WHIOWBHLYAIbHOe f' apTopa, HEpeOKoO MNPUCYTCBYWmEe B ero
CTaTbAX BO BcCel ero cy0beKTHBHOCTH M IMPUXOTIMBOCTH H IIOUTH TaKoOl Xe
IOJIHOTOM KAK M CaM OBBEKT aHaana."29 The critic's subjectivity
becomes as much an object in the analysis as that of the author, while
the work'S‘objg?E}y}Ey is a tool to reveal the critic as subject., This
blurring of boundaries between Subject (critic) and Objéct (author)
fostered by the broadening of the aesthetic function to cover discourse
on the aesthetic, is only part of the more universal undermining of

linear-discrete categories carried out by the reassertion of the

continual-mythic,
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And the funetion of the works of Leonid Andreyev as one of the
most frequently and enthusiastically selected objects for such critical
subjectivity re—establishes the Andreyevan text (reducible neither to
the "works of Leonid Andreyev'" nor to the sum of the readings of those
works) as a key vehicle for that reassertion in pre-revolutionary
Russian culture,

Moreover, the broadening of the aesthetic function can be traced from
within Andreyev's oeuvre. Although, unlike Blok, Andreyev experimented
little with low-cultural genres such as the puppet-theatre, he did,
however, like Blok, profess a keen interest in the cinema and had
several of his plays made into films. One could also mention the folk-
tale influence on some of his stories ("Velikan", "German i Marta",
"Rogonostsy", as well as, structurally, "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo"
and "Krasnyi smekh'" - i.e. the accumulative structuring of plot - the
piling of horror upon horror wﬁich has 1its origins in the folk-tale)
and the crude, folk-theatre elements in many of his experimental plays
(the three highly caricatured old women-guests at the ball in '"Zhizn'
Cheloveka" the role of the "gorodskaya chern'" in "Tsar' Golod").
Andreyev's own interest in and practice of photography reflected its
recently acquired aesthetic status, Thematically, Andréyev's oeuvre
contains a number of thinly disguised attempts to aestheticise what
had previously been regarded as outside the territory of "true art®.
The most pronounced éxamples are “"Bezdna" and "V tumane" which introduce
sex”és an . artistic concern in a way that was quite new for the
Russian reading public (cf. the public debate that ensued on the
publication of these stories and, in particular, the hostile response

30 The biblical stories

which "Bezdna" drew from Tolstoy's wife),
"Eleazar", "Iuda Iskariot" and "Ben-Tovit'" represent an aestheticisation

of the bible that would, in times gone by, either have perpetrated the
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crime of profanity by intruding upon an area with which art had no
business to concern itself (this is; in fact, how certain quarters
reacted to Andreyev's stories)31 or else that of irrelevance ("art is
supposed to tell of real life, not retell old fables"). Andreyev made
an artistic virtue of responding immediately, in journalistic fashion,
to topical events and issues of the day - sexuality, war, revolution,
treachery, capital punishment etc, - for which he was dismissed by
many as opportunistic and pandering to popular taste. It would be
hard to ascertain the integrity or otherwise of Andreyev in this matter,
but the mere fact that he was aestheticising (not simply "making works
of literature from", but attempting to raise to a high philosophical
level) what would have been considered the province of journalism at
other times confirms the broadening o£ the aesthetic function from
within his oeuvre,

Andreyev's art is "journalistic" not only in the subject-matter
it treats, but also in the overtly polemical manner it treats that
subject-matter, We made the point in Chap.ter Two that a purely
indicative narrative (corresponding approximately to Barthes "degré
zéro de 1'écriture") is an unattainable ideal and that all fiction is
in some way modalised - i.,e, affected by a modality other than the
indicative, But in art prior to the twentieth century, and, for thét
matter, through most of its course (Brechtian theatre and the films of
Godard being among the few exceptions), that modalisation was always
repressed, masked, naturalised as "the word of God" or "the way things
are", Andreyev's incompletely demodalised texts are in this sense an
extension of the aesthetic function to cover more overt polemic as well
as "innocent" constative narrative,

Tﬁe path followed by Andreyev's oéuvre as a whole, with its

emergence from journalism (Andreyev's early career with "Courier"),
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through a period of almost exclpsively aesthetic activity, and ending
back in journalism (Andreyev's association witﬁ "Russkaya Mysl'" and
his famous appeal to the allies to intervene in post-1917 Russia -
"S,0.S.") is itself indicative of the interpenetration of these two
fields of cultural activity taking place in the early period of this
century,

It is perhaps curious on the surface that Blok's love of the city,
city culture and the crudity of mass popular art, which included, by
association, the work of Leonid Andreyev, is not repeated within
Andreyev's own oeuvre. '"'The city" and "the masses" undoubtedly feature
prominently in the semantics of Andreyev's artistic system but in a

‘non-participatory manner. Blok's "Dvenadsat'" by contrast, actively

revels in the atmosphere and vitality of the city and popular city
culture, In Andreyev's work they are both objectified (turned into
objects for depiction) and negated. (Cf. in particular the narrator's
"love-affair" with the city [,Onsts ropon 30BET. MEHA .... '] in
"Proklyatie zverya", which ends with the beast's terrifying curse
uttered in defiance of the horrors of modern, urban life; also the
hostile treatment given to "the city" in "Gorod", to "the masses" in
"Tak bylo" and "Krasnyi smekh" and to the "gorodskaya chern'" in

"Tsar' Golod".) The situation might best be described as a kind of
structure of mutual objectification centred on the "cult of the city".
Within Blok's artistic system Leonid Andreyev is objectified as part of
the appealing crudity and vitality of "the city". Within Andreyev's
artistic system "the city" along with all its qualities, including the
very appeal it holds for people like Blok is Objecfified, but at the same
time rejected, eitﬁer as one of the sources of psychological alienation

associated with modern civilization in general ("Gorod", "Proklyatie

zverya"), or in the form of a depiction of the herd-like and sub-human
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nature of the recéntly constituted urban proletariat ("Krasnyi smekh",
"Tsar' Golod", Tak bylo");

Andreyev's response to the "cult of the city" is thus a negative
one, but a response nonetheless, He is therefore implicated in that
aspect of broadening of the aesthetic function responsible for the cult.
The broadening of the aesthetic function can, in this way, be seen to be
a complex and multi-faceted process.

This point leads us into adding an important rider to Lotman and
MukaYovsky's theory of a broadening of the aesthetic function in early
twentieth-century art:- a rider that, given the ambiguity of Andreyev's
position in the "High Art"™ - "Popular Art" spéctrum deserves some attention.

Both Lotman and Mukafovsky concentrate upon thé way in which more
and more previously extra—aesthetic phenomena began to become worthy of
aesthetic attention and how "high art" began to draw upon lower art
forms for their own work and simultaneously to raise these lower forms
to aesthefic status in their own right, What is not made immediately
apparent by either Lotman or Mukarovsky, but which is investigated in
the work of N.M. Zorkaya on mass culture in Russia at the beginning of

the century, is the two-directional nature of the broadening of the

aesthetic function,

Our observation that the broadening of the aesthetic function is
itself part of an overall cultural shift towards the continual-mythic
ought to have led us to this conclusion anyway:- the breaking open of
the discrete parcels of cultural activity that accompanies any
reassertion of the continual mythic is likely to work in both directions:-
just as the high aesthetic norm "breaks open" and expands to include the
previously forbidden territory of "low art", so the low art forms rapidly
expand their own view of themselves and begin to include elements

previously reserved exclusively for the domain of “"high art".
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In her book '"Na rubezhe dvukh stoletii" Zorkaya articulates
precisely this idea: ,,,..,. CaMO gejleHWe BHOOB M XaHPOB MCKYCCTBa Ha
BBICOKHE H HH3KHE ... B 06cTOoATenbcTBaX XXB ;... APXaWYHO ,..., B Ham
BEK .:.., CUMbDOHHMUYECKAS MYSMK&;.éHHQECKaH nosma; caTupuyeckus namdiaer
IOpol BMemawT B cebf momeimyio xanTypy; TaK Xe Kak Oxas, SCTpana; He

n32 She

TOBOpPA yXe O LUHupKe, 061mapanT cBOel BHICOKOH KIIACCHKOM ...
employs the terms ,cucremn Bospbmenus' and ,cucrTemsl apanrauuu' in order
to describe the mutual interaction between "high" and 'low' forms which,
though common to art of all periods, underwent intensification at the
beginning of the present century, Writing firstly of the ,cucrems
possemenus' Zorkaya explains how, at the level of "high art", various
low-art qualities are absorbed by means of a) ,,cTUIM3aUas HM3OBHX
dopM" (she gives as an example the stylised speech forms in Blok's
"Dvenadsat'") and b) the elevation (,possemenne') of plots, forms and
devices from "low" up into "high" art, Both these practices have been
observed at work in the texts of Andreyev (deployment of elements of
literary folk - styles of narration in "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo",
"Tak bylo"; treatment of "low-art' themes in "Bezdna", "V tumane" etc.).
At the level of the ,uusosee dopmb' the ,cucrembt agantaumu'
come into operation, by means of which a) popular themes are treated
in a manner reminiscent of serious or "high" art and b) themes normally
reserved exclusively for the domain of high art - deep philosophical
dilemmas, discourse on the nature of art, and so on, are absorbed and
incorporated into low art forms, Zorkaya cites the work of Artsybashev,
in which semi-pornographic subject-matter is presented in a high-literary
style and elements of philosophical discourse are included, as an
example of the practice of ,amanramma’, Again, Andreyev's popularisation
of philosophical themes and his "serious"; aesthetic approach to "non-

aesthetic" or "low-art' material make him a practitioner of ,apmanraus".
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Depending on viewpoint then, Andreyev can be read as belonging
along with Blok, Belyi and after them writers like Pilnyak (cf. the
incorporation into his work of popular speech form, newspaper—headings
and other radicglly extra-aesthetic material) to the ,cucrems BO3BbmEHHA"
or, along with Artsybashev to the ,cucrems amanraumu" or, again, as a
writer whose work incorporates both practices, Indeed, there is room
for doubt as to whether the treatment of sexuality in "Bezdna" and "V
tumane' amounts to ,Bosmsmenue' (the raising of "low-art" themes to the
level of "high art") or ,amanrauus" (low-art treating its own themes in
a manner reminiscent of "high art'),

This ambiguity does more than show up a potential inadequacy in
Zorkaya's theory. It also reinforces the difficulties involved in
attempting to assign Andreyev to one category or the other ("high" or
"low" arf).

What the situation does permit us to say is that the combination
of the two practices within Andreyev's work, in addition to the
possibility of including it in either practice (,Bospemenue’ or
pnamantauusa') from a critic's perspective outside his work, makes the
Andreyevan text (the point where "internal" features relating to
construction and "external" features relating to critical reception

converge) the epitome of the fluidity of cultural boundaries accompanying

the reassertion of the "continual-mythic", and in particular of the
two~directional aestheticisation process ("high art' re-aestheticises
"low-art" forms; "low—art" aspires to the "truly aesthetic" status of
"high art").

It is perhaps necessary to point out the subtle but crucial

difference between a static analysis placing Andreyev on the boundary

between the categories of "high" and "low" art and a dynamic analysis

W p-362 follaws  p. 3¢3
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in this Chapter), is in turn.related by Zorkaya to an idea close to

the (previously cited) tﬁeory of MukaFovsky about modern art and its
social foundation., The turn of the century, claims Zorkaya, was a

time wKOT[la JTHTEPAaTypa M HCKYCCTBO BNEpBHE ONMYTHIH M OCO3HABaNu cebs B
OpAMO KPOBHOM CBSSH C TeMH; IJisi KOTO CO3HAETCHA XYAOXeCTBeHHOe
npousBeneHNe, KOrga BOSHUK CONHONOTHYECKMI ACMEKT PAaCCMOTDEHHA MCKYCCTBa
H KYNbTYPH, KOTrAa 6blla oco3HaHa HMCKYCCTBOMEro KOMMYHHKATHBHAS GYHKIMSA,
byHKIUA onemm."B4 Muka%ovsk§'s observation that modern artists had
lost their ties with fixed social groupings as their audiences, connects
logically with Zorkaya's idea of a culture becoming aware of its
communicative function, unable to take audiences for granted.

Zorkaya also confirms, by implication, Mukarovsky's thesis that
Symbolist art, in attempting to respond to these disturbing processes,
opted for a repression of the position of the receiver and the
establishment of the Absolute work of art., She refers to the specificily
of the Russian situation in which the peculiarly sharp differentiation
between "intelligentsia" and '"'masses" and the mass popularity of low
art forms such as the "lubok" among the latter, create a distinct
background from which the "high-art" forms initially attempted to
distinguish themselves, (Zorkaya argues that the ,cucrems BoSBbmenuA'
which later operated in the works of Blok and Belyi did not necessarily

mean an assimiliation of "low" to "high" art forms, The low forms were

sometimes included within high art in such a way as to reinforce the
elitism of the latter).

According to our synthesising theoretical principles we can, on
the basis of the observations of Zorkaya and Mukarovsky, reunite the
emergence of modern mass art in Russia and the simultaneous emergence
of the arcane "Absolute' wotrks of Symbolism (and of otﬁer, later trends)

as differing manifestations of (or responses to) a single cultural
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fluidity of boundaries and exchange of qualities between the two
categories. It is clearly more than a difference of phrasing or
terminology; there is no logical reason why a position on the boundary
between two categories should necessarily imply a state of flux between
them, The difference is not, therefore solely reducible to a difference

in critical approach, The ability to perceive literature as a-process does,
nevertheless, depend partly on a théoretical framework which refuses

the rigidity of the "High art" - "Low-art" hierarchy and instead treats
each form of aesthetic activity as equélly "valuable" in its own right,

but at the same time intricately connected to all the other forms.

iv) “"The New Communicational Situation"

This theoretical implication is not made explicit in the work of
N.M. Zorkaya; her book retains, even reinforces, the '"high" - "low" art
hierarchy. Some of her generalisations, nonetheless, seem to point to
an awareness of its importance, In her introductory remarks to the
theory of the systems of ,sosmbmenue u apantauus'’ for example, she notes
the homogeneity of the situation prevailing throughout the entire range
of literary activity: ,Huxaxoil periaMeHTauMy KHWKHOIO pejia He CYIEeCTBOBAJO
B HHC&TGHBCTBe; B 3cTeTHUYecKOH Gopbbe, Ha KHWKHOM DbHKe, IloBchpgy
mapuna aHapxnx."39 In other words, the adoption of systems of
nBospbmenue' in 'high art" and systems of ,aganramms" in '"low-art" forms
was connected with the overall lack of reglementation operating through-
out the cultural whole, expressing itself in such diverse areas as the
struggle between aesthetic groupings and the anaréhy in the literary
market,

This "lack of reglementation'" (which we can relate to the

"shockwaves" generated by.the overall cultural shift we have been tracing
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development:- the growing.self-awareness of the communicative function
of the work of art,

Once more we find that we are able to consider conclusions reached
in previous chapters about the work of Andreyev and, in tﬁis new omni-
cultural perspective, to resolve the contradictions they produce. Thus,
again, we may discern elements of ‘both responsesAto the new communicative
situation in Andreyev's texts, The strategies of "internalisation of
meaning", "metaphorisation", "indecidability" (or "ambiguity" - cf, the
"meaning” of the Wall in "Stena", the revolt in "Tak bylo" the integrity
of the narrator in "Moi zapiski" - did he or did he not commit the crime

for which he is imprisoned? - and Judas' motives for betraying Christ

in "Tuda Iskariot'") represent a form of insulation against the new

trend and align Andreyev with the Symbolist response., The strategies
of modalisation, overdetermination of meaning (Chapters One and Two)
and the assimilation of low-art or non-aesthetic material, on the other

hand, represent a mofe‘0040perative'absorption of the trend and align

Andreyev with mass art responses to the situation.

There is also a third strategy adopted by the Andreyevan text
which Zorkaya relates to the first "high-art" response. She reiterates
the gulf separating artist (sender) from audience (receiver) in the
higher realms of Russian turn~of-the-century cilture and the acute
awareness of that gulf, She notes that in many modernist works:
nTParuyecKull pasphlB OMYmMABUMICA XYIOXHHKOM B COGCTBEHHON Ayme M

R T ]
AeATENbHOCTH 3aXBATHIBAET CAMO TPOH3BemeHHe HCKyccTBa,' The gulf, in

other words, is internalised, 1In the stories of Sologub, we might add,
this internalisation is the barrier separating the female and child
heroes from the dull, depressing world of (male) adults from which they

attempt to escape, (The choice of females/children serves to emphasise
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stories it is the .tension and anxiety reflected in the endless re-
actualisation of the ,f/ono" (Subject/Object) structure analysed above
in Chapters One and Two.

Here, too, it is meaningless, from our perspective, to "aggregate"
the. elements of each response in Andreyev's work and on that basis
assign him to one or other of the categories, Again the operation of

both sets of strategies by the Andreyevan text places it at the hub of

art equally, but differently) rather than on the boundaries between two

categories,
Although we adhere to a perspective that 'goes beyond the old

hierarchies and categories, it is one which cannot deny them, It is

obliged, in fact, to work with them and express its "processes™ in terms
of categories and hierarchies, albeit in terms of their breakdown and
rupture. Here is a contradiction, a contradiction of theory, which we
cannot yet resolve,

It is not without significance, as already remarked, that
Andreyev himself took a keen:interest in the cinema; the justification
he offers for that interest seems, incidentally, to confirm the
biographical author's own awareness of the new communicational situation
prevgiling in Russian culture at the turn of the century: ,Ecnu smicmas
U CBATAaA Ledb HUCKYCCTBA — CO3JATh OOmMEHHE MeXmy nmnbmn; W HX OOHHOKHMH
nymaMH; TO KaKyioo OTPOMHYI COLMAIBHO-IICUXOJIOTHUECKYW 3a0auy CYXKIEHO ....
COBEDUHTD KHHO."36 He is perhaps, though, less aware that the art he
produced within the confinés of the more traditional forms (short story
and play) was, structurally, as much a response to this new situation as
was his dabbling in the cinema,

Andreyev's experimentation was not limited to tﬁe cinema, His

"Pis'ma o teatre" along with several radically innovatory plays ("Zhizn'
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Cheloveka', "Tsar' Golod", "Chernye Maski") testify to his fascination
with tﬁe.possibilities(of tﬁe dramatic form, There is no reason not

to include the artist's photography in his oceuvre:- indeed he achieved
a high level of competence in this otﬁer relatively new and exploratory
form of communication, Andreyev's story ''Syn chelovecheskii" reflects
a certain fascination with the gramophone, still a relatively recent
discovery in Andreyev's time.

Within his prose, in fact, Andreyev experimented with the
"conventional" short story ("Angelochekh, "Net proshcheniya", etc.)
the shorter, "prose-poem” type of story ("Nabat", "Stena') the long
"povest'" ("Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh', "Gubernator", etc.) and
within that, the diary form ("Mysl'", "Moi zapiski") the first-—person
narrative ('"Krasnyi smekh", "Proklyatie zverya') and the adaptation of
biblical narratives ("IudalIskariot", "Eleazar", "Ben-Tovit') the
hagiographic model (""Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo') and others; the novel:-
""Sashka Zhegulev'" and the fairy-tale or fable-model ("Velikan", "Rasskaz
o tom, kak u zmeya vpervye poyavilis" vyadovitye zuby'"),

The heterogeneity of the Andreyev oeuvre is not restricted to
genre, Conscious technique (as opposed to unconscious structure) ranges
from the conventional-realist to the radical-innovative, '"Subject-matter"
ranges from the biblical to the sexual, the historical ("Tak bylo'") to
the contemporary (''Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh") from the concrete (the
physical problems of adolescence in "V tumane") to the abstract-
philosophical (''Stena', '"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo). No matter that
invariants can be found at structural levels after analysis, the
heterogeneity is accessible at an immediate, empirical level and is
therefore part of what is communicated to the reader of the Andreyev
oeuvre., |

This heterogeneity reflects a general heterogeneity of cultural
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activity which can be best explained by Zorkaya's observations on the
new communicational situation in culture. It is a mark of the
universally heightened awareness of the communicative aspect of the
artistic text - i.e, the foregrounding of the position of the receiver
- and of attempts to take account of and exploit it.

We can continue almost indefinitely to re-express the conclusions
of previous chapters within the framework of the new, omnicultural
perspective., In Chapter Two, for instance, we found that the notion of
a specifically written or textual model of narration accounted for many
"micro-textual"™ features of the Andreyevan text, including the "density"
of the language, the pletﬁora of figures of speech, the abundance of
qualifying words and phrases, the overstated "literariness" of the
narration, One of the best individual actualisations of this Andreyevan
structure is the story '"Den' gpeva' the narration of which, although
conducted from the viewpoint of a first—person narrator-protagonist -
and therefore, in theory, requiring a strong oral orientation - seems
to go out of its way to stress its "writtenness'", It draws parodic
attention to the written convention of chapter divisions by having some
chapters consist of a single word:- ,Cso6ogma!" and by presenting itself
not as a diary but as two "songs" - wmecHu'" the antiquated, literary
form ,necun" beipg used in preference to the more modern and more "oral"
necus',

The present pérspective allows us. to hypothesise that the written
model of'Andreyevan narration, particularly when, as in "Den' gneva"
it draws attention to itself and separates itself from its object of
narration, possesses an additional line of over—determination to those
already adduced in Chapter Two (see above) - namely the new communicational
situation, with its conflicting demands and conflicting potential

audiences, The "written model" is in the nature of a coded message to



well as its new, unfamiliar, ununified, 'non-literary" audience, itself
accommodated by elements of what Zorkaya terms ,moBusua' and
"nOCTYHHOCTb". ("Na rUbezﬁe dvukh stoletii euva')e

Zorkaya names ,uosusua’ and ,gocrtymnHocTs' as the two key
requirements in Russian culture at the beginning of the century arising
from the breakdown of the old, rigid categories of audiénce, the need
to seek out new audiences, the foregrounding of communication and the
emergence of mass audiences. While, broadly speaking, "high" art, in
the form of Modernism, fulfilled the demand for ,mos u3ua' and new, mass
art that of HHOCTYHHOCTBH; the relationship is a highly complex one
with the mutual exchange and interchange of attributes, '"high"
Modernism responding, whether negatively (Symbolism) or positively
(later, post-revolutionary trends in art such as constructivism) to
the demands of ,mocTymuocTs' and mass art to those of ,noBuana" (cf.
the cinema which fulfilled both demands equally well). The Andreyevan
text acts as an analog for the whole culture,.

In pictorial art ornamentalism and "art nouveau" seem,
incidentally to respond to the same need for "artisticness' to counter
the threatening growth of mass—art forms and their encroachment on
territory previously reserved for "high art" alonme.

To continue our ré—expression of previously reached conclusions,
we centred much attention in Chapter Two around the displaced and
dispersed instance of enunciation and the equally de-centred and
de~unified position of the receiver, We pointed there to the changing
semiotic function and foundation of the artistic text as an exp‘anationm,
and especially to*fhe undermining of a "Site of Truth", Chapter Four

has shown how this undermining process itself could be connected with
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a shift by the .cultural whole .towards the "continual-mythic" and its
consequent questioning of tﬁe discrete unities of the linear-discrete
consciousness ('high/"low" art; "art"/"non-art"; "sender"/"receiver";
"fiction"/"reality" etc,), and simultaneously; its tendency towards
the creation of new "modern™ myths (assisting and assisted by the
.technological advances).

Together these two processes produce a crisis of communication
which is particularly keenly felt by the "high arts" and which must be
responded to by them,

The displaced and dispersed site of enunciation thus becomes
‘doubly over—determined by the return of the continual-mythic, firstly
because the continual-mythic brings with it a breakdown of bousfaries
established by the linear-discrete — boundaries which include those
between "discourse™ and "story", "author" and "text", "author" and
that it generates is one that appears vague, unfamiliar and fragmented
to the producer of artistic texts, Disintegration of receiver and
disintegration of "sender" and therefore of site of enunciation
necessarily imply one another,

Whatever aspect of the cultural shift we take, there can be found
for it one or more correspondences in the findings of Chapters One to
Three, One final examplé comes in a reappraisal of the "undercoding"
and "overcoding" (overdetermination) analysed in Chapter Three, which
can now be made understandable in terms of the tentative seeking out of
new, undefined audiences under altered coﬁditions of communication. A
remark of Walter Benjamin's in his "The Work of Art in the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction'" can perhaps clérify this further (since it is
a very general link) and also add further weight to our attempts to

centre the Andreyevan text in the cultural processes of his time,
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Commenting upon the emergence of new art forms, Benjamin writes: "One
of the foremost tasks of art Has always been the creation of a demand
which could be fully satisfied only later. The history of every art
form sﬁows critical epochs in wﬁich a certain art-form aspires to
effects which could be fully obtained only with a changed technical
standard, that is to say, in a new art form, The extravagances and
crudities of art which thus appear, particularly in the so-called
decadent epochs, actually arise from the nucleus of its richest
historical energies ... Every fundamentally new, pioneering creation
of.demands will carry beyond its goal ..."37

What Benjamin calls the "extravagancies and cruditieé” and the
"demand which could be satisfied only later" comes close to describing
the causes and effects of an art that is in tﬁe process of developing

"undercoding" and a

new codes that are as yet in the stage of
compensatory multiple overdetermination — an art that is, in other words,
represented by the texts of Leonid Andreyev as examined in Chapter
Three. Not just the balance in favour of meaning produced in a highly
uneconomical way (no matching of individual pairs of signifier and
signified; the "excess" meaning resulting from extreme redundancy) but
also tﬁe all-pervading conversion of "discourse" (written, abstract,
literary) into "story" (visual, concreté, non—-literary), the distinct
unease with literary time, the lack of integration between 'micro-text"
and "macro-text" (stylistic features "standing out" from the "theme"
they are employed to convey, drawing attention to themselves as such),
the conflict of literary codes etc. - all point to a certain mismatching
of code (and message) to medium, to the speculative possibility that

the logical conclusion of many of the tendencies in Andreyev's work

would .lead to a medium other than literature, It is significant that

one of the most valid accounts of the effects of the Andreyevan text, though
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he was not referring to Andreyev in isolation, came from the famous

film-director, Sergei Eisenstein, with his notion of the 'Montazh

38

attraktsionov',

v)  The’ chyzinualémythic "and the role of the ‘reader

The notion of a connection between the dispersal of the site of

gnunc1ation and of the receiver (Chapter Two) and thé réturn of the

continual-mythic with its prising open of the linear-discrete categories

of "author", "text", "audience" etc,, (Chapter Four), is a fruitful
one, It is a notion that is picked up by Lotman in his efforts to
identify key structural differences between literary (linear-discrete)
and mythic texts. In his article on Blok and his connections with
folk-culture, Lotman notes that ,,B ¢oneksope u B NMHCBMEHHOH JIMTepaTtype,
KpoMe OGBIUHO BhITeNsTeMbIX pasnnqnﬁ; cymecTByeT eﬁe OOHO: DasjHuHe B
IpHUpOIe OTHOMEHUS aynHTopHH'K TEKCTY, B HebOIBKIIOPDHOM MCKYCCTBE, B TOM
BHe B KaKOM OHO CJIOXWUIOCH B EBpOIle B HOBOE BpeMA, CYmMECTBYeT CTpOroe
‘pasrpaHyueHMe aBTOPA UM AYOUTOPHH, ABTOpD — CO3JaTesb TEKCTa; eMy
OTBOJHTCS aKTHBHOE HAuajl0 B CHCTeMe:= aBTOpP-TeKCT-uMTaTenb, CTpykTypa

IpOM3BEEHUS CO3NAETCA ABTOPOM U OH SIBISETCH HUCTOYHHKOM HaIpAaBIIeHHOH K

urTaATeNnw HHPOpPMALUM ..., OT norpeburenda TpebyeTcs NACCUBHOCTDE ...

GONBKIOPHAA AYOUTODHA — AKTHBHA +44. OHA HENOCPENCTBEHHO BMeNMBAETCA B,

TEKCT: KPHUUYMT B banaraHe, THUET NanblLaMH B KapTHHB ,¢.. B KuHeMaTorpade
39

OHa KpUKaMu NonGSafpuBaeT Trepos,'
Accepting the validity of this, it is a tenable argument to
propose that the shift towards the continual-mythic, which would clearly
favour the folkloric continuity of author-text-reader over the linear-

discrete differentiation between them typical of literature, might

influence the structuring of literary texts,
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The weight of evidence cited in Chapter Two in our examination
of the sender-text-receiver relationship in the Andreyevan text, appears
to offer confirmation of tﬁis. While in fact remaining the property
of a literary autﬁor who, single-handed, produces written texts that a
passive reader then'consumes, Andreyev's texts at the same time carry
out in their effect a weakening of the instance of enunciation, and
thus a masking of théir origins in the speech act of a stable and
unified authorial Subject, (Chapter Two, pp. 193-235). This
contaminates the purity and transitivity of Lotman's "author-text-—
reader" model for the literary text, so undermining its dominance,

For Lotman, the absence of the stable author-text-reader model in
the folkloric (mythic) text makes it "incomplete", not something to be
merely consumed by -a reader, but something to which the reader may add
his own contribution by '"playing it out" [”pasmrmeaTs"]. This mythic
‘model is connected by Lotman to the whole of Symbolist poetics in a way
that produces an interesting paradox: ,CuMBomucTckas M03THKA, BBOASA
SHUTMATHYE CKU TeKCT; BOCKpellana OTHONEHWE: 3araapBanupil Saramgky-
oTrapbiBanpmmil ee, ClymaTenb OOKEH Obul HaHpHFaTLCH; cTapasgch NMPOHUKHYTD
B TaWHbM cMplcn BemaHud, Kak cpepHeBexOBHE cliymaTenb CBANEHHOTO TeKCTa,
OH BTATHBAJNCS B Npolecc TOHKOB&HHH."4O

The ludic, participatory moment in the mythic (folkloric) text was
reintroduced, then, through the Symbolist aesthetic which turned the
world into an enigma to be unravelled,

The paradox lies in the fact that the very same mystifying gesture
which served tO'gistapcgzthe Symbolist text from the naive, crude and
simplistic "popular art' which was threatening it, was in fact derivative
of a structure originating in the archaic sub-art forms of which

twentieth-century mass art is simply the modern version, The

interpenetration of opposing systems (Chapter Three, p. 319) is not
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something limited to the Andreyevan text,

Andreyev, of coﬁrse, witﬁ his propensity for the allegory and for
overtly multivalent symbols such as the Wall, the Tocsin and so on,
though not a symbolist himself, is unmistakeably part of the same move
towards mystification and the participation oé the reader in unravelling
or completing the author's text, The lack of a fully developed "master-

"allegory" and "reference" in the

code" to guarantee the unity of
Andreyevan text (Chapter Three, p, 311) means that allegory remains

"unnaturalised" and stands out as allegory. This in turn ensures that

enigma himself, rather than locating it within the text-—as-object.
Allegory, as Craig Owen has demonstrated, lays bafe the participétion
of the reader in the construction of meaning in all literary texts.41
The participatory-ludic structure behind the urge for multivalency
of meaning is another line of determination uniting modern "high" art
with folklore in the past and, more recently, with such phenomena as
the music-hall entertainers and particularly the pop culture and its
its emphasis on participation through dance, dress and behaviour,
Both are equally manifestations of the reassertion within the

cultural whole of the continual-mythic consciousness,

vi) —'Carniyal'and‘therProfane

There are a number of other Andreyevan qualities which lead us

back to archaic forms such as the folk-tale.:

(romantic idyll and naturalistic horror in !'Bezdna"; city and country
in "Proklyatie zverya" etc,) which has a prototype in the traditionmal

Russian puppet-theatre ("Vertep'"). Lotman perceives the same in the
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mass art of the cinema: ,,KOHTPACTHOCTbDb ynpomeHHOro NCHXOI0ru3Ma,

CNMBagCch C UYEpHO—Gesoll TeXHHKOH kuHOM3006paxeHHsa, cosmasana ob6pas
KuHeMaTorpaba Kak KOHTPACTHOTO, UYEpHO—-Benoro ucxyCCTBa."42
i{)'hypeebole (the exaggerated horrors of "Krasnyi smekh" and extreme
self-parody in "Moi zapiski"),

iii) melodtama (the suicides in "V tumane" and "Rasskaz o Sergee
Petroviche"; the high passion in "Lozh'" and "Smekh"; the hanging scene
in "Rasskaz o semi poveshennykh'),

(Both ii and iii are common to many folk-songs and folk tales.)

iv) "‘Accumulation (tragedy after tragedy in "Zhizn' Vasilia Fiveiskogo";

confrontation after confrontation in "Proklyatie zverya''; horror after AN
horror in "Krasnyi smekh") - also a recurrent feature of the Russian
folk-tale where the protagonist is subjected to misfortune after

misfortune in accumulative fashion (accumulation being the horizontal,
syntagmatic aspect to vertical, paradigmatic hyperbole).

v) Devices of Amplification and Emphasis (repetitions and oxymorons

such as sentences like the following from "Stena":-',,ymipas xaxgyw

CeKYVHIY, Mbl 6mnn‘6eecﬁepfem kax 6oru".) These are given full treatment
in Woddward's article of the same name.43

Andreyevan accumulation is one of the elements pinpointed by
V.I. Bezzubov in his article "Smekh Leonida Andreeva'" linking Andreyev
with the carnival tradition in Russian folk culture.44 Some of
Bezzubov's arguments are worth taking further since they add a new
dimension to the above discussion of Andreyev in terms of a reassertion
in his work of the continual-mythic,

Bezzubov remarks on the appropriateness of Bakhtin's "Karnaval
(Bakhtin conducts a survey of the carnival tradition in Western culture

in his "Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogo' and traces its subsequent injiuonie on the

work of Dostoyevsky) to account for certain aspects of Andreyev's work.
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Lotman also refers to the ludic, participatory structure of reception
in the carnival which already links Andreyev, along with Blok and other
"modernists'" to the carnival tradition. Bezzubov, meanwhile, notes
that in his work ,MHOTHe 06pass M MOTHBB BOCXOOAT K HAapOXHON CMeXOBOII
KYIbTYype: Mackapap, Macka, Hrpa; cHCTeMa [BOMHMKOB THIA KODONB-UYT,
nepeBémeBaHHe; ,Bepxa' u ,umusa’; cOEmxeHue XuM3HM M cMepTH (HAmpHuMep
B ,Kusuu Yenmomexa':~ ,Ha, PoxawT u ymmupawT. U BHOBB pomamT')."45 He
remarks also that , ,Musup Bacunus Ouseiickoro' serxo MoxeT GuTH OmHcaHa
no BaxTuny B nonﬂTngx KapHaBaanoﬁ,Tpannunn";46 but without elaborating.
He presumably has in mind the accumulation of tragedy upon tragedy,
the abtundance of births (Vasilii's first son; his daughter and "the
idiot™ and deaths (first son; wife; Mosyagin; Vasilii himself), the
profanity of a priest who doubts in the existence of God and the
microtextual intext of that carnivalesque profanity in the form of
Vasilii's act  of trying to raise a dead body inside the House of God,
with the place of:carnivalesque laughter being taken by the idiot's
insane chuckling and "Gu-gu" noises.

Profanity is underlined by Bakhtin as one of the key elements in
"the carnival”. It is also of some significance in Andreyev's artistic
system, though not necessarily in a strictly religious sense. We noted
in Chapter Two the numbér of Andreyev stories that were polemically
modalised - written'égainsg some commonly held view or accepted state
of affairs, '"Iuda Iskariot", "Eleazar', "Zhizn' Vasiliva Fiveiskogo'",
"Anatema'" and others were, of course, attacked for being literal
profanities. (The prevalence of biblical themes and references in
Andreyev's oceuvre is thus partially determined by the structural
importance of a generalised profanity,) But "Bezdna" and "V tumane' in

their subversion of current views on sexuality, "Krasnyi smekh" in its

undermining of the established "patriotic" view of war and "Tak bylo"
g
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as a debunking of the accepted, "progressive" view of revolution are

all examﬁles of Andreyevan profanity in the non-religious sense, In

this sense, or rather at this analytical level, "Krasnyi smekh" and

"Tak bylo" are not the work of two different Andreyevs - one "progressive",
one "reactionary", as Soviet criticism would have it, They are both
discriminate in the targets it selects than some might wish, One might
perhaps better describe the Andreyevan text as by nature scandg}ous,

again in the Bakhtinian, carnivalesque sense of the word.,

Bezzubov, however, warns against a complete identification of the
Andreyevan text with "carnival": ,Opgnako y AuppeeBa HeT KapHABAaIbHOTO
MHDOOMYMEHUS Y MOSTOMY HeT npaanHquro; BECENIOT0, KapHAaBalbHOTO cvexa, "’
He follows this up by Suggesting that "Andreyevan laughter" has more in
common with the tradition of Russian folk humour than with the Western
carnival, (Indeed, there is a letter of Andreyev's to Nemirovich-
Danchenko on the inspiration behind "Zhizn' Cheloveka" which strengthens

Bezzubov's claim: ,Bum 3suaeTe I'oio? U momuuTe, KoHeuHo, llerpymky? BoTt
" b 3

"48) According to Lotman and Uspensky, writes Bezzubov:

MOHM BOOXHOBHTEIH,
nCYmEeCTBeHHOe OTJIMYMe DYCCKOTO CMeXa OT 3alafgHOeBDOMEeNCKH — KapHaBalbHOTO
- B TOM; YTO OH He OTMEeHSeT CTpax; YTO OJHOBPEMEHHO CMEmHO U CTpamHO.

B kxapHaBane melcTByeT (OpMYyJla: CMENHO - SHAUHUT He CTpamHo."49 Such a
view intersects with our reading of "Krasnyi smekh" as the most
?Andreyevan" among Andreyev's titles (Chapter Two) - both because it is
internally generated through syntagmatic interference ("Krasnyi' and
"Smekh'" intrude upon one another) and, what is relevant at the present
juncture, combines horror (Krasnyi, Krov' etc,) and laughter in a

single image.,

The theme of insanity which is so important throughout the

Andreyevan corpus under consideration itself encapsulates in its
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literary semantics '"that which provokes laughter and horror at the

same time"., Some of the many examples of Andreyevan insanity include
the doctor's standing on his head witﬁin "Krasnyl smekh'; the inhabitants
of the lunatic asylum in "Prizraki"; the protagonists of '"Lozh'",
"Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo'" and "Vor" who end their lives in insanity;
the characters of "Stena'" who commit insane acts from beginning to end;
the actions of the narrators in "Mys1'" and "Moi zapiski" (a murder
committed for the sake of a theory and a prison built for his own
voluntary imprisonment by a free man); the obsessions and hallucinations
of the narrator in "Proklyatie zverya"; the state of mind which leads
Nemovetskii to the rape of his own lover in "Bezdna".

Bezzubov concedes that "horror" is the more dominant of the two
terms in most of Andreyev's fictions, We might add that the emphasis
on satire in his early journalism and again at later stages in his
career (cf. the satirical play "Kon' v Senate" and the incomplete
povest': "Dnevnik Satany" as well as the powerful, humorous strain in
much of his personal correspondence,)50 confirms the interpenetration
of laughter and horror in Andreyev's oeuvre, which again serves as a
syntagmatic expansion (laughter followed by horror followed by
laughter) of a paradigmatic structure (laughter in unison with horror)
in the Andreyevan text,

Bezzubov's concession is, though, not entirely adequate to
account for texts like "Zhizn' Vasilya Fiveiskogo" and "Eleazar",
where, apart from the final tilt into insanity in the former, there is
precious little to counter the unrelieved horror. Bezzubov does,
nonetheless, furnish the basis of an answer to this dilemma in a later
observation drawn from a quotation of Lotman and Uspensky: ,B ornuuun
OT aM6HBAIEHTHOI'O .HAPOJHOTO KapHaBalbHOTO cMeXa no BaxrTuny, KOmYHCTBEHHHﬁ;

IBABONBCKHE CMEX He DACHATHEBAET MUDA CPeIHEBEKOBBIX Npe[CTaBlleHMH, OH
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COCTABJIfIET .UaCTh NOCIIE[JHETO, Eciu 6aXTUHCKHE CMewnnMiicA dJemoBeK Obul

BHE CpegHeBEeKOBBIX ueHHOCTeﬁ';;.. TO XOXOuymmH xoﬁyn - BHYTDH
CpeOHEeBEeKOBOTO MHpAa .;.."51 Bezzubov relates Andreyevan "laughter' to
that of the ,xoxoyuguii KoﬁyH: AunpeeBckuil cMex Hepefko npHoGpeTaeT YepThHl
nbeonbcxoro-xoﬁyHCTBeHHdro';... CBOeO6paSHbBMM XOXOUYNHMMH KONMYHAaMH
ABJIANTCA aHOpeeBCKHe repoﬁ-npOBoxaTopm - Wypa Wckapuor, llaps Tl'onom u

AHaTsma."52

But the important point is the position of the xoxoyymui
xomyn within rather tﬁan'with0ut the world it is undermining. Bezzubov
cénnects this with the essential ambivalence of tﬁaracters like Judas,
their undermining of the status quo from within its bounds: ,ux urpa
BCcerga pBoHcTBeHHa. OmHOW pyKow npenasas Hucyca, npyroit pykoit Hyma
cTapaTerrbHO MCKal PAacCTPOHTH CBOM coGcTBeHHble mnann, Wyna Hckapwor y
Aupgpeesa nwbuT XpUCTa U CTPAallHO menaeT; yTOOB ero y4YeHHSA CcKopee
BOCTOpXeCTBOBal Ha 3KMile, HoO XOPOHO 3Hasi ¥M3Hb H mopeii OH BCé Xe He
MOXerT nOBepHTb; YTO 3TO ocymeCTBHMO."53 Similarly, we can deduce,
Vasilii Fiveiskii is, by his doubting, undermining the religious status
quo, but as a practising priest, is also part of it.

The non-carnivalesque nature of Andreyev's ,cMex XoxXOouymero
xomyua" is also responsible for the fact that it does not always
manifest itself as humour, Judas' partial belonging to the status quo
he is undermining does not allow him the distance from it that is the
pre-requisite of pure carnivalesque laughter. And Vasilii's partial
position inside the system of belief which he ultimately subverts means
that he is incapable of laughing at it, Indeed, moving from an
inttratextual position to a metatextual ome, we can state that Andreyev's
own position inside and outside the world he is undermining means that
Judas and Vasilii the characters through which he undermines, likewise

cannot be comic, cannot be objects of laughter., Similarly, Andreyev's

close involvement with the cause of the revolution and with the
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Christian view of death means that he cannot "laugh out loud" at them
in "Tak bylo'" and "Eleazar". Not only is it true that ,cmex He
orMenser ctpaxa' but ,cmex" is moreover relegated and displaced to the
position of either momentary instances of insanity ("Krasnyi smekh",
"Zhizn' Vasilya Fiveiskogo) or else to the form of a "scandal" (the
scandal of Lazarus' putrified body rising from the dead and purveying
metaphysical annihilation wherever his mortifying gaze falls; the
scandal of the suggestion that Judas might have had altruistic motives
in betraying Christ).,

It is perhaps significant that those Andreyev stories with the
most direct form of'humour (cf., the self-parody in "Moi zapiski" and
"Dnevnik Satany') are those that come closest to the conventional first-
person 'marration as character=study', i.e. those in which "authorial
distance" (enonciative distance) is sufficient to allow the conversion
of a narrating "I" into an object of laughter, In third-person stories
like "Eleazar'" and "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo' the subversion and
undermining is from a position more fully within that which is being
undermined, and is therefore unable to express itself as (carnivalesque)
laughter, The ambivalence in Andreyev's stories between the position
"outside" that which is being undermined, and the position "inside" is

exactly equivalent to the ambivalence of the Fantastic (Chapter Two):-

"figure of speech" or "actual event"?. Andreyev's texts can never be
entirely figures of speech because they never step entirely outside
their object of depiction. Andreyev can never "laugh out loud" because
he never "steps entirely outside'" his object of laughter.

The profanity and scandal of the Andreyevan text stems from the
carnivalesque element in Andreyev's writing wﬁich.allies it with the
work of Belyi, Zamyatin, Joyce and Beckett, with the subversive,

antagonistic stance of the whole of "high" modern culture, and, indeed,
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with much "low" modern culture. (Despite its collaboration with the

‘culture is subversive and 'scandalous' - cf. D, Hebdigge in "The
Meaning of Subculture".')54
However, wﬁile Andrei Belyi's ironic humour is a more direct
descendent of carnivalesque ,cmex'", the "outéide position" permitting
laughter as such, the Andreyevan text is also traversed by the intertext
of the specifically Russian tradition of the ,xoxouymuit xomyu' which
accounts for the ambivalence of the laughter in some actualisatioms,
and its conversion into the impure forms of "insanity" and political
satire in others.

The role of the continual-mythic in all this is twofold, firstly
because as continual-mythic intertexts the carnival and ,xoxouymui

KomyH"

elements in the Andreyevan text mark the:ggigg of recurrence of
the continual-mythic within the linear-discrete and secondly, because
the profanity and scandal that they bring carries out an’act of
subversion against the linear-discrete.

The transitional stage at which the Andreyevan text is situated
within the cultu;al whole is confirmed by the heightened conflict of
codes within it, (Chapter Three). It is because the nineteenth-
century realist texts and, some would argue, the established canonical
version of the modernist text after it, have a powerful code of
naturalisation guaranteeing them a stable position within the cultural

"insanity" or "horror"

whole, that any "iaughter" or, for that matter
that ‘they may contain is controlled, subjugated to the master-code. So,
for instance, humour in the novels of Charles Dickens is naturalised
either through tﬁe ideology of human individuality (the humour is made

an attribute of a human character, be it a character in a Dickens novel,

or that of the biographical Dickens himself) or as (controlled) social



- 381 _

satire — a conventional, accepted form of humour that has its place
within the cultural (ideological) wﬁole and is not subversive of it,

It is useful to compare this with the anarchic, uncontained laughter of
Andrey Belyi whose ironic humour is not subdued and assigned a desirable
place in the cultural whole, but is absolute, without direction (and

the apotheosis of what Alexander Blok referred to as the nB60JIe3Hs
HpOHHeﬁ"S5 afflicting the period)., That is, in turn, paralleled by

the "absolute scandal" of the Andreyevan text whose equally uncontrollable
"seriousness" is barely received in some "high" cultural circles as

art, let alone acceptable literary satire,

vii) The "Spirit of ‘Contradiction”

Up to this point we have looked only at carnivalesque "laughter"
and profanity as they reéecur in the works of Andreyev and his literary
contemporaries (cf, in addition Solobug's "profane" treatment of
children and sexuality, Artsybashev's semi-pérnography, Kuzmin's
celebration of homosexuality, Rozanov's scandalous philoscphising and
later the profane dress, behaviour and verse of Khlebnikov perhaps
representing the ultimate in'ligggigtic profanity), It is only natural,
though, that in its assimilation into "high" literary culture,

carnivalesque profanity should undergo transformation so that it is

able to express itself in an appropriate high literary form,

No one was more aware of the deep cultural changes being undergone
than Andrey Belyi, Writing in his semi-biographical work "Na rubezhe
dvukh stoletii" Belyi comments: nMbl ~ wHOmM BCcTpeTHBIMCH B Hauame cToNeTHA
¥ Te HeMHOTHe CTapmne; Hé INpHHABINHE JIO3YHIOB HAUMX OTHOB H OQUHOUKH

GopoBmMecs NPOTHB WTAMIOB B° KOTODHX HEpXamH HAC B CIATaBIUXCA XKaAPAX ¢...

HeTu pybexa u He mOrnu mepeliTH B HAYANO BeKa He CKasaB ,HeT' 3TOMy Beky:
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B MOMEHT Xe 3TOoro ,HeT‘ He ObUIO HHYETO TOTOBOTO B CMbIC/Ie COGCTBEHHOrO

MHPOBO33peHUsI ,.,., HOBOe obmeHue obpacTaeT KaXmnoro us3 Hac; HNOABIANTCSH

KBapTHPKH, KDYXOUYKU B KOTODBIX BeAYT INIPOTONTAHHHE CTE3H ,,,, TEHOEHUMA K

HHOMY O6BITY, HMHOMY HCKYCCTBY, HHOH OOMECTBEHHOCTH CDEOM HAC ¢...

One of the most authoritative works on "high" cultural trends in
the period to wﬁich Andreyev belonged is the above cited "Poeziya i
Proza A, Bloka" by D, Maksimov, Maksimov, like many before him, lays
much stress on the artists' own awareness that theirs was a period of
profound cultural transformation, He himself comments on this sense of
change: ,,B 3TOM moToke H3MeHeHMN 3apOXOANHUCE H POCITH HOBNe; eme
Heo®opmneHHme; a MHOT[A M HeHAa3BAaHHble LEHHOCTH XM3HH H KYJIbTYDH,
BMecTe ¢ TeM B 3TOM IIOTOKe obeclleHUBAJIOCH UM HepeOLEeHHBAalloCh
HacJyleqye IPOIJIOTO, KOTOPOe Kasanoch KOTAAa—TO Hes3bbIeMbiM:~ B NEepBYW
ouepenb MM NPO3aUYECKH — GeCKphUION JH6epanbHON TpaXgaHCTBEeHHOCTH,

OYypKYyasHOrO NATPHOTH3MA, CEHTHUMEHTAJIBHOTO I'yMaHMsMa, OBITOBbE MemMaHCKHe

ycTou, narpuapxalbHasa CEMeﬁCTBEHHOCTb, dBTOMaTH3HPOBAHHAA , TpadapeTHas

nd7
3CTeTHKA,

Leonid Andreyev himself had written about an awareness of the
yMEXaHHUECKHEe ungn" of the old generation, and the déstabilising effect
this had on the discourse of the present.58 And an early draft of
"Krasnyi smekh'" contains this sentence (exéluded from the published

version) on modern man: ,JlymM CTaTH HOBHE, a CJIOBA OCTAIMUCD crapbe, U

TOJIPKO HEeMHOTHE [OTafibtlBAllHCh, YTO CJIOBA 3TH MEPTBHE, M KIYT TOIBKO

39 Zinaida Gippius echoes him in a later article written

norpebenusn,
in the same vein: ,IloBclny BCE 3aBepTelloch H NepenyTanloch .... HHKTO
HMYero He nonHuMaer, (jioBa COBEPNEHHO YTPATHIIH CBOH MepBbli CMbICI,
IIpoH3Hecemd KaKbe—Hnﬁynb H Cpas’y HapgO0 CHPOCHTH:! & YTO B IOJ STHM

60 . . .
pasymeere? S To-TO W TO-TO," Maksimov, meanwhile, cites the generous

use of inverted commas and the tendency towards metaphorisation in Blok's
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critical prose as further evidence for the instability of semantics

that is a natural index of cultural transformation, Within art
specifically he writes of an ,acreTuka mporusopeumii’' - the aesthetics
according to which everything is seen in contradiction, everything

‘called into doubt (Cf. remarks made by Gippius and Blok on this topic

which lend credence to Maksimov's thesis: ,B xopHe Bcex mpobmem
DA3BEepHYBUMXCSA Iepej HAMM JIEXUT OJHA KakKasg—TO THraHTCKasd NpefnochiIKa,

61

HMA KOTOpOH~-cOMHeHue,"

62
,COMHEHMe — 3TO BepHOe HAuano 3sHaHuf.' )

The antagonistic, polemical stance adopted by Andreyev in his
stories, against received wisdom inévery sphere, is as much pért of the
process of calling into doubt, of undermining, as is the deliberately
scandalous and antagonistic philosophy of Rozanov ("Opavshie List'ya'')
and the relativisation of values practised by the Decadents,

And the reversal of hierarchies (the "insane'" Pomerantsev in

"Prizraki" becomes, at times, superior to the "sane" frequenters of the

restaurant "Babylon'"), the c¢elebration of ambiguity and contradiction

(Judas Iscariot is both evil traitor and altruistic martyr) and the

‘Removal "of Difference (appearance and reality, Life and Death, Sanity
and Insanity etc,) enacted by the Andreyevan text makes Andreyev an
avid participator in the spirit of contradiction so beloved of Blok.
Furthermore, in his review of Andreyev's '"Iuda Iskariot", Blok
considers it no accident that Christ ,,6bti1 OBUXUM OYXOM CGBETIIOTO
~nporusopeuns’ (the words of Andreyev's text) and of Andreyev in general
he has written: ,AHgpeeB OTKDHUI CBOW IPyab IJIR I'OPBKOH M OTDaBIIeHHOH
CTpess! npOTHBopeqHﬁ."63

Most of Andreyev's stories can in fact be formalised as types of

" oxymoron or, at least, as being ridden with oxymoronic structures:
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npyroil pykoit Myma cTapaTesibHO HCKAal PACCTPOMTH CBOM cOGCTBeHHble

64

nnans’)

retort to his jurors that the role of accusers and accused is a wholly

arbitrary one)

policing prisoner)
65

'"S?gna":—'ﬁymnpaﬂ KaXOylo CeKVHOY, Mbl GbUTH GeccMEpTHH Kak goru"

"Kiasnyi Smekh'': - "Blood and ‘horror intermingled with" laughter"

"Zhizn' Vasilya Fiveiskogo':~ ,Hecka3saHHO-YXacCHbIf B HEIOCTHXMMOM CIIMAHHH

BEeUHOH KHSHU H'BéQHéﬁ é@?gfn"66

The carnivalesque as an instrument of cultural evolution is
therefore active in Andreyev both in the less unadulterated form of
"gcandal™ and at the same time in the form which it appears in the
"high" literary texts of Blok, Sologub, Rozanov, Merezhkovsky etc. =
as the destabilisation of semantics, the (scandalous) relativisation of
values and celebration of contradiction,

Maksimov is among several who have charted the surge of
popularity enjoyed by German philosopher Nietzsche among the Russian
intelligentsia. His iconoclasm and "reevaluation of values", as well
as the irrationalist, "mythic" elements in his thought marked a turning
point in philosophy and the beginning of a continual-mythic revival in
that sphere of culture. The importance of Nietzsche to Andreyev, and
to his prose (eg. ""Rasskaz o Sergee Petroviche") and to other artists

and thinkers of the period illustrates the samé 'dual emergence of the
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Nietzsche was consciously appropriated by Andreyev, Rozanov etc. to

‘philosophy itself struck a chord with their own celebration of the

irrational, undermining of old hierarchies etc.

The "striving for wﬁoleness" with which Nietzschean philosophy
as much as any other is imbued is, in its dominating influence on
Russian thought of the early years of this century, a perfect example
knowledge into discrete. compartments or categories) by continual-mythic
"sZn@h?sis (the desire to unify and decategorise).
Andrey Belyi, whose own position within Russian culture as theorist

of Symbolist philosophy, practitioner of Symbolist art and, in addition,

to transcending analytic compartmentalisation of knowledge, showed an
awareness of this facet of cultural transformation too: ,Orum Hamu,
OyAyud aHamMTUKaMd, TPEBPATHIIM aHAIH3 B [OTMY: MM; OTHaBasch TeKyuemy
mpoueccy OmUTM CKODee [MAaleKTHKaMd, Hma eMHCTBA NPOTHBONOIOKHOCTEH Kak
Leysroro, He ajfeKBATHOTO TONBKO, cymme uacTeit ;... Iopm crnosom ,cumson’
pasyMeqn f KOHKDeTHBIH CHHTES."67

Andreyev's participation in the "striving foér wholeness" (see
above), already places him in the mainstream of the synthesist revival
which has continued to sweep through modefn discourse to the present
day, His texts are part of that revival in a still more basic way which
becomes a final reference point for the findings of Chapters Ome to
Tﬁree.

Because the nineteenth-century novel was entrenched in the
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(1inear-discrete) analytic consciousness there is a .definite sense in

which "object”‘prgpéééd "text" (to .reapply Lotman's 'tekst/ob'ekt'
distinction68). Tﬁe reality represented was a pre—existent object for
the text to analyse, It is this fact that explains the strongly

marked nature of ‘time in the nineteenth-century novel; the re-
presentafion of a complex linear sequence of time must post-date the
passing of that sequence, It also, by the same token, determines the
wealth of spatidl co-ordinates which help the novel to be situated in a
(pre-existent) spatial whole,

The near absence of these features in the Andreyevan text, and
still more so in the modernism of the visual arts, points to a text
which tends towards the synthesis of discrete fragments into an object
co-existent to itself, So, for example, whereas a "realist" painting
will analyse the pre-existent reality around us into discrete and
distinguishable "bits'", a modernist collage might bring together bits
from that pre-existent reality and synthesis them to form an entirely
new reality, Likewise, the process by which the Andreyevan text rémoves
‘difference between pre-eXistent "aqalytic" opposites (Chapters One and
Two) is the process by which the new "object" of that text is
synthetically generated in the course of its own movement from
beginning to end; the linear course followed by "Krasnyi smekh" erodes
the boundaries between Battle front and Home, Illusion and Reality,
Sanity and Insanity etc. in order to articulate its own terrifying new
reality -~ that of the complete absorption of modern civilisation by
the forces of "the Red Laugh'", The culmination of this process of
synthesis is the frequently climactic moment . when the "object” has
completed its saturation (Chapter One) and prevents the text from
proceeding any further:—‘naa'oxHOM';.. croan cam Kpacueit cmex"

‘j1ii¢.. U uepHas Gesgua mormoTuna ero"
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“f1iies M MONYAN .... BECH i... ONycTeBmuit goM'' etc,
Tﬁe hysteric melodrama of tﬁe Andreyevan text can then be seen as a
by-product of the crisis that results from tﬁe conflict between text-
as—syntﬁesis and text—as-analysis; (The Andreyevan text, as we saw
throughout Chapters One to Three, can never jettison its analytic,
representational aspect),

Finally, the undercoding of the Andreyevan text whereby single
signifieds are assigned to whole passages (Chapter Three, p. 322) is
likewise equivalent to the synthesis of a "new" meaningful whole,
rather than the analysis of a pre—existent whole into its constituent
parts,

This description of Andreyevan synthesis leads back, of course,
to the point to which all the paths of investigation pursued in this

chapter have irresistibly led: the original notion of a reassertion of

the continual-mythic within the linear-discrete,
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CONELUSTON

The major objective set .out in our Introduction was described as
the "constrﬁction of an Andre&évan-Text" (PP; 43-44) . By this it was
meant that a restricted corpus of Andreyev's stories would be examined
for the purposes of determining those trans-authorial semiotic
properties which bound together all of Andreyev's prose writings and,
more importantly, which bound Andreyev's prose with the art of his
Russian contemporaries (p. 30), It was hoped that such a semiotic
approach to Andreyev's work would enable us to suggest a response to the
problem of this writer's place in the wider process of literary and
artistic evolution, Chapters One to Four have gone some way towards

firstly assimilating Andreyev's prose to that process and secondly

delineating the particularity of his own contribution within it, (p.33 )

In tackling these tasks we decided to select four distinct, but
interrelated levels of analysis corresponding to each of the four
chapters above (pp. 38-39). The levels progress from one to the next
according to the different degrees of abstraction they entail, and at
the same time each chapter constitutes one stage in a single, graded
analysis which reaches its conclusion only at the furthest level of
abstraction represented by Chapter Four (p. 39). For this reason the
dual aim of "assimilation together with delineation" is effectively
accomplished four times over - once in each of the first three chapters,
and once again in the final period reached by the four chapters taken as
a whole,

We might, in conclusion, attempt briefly to recapitulate on, and
to clarify the results of this enterprise.

The main feature of the analysis in Chapters One to Four can be

described as a series of "clashes" or semiotic tensions. As a result

of the principle just enunciated, each tension represents both an
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independent account of Andreyev's writing, and a single stage in an
overall account within which one tension overlaps with, and is
subsumed by the next,

Thus in CHAPTER ONE, which dealt mainly with the specifically
literary rules of cons£ruction in the Andreyevan text, the core of our

investigation turned out initially to be a tension that traverses all

One p, 86 ), It was, we decided, a shift towards the dominance of

poetry in literary discourse as_ a whole wﬁich determined the prevalence
of the short story as a prose-genre at the turn of the century (p. 87).
Andreyev's adoption of the short genres ('povesti" and "rasskazy") is
therefore explicable as part of this shift. Likewise, within Andreyev's
short stories themselveé, there are any number of features that could
best be described in terms of an actualisation of the short story's
ﬁoetic potential or “Pqeticity". So, the tendency towards static
narrative transformations (p, 70), the importance of internal
motivation (pp, 81-86 ), and the emphasis on horizontal or syntagmatic
indices of interpretation (p, 92) were all traceable ultimately to
the same shift, So, too, was the centripetal nature of the Andreyevan
text (pp.120-126) and its relative temporal flatness (pp.123 -126).

And when we came to examine its horizontal axis of combination (its
syntagmatics) we discovered that the principle on which the Andreyevan
text operated was predominantly that of "metaphoric equivalence" (pp.
131-135), This accorded with Roman Jakobson's contention that the
poetic function of language involved a '"projection of the principle of
equivalence ..., onto the axis of combination" (p.132 ) and once again
confirmed the tendency of the Andreyevan text to actualise the poeticity
inﬁerent in its cﬁoice of genre,

The poetry/prose distinction is, however, more than a pair of
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poles .between which literary discourse as a whole oscillates from era
to era, It is also a.source of tension and contradiction within
specific texts and groups of texts, Andreyev's choice of the "rasskaz'

and "povest'" in a period in which a swing to the poetry pole had taken

if the lyric poem, and prose, whose "ideal" form is the novel, This

tension is further reflected in the clash that takes place in Andreyev's

novel - pp, 90~-92 ). That in turn produces the conflict between
Andreyevan "internalised paradigms", and “intertextuél paradigms" of
character, event etc, which occupied so much of our attention (pp. 90 -
126). The accumulation of horror upon horror that stretches to (and

beyond) their limits the laws of empirical reality, and provides an

directly linked to this conflict,

The poetry/prose tension in Andreyev's work is overlapped by a

ensuring 1inear,‘syntagmatic progression. Even poetry, the least
"linear" of all literary forms must nevertheless be articulated along a
horizontal axis of combination and, since the metaphoric principle of
equivalence in its pure state would produce complete hypostasis (p, 135 ),
must rely at least in part on the principle of contiguity, and on
metonymy for its syntagmatic progression, This is all the more true in
the case of a prose-writer'such as Andreyev, Among the features of

Andreyev's writing that indirectly derive from the metaphor/metonymy

"accumulation", with the Andreyevan Fantastic (pp. 135-138), The final
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outcome of the Andreyevan .text's metonymic saturation was perceived to

end of Andreyev's stories (pp. 151-154). 1In a wider perspective we
linked Andreyev's compensatory metonymy (and, by association, the

tension which it reflects) with a disjunction betweén signifier and

‘signified commontoﬁﬁ works of artists such as Picasso and Kandinsky, and
even to certain brands of modern music,

In general terms, then, Chapter One assimilated Andreyev's prose
to the prose ——Spoetry shift taking place in literature at large and
to the semiotic disjunction just described, More specifically, we noted
parallels with tﬁe prose works of Belyi, Remizov, Sologub, Gippius,
Bunin, Zaitsev and, later, Zamyatin and Pasternak; static narrative
transformations, a reliance on internal motivation and internalised
paradigms, centripetality and also the spatialisation of semantics
(pp. 147-150) are all to be found in the works of these writers,

The tensions (poetry/prose; metaphor/metonymy) are perhaps, however,
more forcefully played out in Andreyev's prose than anywhere else, The

phenomenon of Reduced narrative memory was found to be a particularly

Andreyevan means of ensuring static narrative transformations, one

tn

which was due in large part to the combination of longer "povest'" form

with the need for poeticity and static narratives (pp. 74 = 71). The
structural breakdown mentioned above, is, likewise, more abrupt and more
overt in Andreyev's stories than elsewhere. And the relentless
accumulation and intensification of the Andreyevan Fantastic make it

an immeasurably more strident, more ffenetic form of narrative than the
mildly fantastic stories of Sologub, or the early Remizov and Zamyatin,

As regards Andreyev works outside the selected corpus, Chapter



- 392 -

Qne, like .succeeding chapters, assimiliated earlier stories by
demonstrating how tﬁey contained'witﬁin them tﬁetpéteﬁ?%él actualised
by later, more "radical™ works (p. 57 ); Many of Andreyev's plays by
contrast were seen here, as elsewﬁére, to carry to tﬁeir‘c9n¢lg§ion
tendencies at work in tﬁe stories written between 1900 and 1909,

' 'CHAPTER TWO investigated tﬁe wider and less specifically literary
questién of how Andreyev's prose models the world of which is is part
and the communicational situation in which it is bound up. It began
by re~articulating the Metaphor/Metonymy tension of Chapter One, but
widened it to make it capable of accounting for the ambiguity between
world-models that is an important factor in the Andreyevan Fantastic as
detailed in this chapter (p. 161). The new, wider version of our
Metaphor/Metonymy tension includes the earlier poetry/prose tension
within itself since poetry in its essential, lyric form constitutes
just one example of metaphoric modelling, while prose in its essential
form (the nineteenth-century novel) constitutes but one type of metonymic
modelling., Closely related to this tension (ambiguity), and so to the
Andreyevan Fantastic, was found to be an ambiguity and oscillation in

Andreyev's prose between the indicative modality which requires the
y p L lality q

reader to consttruct a referent for the events of the narrative, and

non-indicative modalities which require him to read the narrative in

the form of a direct communication to him (pp. 173-184). Despite the
ambiguity and clash between the opposing terms of each pair in
Andreyev's stories (metaphor/metonymy; non-indicative/indicative
modalities) it was nevertheless contended that on the whole they tend
towards the first term in each pair - towards Metaphor and towards non-

indicative modalities, The preference for Metaphor was associated with

the various forms of "Zavershennost'" in Andreyev's stories:- the

apocalyptic; the fixity of the characters; the circularity of many of
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his narratives (pp. 166-167), The preference for non-indicative
modalities, meénwhile, explained amongst other things the overt
topicality of many Andreyevan themes (pp. 184-185).

The third cfucial tension or ambiguity played out in the
Andreyevan text was revealed during the course of our investigation of

sender-text-receiver relations, The Discourse/Story clash is one which

we found to have an important bearing on the question of authorial control
(pp., 197-235). We argued that the normally firm distinction between
discourse of narrator and discourse of charécters in several Andreyev
texts breaks down, allowing interplay between them and causing the
stability and continuity of the "authorial word" to be undermined
severely; secondly, what we referred to as "word-presentation" in
Andreyev's stories (pp. 217-232) is frequently converted into the
normally distinct "object-presentation" (ibid.), causing a kind of
"literary psychosis" (ibid.). Both these forms éf Discourse/Story

tension are traceable to a "weakened instance of enunciation" (pr.194

-197) which we used also to account for Andreyev's interest in drama
(p. 196) and for the exaggerated literariness of his style of
narration (pp. 232-235).

The weakened instance of enunciation and the switch away from an
authoritative, transitive model of narration that it implies was the
main trans—authorial semiotic tendency to which we were able to
assimiliate Andreyev's writing in this chapter, We were also able,
however, to use the same notion to differentiate Andreyev from the
work of writers such as Sologub, Remizov and Belyi, We did this by
suggesting that whereas the latter three best represented fhe'iigig
form of discourse ¢<— story interaction, the form which allows inter-
play between narrator and characters and leads in its purest form to.

the Bakhtinian "dialogic word" (pp. 204-217), the work of Andreyev is
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the best representative in early twentietﬁ—century Russian literature
of the second form, the form which conveft; word-presentation into
object-presentation and leads in its purest state to the Fantastic of
Andreyev's "Krasnyi smekh',

We concluded Chapter Two with an examination of the role of the
receiver, or reéder in the Andreyevan text, We were able to show that
the hesitation on the part of the actual reader as to whether to identify
with an encoded reader, or an unencoded reader, is simply a corollary
of the discourse/story ambiguity described above (pp. 235-242),

CHAPTER THREE widened the frame of reference still further and

concentrated more specifically on accommodating Andreyev within a
general system of literary and aesthetic evolution, We took as our
model for artistic development Muka¥ovsky's notion of differing

combinations of Unintentionality (thing-qualit y, vitality, authenticity,

or reference) and Intentionality (the communicational, deliberate

aspect of a work of art, or allegory). The shift from one such
combination to another was, in our terminology, described as a change
in "master-code" (p. 254). It was recognised that for Unintentionality
to function, there must appear to be a unity between text and object,
signifier and signified. Communication and Intentionality, on the
other hand, depend on the possibility of perceiving a disjunction
between the two (Chapter Three, pp. 304-311). The master-code is
therefore that system which satisfies the contradictory requirements of
unity between signifier and signified, and disjunction between the two,
which combines in one. codes of reference and codes of allegory. During
times of transition from one master-code to another, we demonstrated,

a reversal takes place, so that what was previously perceived as
authentic, vital and "Unintentional" becomes deliberate and Intentional,

while what was previously perceived to be communicational and



- 395 -

Intentional begins to acquire "tﬁingneés" and authenticity (pp.
246-248) . The vitality and authenticity perceived by some in Andreyev's
use of schgmatism and allegory (pp.248-250) points to just such a
reversal, The significance of "undercoding (pp. 320-326) to both the
production and critical reception of Andreyev's work also indicated to
us the transitional nature of his position in the development of Russian
literature., The tensions of the Andreyevan text in Chapters One and

Two were likewise linked with the state of transition in which it finds
itself:~ transition between the worn-out and rejected "master-code" of
nineteenth-centry prose, best described by Philippe Hamon's fifteen
procedures and a new, internalising masﬁer—code best described by
Andrei Belyi's account of his own novel,-7PeterbuLg,_(p. 309), The
different tensions provide alternative angles on what is the fundamental
conflict in Andreyev's proée - the unresolved contradiction between

allegory and reference, or in other words the absence of a fully

developed master-code to guarantee the unity of the two (p. 311),

Considered from the point of view of Andreyev's integration into
wider literary and aesthetic processes, the presence of all these
tensions and ambiéuities clearly pléce him within an important
evolutionary development affecting the whole of Russiaﬁ art. When
assessed from the point of view of Andreyev's particular contribution
to that development, thevintensity and force with which those tensions
manifest themselves in his work, releasing as they are played out the
uniquely hyperbolbus hysteria of the Andreyevan Fantastic, lend
Andreyev's work a specificity which marks it out as a clearly definable
centre point for tﬁe shift as a whole,

CHAPTER FOUR set itself up as the ultimate reference-point for all

the findings of Chapters One to Three. It employed the widest ranging

and most abstract tools of analysis, the framework being that of culture
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at large and of collective thought-systems, We relied heavily on

insights called from the cultural investigations of Yurii Lotman and

Z.G. Mints into differences between "linear-discrete” and “continual
mythic" modes of thought, and into the way in which shifts of balance
between the two are responsible for cultural changes of tremendous
variety and importance - Lotman and Mints themselves pinpointed the
turn of the century'as marking a pronounced switch away from the linear-
discrete and towards the continual-mythic (p. 341). The five major
manifestations of this shift to which Andreyev's work was assimilated

were as follows: 1) Mythic Homeomorphism (p. 335), represented in

Andreyev's prose by the tendency towards an invariant "Edinyi Syuzhet"
for his plots (p. 336), and a "Edinyi Personazh" for his chatracters
(p. 340), by the preference given to circular, mythic concepts of Time
(pp. 334-335) and by the striving to embrace life in its totality

rather than in representative fragments (p. 342). 2) The broadening of

the aesthetic function via systems of "vozvyshenie® (whereby "high art"
-1 nc yozVyshenie y g

expands its view of what constitutes valid aesthetic activity to include
previously non-artistic practices) and "adapEétsiya" (whereby "low-art"
forms expand their own view of themselves and begin to encroach upon
territory previously reserved for "high art") . Andreyev's stories were
found to contain examples of both "vozvyshenie" (eg, his deployment of
folk and fairy~tale plot-models - p. 356) and “adaptatsiya" (his
popularising treatment of "high" philosophical themes and concepts).

3) The establishment of a new communicational situation:- social

changes, technological advances, the rapid emergence of mass audiences
demanding novel, mass forms forms of entertainment and the assertion
of modern myths (pp. 362-371) generated a new situation in which
writers no longer had clearly defined stable readerships and so

developed a growing awareness of the communicative function of art.
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We discerned three responses to that situation which are echoed in
Andreyev's stories:— a) Insulation against the trend by deliberately
cultivating obscurity of meaning for a highly sophisticated elite
(Ambiguities and obscurities of meaning in Andreyev - p. 364 - align
him with this response) ; b)vCo—operativé absorption of the trend
(echoed in Andreyev's own interest in cinema, photography, gramophones
and his literary use of techniques derived from folk/mass art forms);
¢) Internalisation of the new gulf between sender and receiver
(reflected in the intensity and constancy with which the Subject/Object

structure is actualised by the Andreyevan text). &) The Adoption and

and Absorption by modern art of certain structures and qualities

deriving from older, mythic forms of activity - a) - the greater
participatory role for readers (Andreyev's readers are left to decide
for themselves the precise significance of many of his symbols p. 373);
b) folk-art narrative structures and deviceé such as contrast hyperbole,
melodrama - all present in Andreyev's prose (p.374 ); c¢) carnivalesque
qualities of profanity (religious and pélitical) and scandal (pp. 374-
381); d) the celebration of contradiction, which we saw as the "high
art™ version of "profanity" and which Andreyev's stories demonstrate
through their comstant espousal of oxymoron (the "living dead", "the

altruism of treachery" etc. — p. 384), 5) The replacement of analysis

by synthesis:- we perceived an analogy between the modern collage's

synthesis of fragments from external reality to form a new reality,
and the Andreyevan text's progressive removal of difference between
pre—existant "analytic" opposites to generate its own new "object™

(p. 386), The synthetic trend of which the Andreyevan text was thus
seen to be part is one which embraced vast areas of early twentieth-
century cultural activity, from Einstéin to Belyi, and which therefore

cemented Andreyev well and truly to his time.
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As in Chapter Three, the shift was presented in the form of a
tension, for it was repeaFedly emphasised that the.cultural change-
which these five factors represent was a switch to the "continual-
mythic"lffoéfwiéﬁigAthe "linéarediscrete"; literature itself being a
linear—discrete concept (p:'342). Once more, the specificity of
Andreyev's role witﬁin the procesééé to wﬁicﬁ we were attempting to
assimilate him lay in the intensity with wﬁich thg particular tension
under discussion was enacted in ﬁis work, In Chapter Four the continual-
mythic/linear-discrete categories of "high" and "low" are among the
major sources of tension enacted, and nowhere more vigorously than in
the controversy and ambiguity surrounding Leonid Andreyev's position on
the spectrum formed by the two (p. 361).

This cultural shift towards the continual-mythic from within the
1inear—discrete-was not just the focal point of Chapter Four, but also
the final reference point of Chapters One to Three, All the preceding
ways in which Andreyev's writing was assimilated to wider semiotic
processes led to this point, So, to take a random selection, the
establishment by poetry of dominance over prose (Chapter One) is

explicatle as the giving of preference to a more c¢ontinual-mythic form

of aesthetic activity; the metaphoric principle of equivalence upon
which poetry is founded ("everything is like everything else') betrays
quite clearly the influence of mythic homeomorphism. And the weakening
of the instance of enunciation (Chapter Two) evidences a let up in the
(1inear—discrete) atomisation of discourse into the clearly delineated
property of unique individuals and the hint of a return to a more
collective, more anonymous form of discourse - a return, in other words,
to the "continual mythic" ideal, Finally, the evolutionary changes
pinpointed in Chapter Three were prompted at least in part by the need

of the recently re-asserted "continual-mythic" to re-establish

metaphoric unity between "myth" and "history". (See Chapter Four pp. 350-
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351).,

The shift towards the continual-mythic proved so all all-pervading
that we were able to trace its influence at every conceivable level
and in a plurality of fields of cultural activity, Certainly the
progression of thought within this final chapter, from 1iterafy text,
via cultural whole to "low" cultural forms, via cultural whole back to
"high" cultural forms and thus back to cultural whole, repeated and
re-repeated the shift and, in this sense, denies itself as movement,
And the Andreyevan text's function as the vehicle by which that self-
denying movement was accomplished enébled us to complete the conversion
of Andreyev's cultural marginality ("Andreyev the lome figure who
resists all attempts to categorise') into a magnetic cultural centrality
("Andreyev's texts which draw all the threads of cultural evolution into

themselves'").
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Inst., op., cit. Box 4, env, 14, item 2),

Andreyev,.vol. IT p. 97,

ibid. p. 87,

ey

ibid. vol, IIT p. 85.

ibid,

e ——

'ibid. vol. IV p. 191.

Jackson, op, cit. p. 72,

Chapter ‘Two

D)

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7

8)
9

10)

11)

T. Todorov, The Fantastic = A 'Structural Approach to a Literary
Genre (translated by Richard Howard, London, 1973) p. 33.

© ibid. p. 44.

Lotman;'Struktura'KhudozhestVennogd'tgksta op. cit, p. 26,
Jakobson, "Two Aspects of Language' op. cit. pp. 77-78.
Jackson, op. cit, p. 37,

Andreyev, vol, I p., 152,

ibid. vol, IV p. 191,

See Jacques Lacan's E¢rits (Collections "Points”, Paris, 1970)
for this notion,

For details of the origins of this. remark see R, Davies, "O
Pis'makh L, Andreeva' in Russkii almanakh, Paris, 1981, p. 448,

Kaun, op. cit., p. 116,

See K. Chukovsky;'Leonid'Andreev‘;'B¢17shoi'i'malénfki§ (St,
Petersburg, 1908) and'OfLéBﬁidé“Andfééve (St, Petersburg 1911),
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13)
14)

15)

16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)

26)

27)
28)
29)
30)
31)

32)

33)
34)
35)

36)
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M, Symborska, "Iz nablyudenii nad strukturnymi printsipami
dramaturgii Leonida Andreeva', Acta Universitatis Palackianae

'Olomucénciss Slavisticky Sbornik olomoveko Lublinsky (Prague,

1976) p. 97.

" "Hoover Inst, op. cit, Box 1, env, 2, item 10,

J, Lacah;'E¢rits, op. cit, p. 12,

David Lodge, "The.Language of Modernist Fiction - Metaphor and

Metonymy" in Modernism (edited by Malcolm Bradbury and James
Macfarlane, Penguin, 1976) p. 495,

Mukafovsky, op. cit. p. 128,
ibid. p. 125.
Jameson, op. cit. pp. 164-165,

M. Gorky in Kp&gg'OJLeonng;Andggqu, op., cit, p. 7.

Andreyev, vol, VII p, 233,

ibi_d;, p. 2390

- ibid. pp. 239-240.

ibid., pp. 219.

,ibidf vol., I p. 21,

‘ibid. vol. IV p. 152.

Andreyev, Povesti i rasskazy v dvukh tomakh op. cit. vol. 2,
pp. 232-233, :

Andreyev, vol, VIII, pp. 126-127.

Eric Gans, "Hyperbole et Ironie" in'Poétique vol. 24, 1975, p. 489.
ibid., p. 490,

ibig.

Andreyev, vol, VIII p. 134,

ibid. p. 245,

Gans, op. cit, pp. 493,

............................................

Starodum, in Russkii Vestnik (1904, no. 6) p. 811,




37)
38)
39)
40)
41)
42)
43)

44)

45)

46)
47)
48)

49)

50)
51)
52)

53)

54)

55)

56)

57)

58)
59)
60)

61)
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Andreyev, .vol, III p, 93,

'ibid. vol., I pp. 142; 145,
©ibid. vol, IV p. 68,
'ibid, vol, VIIi p. 115,
ibid, vol, IIT p. 67.

'ibid. vol, VIIT pp, 115-116,

Lotman, Struktura Khudozhestvennogo'téksta, op, cit, p. 122,

D. Likhachev, Poetika drevnerusskoi literatury (Nauka, Moscow, 1972)
pp. 20-25,

J. Kristeva, "Word, Dialogue and Novel" in Desiré and Language -

A Semiotic Approach to Literature (translated by Gora, Jardine

and Toudiez, Blackwell, Oxford, 1980) p. 70.

Jackson, op. cit. pp. 15-17,

T. Todorov and O, Ducrot - see Glossary of Terms under "Enunciation”.
Andreyev vol. VIII pp. 98, 136=137.

Robert Scholes, Semiotics and Interpretation (Yale University Press,
New Haven, 1982) p, 111, -

Andreyev, vol, III p., 160,

ibid, p. 84.

ibid, vol., II, p. 51,

M. Voloshin, "Liki tvorchestva - Leonid Andreev i Fedor Sologub"
in Rus', 1907, no. 340, pp. 3-4.

K. Chukovsky, "Zametki chitatelya - Novyi rasskaz L. Andreeva" in
Odesskle novostl, 20th March, 1905, p. 5.

D. Merezhovzky - "V obez'yannikh lapakh - O Leonide Andreeve" in
V_tikhom omute (St. Petersburg, 1908) p. 12.

K. Chukovsky, "Zametki chitatelya" op. cit. p. 5.

Korman, op, cit, p., 25,

Andreyev vol, IIT p. 105,




62)

63)
64)
65)
66)
67)
68)

69)
70)

71)
72)
73)
74)

75)

76)
77)
78)
79)
80)
81)
82)
83)
84)
85)
86)
87)

88)
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M, Bakhtin, 'Problemy Peetiki Dostoevskogo  (Sovetskaya Rossiya,
Moscow, 1979). S -

Andreyev vol. IIT p, 153,

~ibid. . 116—117;
"iﬁii.'p; 115,
ibid, p. 145,

ibid. p. ‘146,

A. Basargin, Shifrovannaya Literatura in Moskovskie vedomosti,
29th Nov, 1908 (no. 277), p. 2. S

L. Karancsy, "Leonide Andrejev aprés la révolution de 1905: Carnets"
in Slavica, 14, Debrecen, 1971, pp. 71-79, '

M. Bakhtin;’Prqugmy;qutiki Dostoevskogo, op. cit. p. 299.

Andreyev vol, III pp. 225-226.
'ibid. vol. IT p. 160.

‘ibid, vol, IIT p. 226,

Anthony Wilden;‘System'and‘Structure'—'Eséays‘in‘CommunicatiOn'an

" ‘Exchange (Tavistock Publications, Londom, 1972).

Andreyev, vol, III p, 226.

’_]:-bi:d.

ib}i—do PP ) 256-257 [}

ibid. p. 256.

i

ibid. vol. IT p. 134,

ibid. p. 131.

"ibid, vol. TII p. 81.

‘ibid. vol, IT p. 132,

e Y

ibid. pp. 132-133,
ibid., p. 136.
"iEiEQ

©'ibid. p. 137,

~'ibid. vol, II p. 89.



89)

90)

91)

92)

93)

94)
95)
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"ibid, -vol. I p. 59.

'V.N. Voloshinov "Reported.Speech! (from 'Marxism and the Philosophy

of Language") in'Readings;;nfRQ§sian‘Pog@@cs, op., cit. p. 156,

Andreyev, vol I p. 22,

'ibid.'p. 27.

'1b1d p. 46,

e

ibid. p. 5L
i_bi{dn PP. 66—670

"ibid. vol, VII p. 151,

Thus where Judas' thoughts are described as pskax ropu'" in an early

version of "Iuda Iskariot" (Hoover Inst., op., cit, Box 4, env, 15,

item 4), those thoughts become in the final version ph s1ca1

‘éntities that are only subsequently likened to hills: ,0n

MOMHHMAJI KaKHe=TO I'pOManbl, Iono6Hbe FOpaM" (Andreyev vol. TII
p. 121). Likewise: ,Ja, 3akpuuaio. BCE B Hyne THICAUBI0 GYHHBIX H
OTHEHHBLIX TOJIOCOB .s.,s HE HEHABUCTH, a JIKOOBB npenaeT Te6s B
pyku mnanauet”’ (Hoover Inst, op. cit. Box 4, env, 15, item 4)
becomes: jeose BCE CTOHAIO, I'DEMeNi0O M BBUIO THCHYb OyiHbBIX H
OTHOHHBIX TONIOCOB. [la LesoBaHHeM MWEBH mpefmaem Mbl Teba,"
(Andreyev vol, III p, 143). The fragmentation of Judas'
consciousness is actualised as "story" in the substitution of

first-person plural for third-person singular.

An early draft of "Krasnyi smekh" entitled "Voina'", where
the image of the Red Laugh has yet to emerge, refers to the
furtive omnipresence of an abstract, gemeralised "War" which:
wKaK 6ynTo jpeceraa, KaXayio MUHYTY UYyTKO xnana 3a CTeHOM, YYTKO

Xmana ...." (Hoover Inst, op, cit. Box 4, env. l4, item 3).,
Cf. in the final version: ,3a OKHOM ,..,. cTOAn caM KpacHnH cmex"

(Andreyev, vol. IV p, 144). 1In anéfher draft the second brother
refers to people hallucinating, i gl ng that they have seen
dead friends and relatives returned from the dead. (Hoover Inst,
op, cit. Box 4, env., 14, no. 2), In the published text, the
second brother claims’ w1th1n his own narration the he actually
communicates with the re-animated corpse of his dead brother,

Tn the final scene the two brothers are present together, alive.

Cf. also the trial scene in "Tak bylo'" where an early
variant simply asserts about the tyrant-king: ,TaM rpe OH rOBOPHI
npaBay, OH BblCKashHBan GaHTACTHUECKYH rnynocts' (ibid., Box 4,
env, 17, item 1), while in the final version that "fantastic
stupidity" is acted out as story:- ,Momuanue, A BHM3Y YyXe
sopMoyeT uTOo-TO [BamuaTesi, OH He NOHMMaeT, B YEeM MOXHO ero
06BUHHTH. OH Bcerma JWGHII CBOX HApoOQm M Hapop Nwéun ero."

" 'Andreyev vol. IV pp, 85-86) .

In a draft of "Krasnyi smekh" the narrator refers briefly
to a jcnyuadl HelpeomoNUMOHN naHWKH, BIEKIHH . 33 coBoit Maccy xepTB"
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(Hoover Inst. bp. cit. Box 4, env, 14, no. 2) which in the
published-text is acted .out as a full episode of "story"
(Andreyev vol, IV pp. 128-130) .

Finally, in a previously cited draft of "Zhizn' Vasiliya
Fiveiskogo" we are told towards the end that Vasilii begins to.
see dreams in which yMemanuch mpomnoe HACTOAIMM, TO UTO ObUIO,
¢ Tem 0 uem oH gymaer" and that’ wKH3HK 06pa308 crana ero
HacTOsmel XM3HBI T (Hoover Inst, op, cit. Box 1, env. 2, item 8).
This is, in effect, a meta~narrat1ve descrlptlon of what is
converted into '"s tory in the final version as the ptriest's
hallucinatory vision of the idiot's appearance in Mosyagin's
coffin., The meta-narrative descritpion is, needless to say,
absent from the published text,

J, Bailey, op. cit. pp. 150-151.

Roger Keys, Andrei Belyi and the Development ' of 'Russian’ F1c§10n,
1900-1904 (unpublished, St. Andrews University) pp. 23-24,

Andreyev, vol, 1 p. 68,
il?.id. PP . 49_50 [
Hoover Inst, op. cit. Box 5, env. 22,

Andreyev, vol, VIII p. 54.

ibid. vol. I p. 56,

ibide p. 58,

ibid.

ibié. p. 59.

ip%d. vol, IV p. 180,

ibid, p. 191,

ibid. vol. IT p. 96.
Hoover Inst. op, cit, Box 1, env, 2, item.1.

ibiq, item 5.

Andreyev, vol, I p. 142,

ibid. vol. IV, p. 71,

The idea of a conflation of Discourse and Story in Andreyev's
prose is, presumably, at least part of the sense of a remark
made by a Soviet Andreyev-specialist:~ ,,,., @BTOD BO MHOTHX ..
IpoOHU3BeeHUAX BHCTynaeT He TONBKO KakK CYOBEKT, HO M Kak OOBEexKT

" emoero mexyccersa." = V.N,.Zharikova, "Avtorskoe nachalo v proze

L. Andreeva 1900-kh godov, (K voprosu o tvortheskom metode)" 1
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117)

118)

119)
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"Problemy t1p010g11 11teraturnogo prOtSessa (Perm' 1978) p. 116.

‘T, Todorov, therature et Slgnlflcatlon (Larousse, Paris, 1967)

p. 89|

Lotman;'Struktura'KhudozhestvennogotteRSta,Abp. cit. pp. 34-44,

R. Barthes, Introductlon to the Structural Analy51s of Narrative
(Stencilled Occasional Papers, University of Blrmlngham Centre
for Contemporary Cultural Studies, Blrmlngham, 1966) .

For some early commentators on "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo' e.g.
the writer, V.G. Korolenko, the supernatural reading always
remains a strong possibility, thus ensuring that the indicative
modality retains its dominance throughout:- ,Ho B TO Bpemsa xak
Bacumuii OuBelickull yrapmpBal 3a BCeMH HeB3TOAaMH YbW—TO DAa3yYMHYIO
BOJI0, UBM—TO INIAHB, KOTOpbe [IOIKHE GbUTH PaspemHThCS.B MUCTHUECKOE
6rmaro SBHOTO uyna, B MSOGDAKEHMH aBTOPA YYBCTBYeTCH, YTO M3
MpAuHOH MYCTOTH 3a OUBEMCKHM Clle[nia TONBKO ,3j0Bemas Macka'
UOUOTa, OJIMLETBOPSNMLAs - MMCTHYECKU—3JTyI0 TTPeHaMepPeHHOCTD npupoas'
V.G, Korolenko, Polnoe Sobranle soch1nen11, vol. 5 (St. Petersburg,
1984) pp. 369-376,

Chapter Three

D

2)

3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

E))

10)

D.S. Likhachev, Poetika’ drevnerussk01'11teratury op., cit, pp. 20-
21,

Lotman, "Notes on the Structure of Literary Texts" in Semlotlca,
vol. 15, no. 3, 1975, pp. 9, 12 (Originally published 1in
"Trudy ...." vol, 5, 1971).

A. Blok, "Pyatyi Sbornik tovarishchestva ,Znanie'" in Sobranie

sochinenii vol. 5 (Moscow-Leningrad) p. 555,

I. Annensky, "Vtoraya Kniga otrazhenii in Knigi otrazhenii (1zd.
Nauka, Moscow, 1979; originally published St, Petersburg 1909).

K. Chukovsky, ‘Sobranie sochinenii vol. 6 (Khud, Lit., Moscow, 1969)

pp. 24, 26 (originally published as "0 Leonide Andreeva'" in Litsa
"1Mﬁa§k¥, Shipovnik, St, Petersburg, 1914),

A. Belyi, "Prizraki Khaosa" in Arabeski (Slavische Propylden,
Wilhelm Fink, Minchen, 1969) p. 486 (originally published Moscow,
1911).

Mukarovsky, op. cit., p. 122,

A, Blok, "O Realistakh" in ‘Sobranie sochinenii op. cit, vol, 5,
p. 107,

MukarOVSky, Opo Cit' PP. 118—1190 .

D.S., Likhachev op. cit. p. 155,
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13)
14)
15)

16)
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20)

21)

22)
23)
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25)
26)
27)

28)

29)
30)

31)

32)

33)
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C, McCabe "Notes on.Realism" in Screen vol, 15, no, 2 (1974)
pp. 9, 12,

Jakobson, "The Dominant! in 'Réadings 'in Russian Poetics op. cit.
p. 85. T

A, Blok, Sobranieé sochineénii op, cit., vol. IX p. 387,

Philippe Hamon, op. cit. p. 422,

'ibid, pp. 411-445.,

V. Bryusov,-"Karl V - Dialog o realizme v iskusstve', Zolotoe runo
no. 4, 1906, pp. 65-66, i

~and “the Russian SymboList Aesthetic (Methuen, London, 1970) p.

113,
M, Voloshin, "Liki tvorchestva", Rus', no. 47, 1907, p. 3,

A, Basargin, "Shifrovannaya literatura" in Moskovskie vedomosti,
no, 277, 1908, p. 2. T T

See J, West, Vyachéslav Ivanov and the 'Russian'Symbolis'tﬂ'Aesthetic,
op. cit. e e e — = e

A, Losev, Simvol i realisticheskoe iskusstvo (Izd. Iskusstvo,
Moscow, 1976) p. 138, o '

ibid,

Voloshin, "Liki tvorchestva", Rus', no. 47, 1907, p. 3.

Andreyev, '"Novogodnaya skazka" in Kur'er, lst Jan, 1901,

‘LoseV,.op. cit, p. 142,

Gorky, Li;graturnoe'qg§l§d3tv9 op. cit. pp. 386-387.

““““ Literatura
no. 3, 1971 (Akademiya nauk SSSR-IRLI), 4th Variant (23rd Jan.
1903) p, 136. '

Andreyev, vol, I p; 51,

- ibid. p. 56.
'ibid. p. 58.

ibid. p. 141,




34)
35)

36)

37

38)
39)
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44)

45)

46)

47)

48)

49)
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54)
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56)
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“'ibid, p. 136 (4th variant),

Andreyev vol, I p., 149,

K, Chukovsky, Ot Cleklova donashikhdnei (St. Petersburg 1908);
reev = Bol'shoi 'i Malen'kii op. cit.

alsO'LeqqidlAndﬁfeV“

'E.g. UQamé 4YeM HYXHO OHM MOMSEIBAIM MAaTPOCOB M KPHUajH Ha HUX, H

Te [enanu IOKOPHO TpefyeMoe, HO.C KaKAbM HCIOJHEHHBM NDHKA3aHHEM
pocna Tpepora Ha jumue xanurana', Iezuitova, 'Russkaya litératura

op. cit., p. 136 (3rd variant); ,, -~ Heropmail — KpHUam # €My i... HO
»ees BeccienHo TepsICH B DONOTE BOJH H 3BYKE XJIECTKHX YOApOB MOH

cnabuit romoc'; ‘ibid. p. 138 (4th variant).

Andreyev, vol, I, pp. 56-57.

~ibid, p. 141.

See Voloshinov, Marksizm i filosofiya yazyka (Leningrad, 1930).

Andreyev vol, I p, 59,-

"ibid, vol, IIT p. 104;'ibid. p. 160,

Hoover Inst. op. cit. Box 4, env, 15, item 1,

nHakoneun, MO€ oTHOmWeHHe — TakXe GakT, ¥ BechbMa HeMaloBaxHhlii',

Andreyev, ‘Literaturnoe nasledstvo, op. cit. p. 244,

Malcolm Bradbury, James Mcfarlane, Modernism (Penguin, Middlesex,
1976) . : S

See Chapter One, note 64,
Andreyev, vol., II p, 121,

ibid, vol, VIII p. 114,

ibid. p. 144,

ibid,

P ]

';biéf vol. IV p, 122,

Gorky, Literaturnoe nasledstvo op, cit. p. 243,

See Jonathan Culler "Literary History, Allegory and Semiology",

" 'New Literary History, vol, VII, no, 2, Winter 1976, pp. 259-271;

also Craig Owens, 'The Allegorical Impulse - Towards a Theory of
Postmodernism"” (Part 2) in October, 13 (Summer 1980) pp. 59-81,

J, Culler, op. cit, p., 265,

A, Belyi, Letters of December 1913, TsGALI, fond. 1782, ed, Khr. 4
(quoted in R, Keys, op. cit.). o

J. Culler, op. cit. p. 265,
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57) Andreyev, .vol, (1IV pp. 92-95,
58) iﬁpq;g pp. 95, 110, 144,

59) "iﬁig; p.’137:

60) "iﬁig: P 139;

61) See note 46 aboVe:

62) Early drafts, as already indicated, begin in the third-person
under the title "Voina": ,Yxe pmaBHO He 6bUIO BOIHB, H JIIOAH CTaM
3abuBaTh- 0 Helt," (Hoover Inst. op. cit. Box 4, env, 14, items
4 and 5), The idea of the discovered fragments of diary-manuscript
comes only at a later stage.

~ There are a number of scenes in other drafts that are cut
from the final text of "Krasnyi smekh", only to appear elsewhere
in Andreyev's oeuvre, Thus, anbther draft contains extended
references to the ,uepusr ropopa" (cf, Andreyev's later play
"Tsar-Golod" which takes over this theme), to the horrific
mirroring of the narrator's actions by other characters: ,Ho s
3aKypWIT Mamupocy H OHM OxautH, 3akypuwsm namupocs' (cf, the very
$imilar railway-carriage scene in "Proklyatie zverya') and to the
possibility of mass-rape in the narrator's home-town, which
recalls the earlier story "Bezdna". (ibid., Box 4, env, 14, item
3). Mention has already been made of the narrator's son, Didya,
who appears in one manuscript—draft (ibid, item 2) but not in the
published text, T

Despite these differences, however, the basic, dominating
notion of the horror and insanity unleashed by modern warfare
and the threat it poses to civilization is constant from the early
drafts onwards: ,kak 6YyOToO BCerma .... KaXmayo MHHYTY 4YTKO Xpamna
ona [Bottnal], 3a crenow yyTko *pana' (ibid, item 4), Andreyev is
experimenting with different event-sequences in order to produce
the same effect,

The examples from item 3 reconfirm the undermining of
narrativity in Andreyev's work not only from within individual
text, (see Chapter One) but also from the broader perspective of
the "Andreyevan text'; single events, scenes, even the words
spoken by characters (cf: ,BcTpeTh MeHS JaCKOBO ,... f TaAK ycran"
spoken both by Judas Iskariot and the narrator in "Proklyatie
zverya') are not tied to any onestrict, narrative sequence but
are capable of incorporation into a member of vastly different
narrative situations in different texts,

63) Andreyev, vol, IV p, 91,

64) Umberto Eco;‘Aﬂ;'ljheorY'Qf'SemiOEicg_, op. cit, pp. 135-136.

65) Linin, op, cit, p. 22,

66) I. Toffe; Kul'tura'i stil' (Priboi, Leningrad, 1928) p. 323.

67) A, Belyi, "Prizraki Khaosa'" in Arabeski, op. cit. p. 486,
, R ——— ot ol
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Andreyev's meticulous work over combinations of adverbs and
adjectives and the creation of emphasis is one index of the
importance attached to "undercoded effect":- Cf. the following
changes made to early drafts of a single brief section of 4
'Stena' - V

nOoTpaxana 6oit" ,OTpaxana oHa 6oii'"
yCMpAaTHBI BOSAYX' " 3roBoHHbI BO3AyX"
LCTDYHH u3 cebs' WCTCYHIH OHM M3 ce6a"
WCTHJIMBO 3amep BOH" ,,3aMep BOH ronopHoro"
nCepbiM TATHOM" ' KDOBaBO'— CepblM ISATHOM'
wUro oTBeTHT cTeHa' w9TO OTBETUT NOANasn crena"

(TsGALI, op. 4, ed. Khr, 5, pp, 67-69).

The numerous and considerable changes made to plots (see
above, note 62 and Chapter One, note 123) and the frequent
exclusions of complete characters (Chapter One notes 63 and 121)
back this point up., When taken together, these waverings in the

unity of event and adjectives on one hand, and the concern for

precision in individual combinations of adverbs and adjectives on
the other, point to the dominance of the need for a general, overall
"offect”, rather than for the authentic representation of a stable,

pre-existant set of characters and events,

pbapter Four

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
7
8)
9
10)

11)

12)

Matthew Arnold, "Culture and Anarchy" in The Complete Prose Works
of Matthew Arnold, Volume 5 (Ann Arbor, University of Michigan
Press, 1965) p. 115,

Raymond Williams, The Long Revolution (Chatto and Windus, London
1961) pp. 46, 42, ' )

Likhachev, op. cit. pp. 102-104,

Lotman, "Fenomen Kul'tury" in Trudy po znakovym sistemam, X,
Tartu, 1978, p. 6.

Yu, Lotman and Z.G. Mintz, "Literatura i Mifologiya" in 'Trudy ....,
XIII, Tartu, 1981, pp. 41-42,

ibid. p. 42
Lotman, "Fenomen 'Kul'tury", op. cit. p. 6.

Lotman and Mintz, op. cit. p. 38.

- ibid., p. 37.

- ibid., p. 38.

See Walter Ong, Orality and Literacy = The Technologising of the
Word (Methuen, London - New York, 1982),

Lotman and Mintz, op. cit. p. 37.
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'ibid. p. 40,

no. 6495, 20th March, 1905, p. 5.

Lotman; "Fenomen Kul‘tury"; Op; cit; p. 6,

Lotman and Mintz, oOp. cit;'p. 50,

Lotman; "Fenomen Kul'tury";'bp; cit; p; 8.,
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'GLQSSABY;OF'THEORETICAL'TERMS

The following is a list in alphabetical order of the most frequently
recurring theoretical terms used in Chapters One to Four, The
explanations given are intended to provide not exhaustive, watertight
definitions, but mefely guidance as to usage within the context of this

thesis, Deviations from common usage are pointed out where they apply.

1) ACTUALISATION - The (textual) realisation of an (abstract, virtual)

structure or code, A particular detail of a particular text may
ac;ugligg a structure that traverses all the works of one author, (The
confrontation between Vasilii Fiveiskii and the raging snowrstorm in
"Zhizn' Vasilya Fiveiskogo" is one detail from that story which
actualises the Subject/Object structure traversing all of Andreyev's
work - Chapter One p. 116). A detail may also actualise a code that
traverses the works of many authors, (The switching of focus from
character to character in "Zhili-byli" actualises an authentificating
procedure of the "realist" code dominating much nineteenth-century
prose). Equally, a whole work, oeuvre or even group of oeuvres may
actualise é trans-authorial structural tendency. (The short stories of
Andreyev, Remizov, Sologub, Bunin, Zaitsev etc. with their enhanced
"poeticity" together actualise an overall shift towards the poetry pole
in the prose/poetry structure operative throughout literary discourse

~ Chapter One, pp. 86— 90).

2) CODE -~ All literary meaning presupposes a collectively established
set of .rules and procedures or code according to which it is produced
and received, Thus authenticity and sense of real, everyday "life as

it is lived" whith is an essential part of the meaning of many a good

nineteenth=century novel derives not from a direct ‘reproduction
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by Philippe Hamon (Chapter Three, pp. 255-266) — defocalisation,
alternating rhythm, delegation of narration to substitute authors, etc.,
Equally, the allegorical meaning which is to the fore in Andreyev's

"Stena" is produced according to an allegorical code dependent on such

procedures as the de-temporalisation of the events, the stylisation of
the narration, the overt anonymity of the characters etc, However, two
readers may interpret according to two (or more) different codes. It
is conceivable that Andreyev's "Zhizn' Vasiliya Fiveiskogo" will be

interpreted by one reader according to a referential code causing him

to reconstruct the reality of the narrated events, while a second

reader might intefpret it according to an allegorical code, posing the
events as an allegory of some propositional communication about
mankind's existential predicament, A single reader may oscillate
between these two codes (Chapter Three, p. 307). A MASTER=CODE allows
referential and allegorical codings to be combined in one, as in Belyi's

"Peterburg" in which the events have both an-'allegoric¢al meaning (they are

to be taken not at face value, but as signs of an inner mental drama)

and a referentiality (they nevertheless take place in a "real" human

mind) . Since we have associated allegory in general with a text's

code is thus also that which guarantees the combination of Intentionality

and Unintentionality in a work of art.

3) CQNTINUAL—MXIHIC_("Kontinual'no-mificheskoe) - a term used by Lotman

and Mints (Chapter Four) to describe an aspect of human consciousness
that stresses synthesis over analysis, the unity of all things over
their division into discrete parts, the circularity of time over its
linearity etc, In all cultural activity its is always balanced by its

opposite, the LINEAR-DISCRETE ("Linearno-diskretnoe') which stresses the
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reverse (analysis over synthesis etc,). Particular cultures, or periods
of cultural activity, may be dominated by one or other aspect,

4) ~ DEFORMATION ("Deformatsiya") - Lotman's term for the necessary.
‘distortion of an object of representation that a text must effect in
order to communicate aﬁout it. Always balanced by its opposite =
'ISOMORPHISM ("Izomorfizm") - the'eggixg}ence between text and object
that enables the text to represent its object.,

5) DIACHRONY - A diachronic analysis of literature studies its changes

and developments through time, whereas a SYNCHRONTC analysis studies it

as a cross—sectional system of interrelated elements outside of time,

Traditional literary history is one example of diachronic analysis,
whilst classic structuralism of the sort practised by Lévi-Strauss best
represents synchronic analysis.

6)  DIALOGIC - "The dialogic word" - an authorial discourse which does
not cléim absolute authority for itself but which .enters into an un-
resolved dialogue with the word of the Other ("chuzhoe slovo"). 1In
opposition to the MONOLOGIC word - a discourse which subordinates all
other discourses to its own claim to absolute Truth, (See Bakhtin's
‘Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogo op. cit.)

D P;SQOURSE a) Synonymous with "Word"™ ("Slovo"™) in the Bakhtinian
sense; literature studied as discourse is literature studied as the
speech act(s) of a Subject or Subjects.

b) Di§c9pgsg_in its opposition to STORY (Chapter Two) refers to
those elements of narration - evaluations, figures of speech, exclamations
etc. — which betray an authorial presence, "Story" refers to those
elements of literary narration - straightforward descriptions of actions,
scenes, characters — which disguise the presence of an authorial figure
and present themselves as pure "event"., (See Robert Scholes op. cit).

8) 'ENUNCIAT?QN/ENUNCIATED (Enonciation/Enoncé) - For the purposes of
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literary analysis énéncidtion may be taken to mean narrative as an "act

of telling", while "&noncé" refers to the "what is told" of the narrative,

9)  FOREGROUNDING - Russian Formalism, as David Lodge has pointed out,

used this term to refer to "any item in discourse that attracts attention
to itself for what it is, rather than acting merely as a vehicle for

information". ( The Modes of Modern Writing op. cit., p.% ). Here it

has also been used in a rather more literal sense to mean simply any
structural feature that the Andreyevan text "brings to the fore", such
as the Subject/Object confrontation (See Chapter One p. 116),

10) INTENI;QNALITY (See also under CODE) - Mukarovsky's term to cover

that aspect of a work of art which the receiver perceives as deliberate

communication from the author. Opposed to, but inseparable from

UNINTENTIONALITY - that aspect of a work of art which causes the

receiver to experience it as a "thing", a reality in itself which is in
turn part of the world of reality to which the reader belongs. Literary
evolution take place through shifts in the relationship between the

two, (Chapter Three, p. 246).

11) INTERNAL ﬂOTIVAIION - .see under MOTIVATION below.

12) INTERNALISED PARADIGM - see below under INTERTEXTUAL and PARADIGM.

13) INTERTEXTUAL - "Every text is an absorption and transformation of

other texts" (Todorov and Ducrot - Encvclopaedic Dictionary of the

Sciences of Language - translated by Catherine Porter - p.l4% ).

The Intertextual in Andreyev's texts is that which they have "absorbed"

from other, non-Andreyev texts and transformed or actualised in a
spécifically Andreye&an manner. For example, Andreyev's stories have

- absorbed intertextually determined event-sequences such as the arrival
—————{)consequence————§ departure model operating throughout. literature,
and in stories like "Eleazar" and "Iuda Iskariot" actualised them in a

unique and unrepeatable way. We have on this basis distinguished within
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Andreyev's texts Intertextual paradigms (familiar paradigms operating

the juxtaposition of sets of elements within a single text - e.g.

Vasilii/the idiot; Vasilii/Nature; Vasilii's parishioners/death, tragedy
etc, ~ Chapter One, p. 103),.

14) INTEXT - the text within a text which doubles, repeats in miniature
the larger text of which it is part:- e.g, the fragmented letter which

repeats or doubles (from within) the fragmented manuscript that is

"Krasnyi_ smekh",

15)"I§0¥933HI$¥ - see under DEFORMATION above.

16) LINEAR*DISCRETE - see under CONTINUAL-MYTHIC above,

17) 'MARKED (marker, marking). = emphasised, brough to the fore (see
FOREGROUNDING above), A text with, for example, a marked instance of

enunciation is one in which the -situation of the "act of telling" is

brought to the fore, e,g. the personal diary, (See Chapter Two, p. 194),
18) MASTER-CODE - see under CODE above,

19) ME?APHOR/METONYMY - A literary text may model the world which forms

its context and ultimate reference-point by posing as its equivalent,

by appearing similar to the world-as-whole (METAPHOR) , ‘or by posing as

part of that world-as-whole and so - modelling it through contiguity or

association (METONYMY). Texts such as Andreyev's "Stena" in which the
universalised, anonymous characters and closed, circular event-sequence
can easily be taken as equivalent to Mankind and Human Life in their

totality tend towards Metaphoric modelling. The more concretely

located characters and more open ending of Andreyev's "Zhili byli", by
contrast, read much more easily as part of Mankind and Human Life in

their totality and so tend towards modelling by association, or
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- 'METONYMY (Chapter Two, pp. 160-161), Similarly, the horizontal

progression of a text from beginning to end may proceed chiefly through

the conjugation of a series of equivalence or similarities (Eleazar

Eleazar

and his townsfolk ——. Eleazar and Aurelius the sculptor

term by another that is in contiguity or associated with it metonymically

(from the merchant Lavrentii Petrovich to the deacon, to the student -
all patients at the hospital ward in "Zhili byli").

20) META=NARRATIVE (META*TEXT) - an element belonging to meta-narrative

(meta—-text) is situated at a logical level higher than that of the
narrative (text) itself and descriptive of it, Thus, for example, an
initial authorial commentary on the narrative about to unfold placed at

the beginning of a story is, in a sense, an element of meta-narrative,

(See our comments on the opening paragraph of "Zhizn' Vasilya Fiveiskogo"
- Chapter One, p. 79 ). Similarly, within the narrative itself, an
authorial evaluation of an action, or a figure of speech deployed to
enhance the effect of that action, can be said to belong to a meta-
narrative level, (There is thus a degree of overlap between DISCOURSE
(b) and Meta-narrative as defined here.)

21) MODALITY:- as applied to literary narrative this concept describes

a communication from author to reader about how to treat the events of

the narrative's whether literally (the indicative modality, See

Chapter Two, pp. 174-177) as wish-fulfilment (the optétive modality of
the analysis of "Bargamot i Garas'ka'" - Chapter Two, p. 175) as

persuasion (the rhetorical modality, cf - "Proklyatie zverya" - Chapter

Two, p. 181) or otherwise,
22) MONOLOGIC - see under DIALOGIC above.
23) ‘MOTIVATION - "If the function is that for which a unit is used,

its motivation is what it needs in order to dissimulate its function"
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(G, Genette quoted in Todorov and Ducrot op. cit., p. 263). We have

distinguished between "Intérnal Motivation" (the justification of some

single factor ,... by means of its connections with the remaining

factors" - Yu, Tynyanov in "Rhythm as the Constructive Factor in Verse"

- the justification of a single factor by reference to its place in
some external order, For examples of Internal and External motivation
see Chapter One, pp. 81-82),

24) NATURALISATION - close in meaning to External Motivation:- that

which makes a textual detail seem natural, explicable by reference to
——s

the laws of real life, rather than a deliberate authorial contrivance

designed to communicate an intention, (E.g. the distorted and exaggerated

scenes described by the narrator at a restaurant table in "Proklyatie

zverya" naturalised by reference to his drunken state,)

25) " 'NOISE - something which lacks a meaning-giving code and which

therefore merely:integﬁgres with the process of communication, presents
the unhindered attribution of meaning.

26) 'OBJECT a) =‘ﬁQ6§¢kf" (Lotman in "Trudy po Znakovym Sistemam') -
that of which a text is the representation. The relationship between
‘Text and‘p@jegg is always one of DEFORMATION and at the same time
ISOMORPHISM (see above),

b) Object = in the Subject/Object confrontational structure of
which every Andfeyev text is to some degree an actualisation (Chapter
One, pp, 115-118), |

¢) = ,006bexT peun'" (Korman op. cit,) - the object of a narrator's
or a character's discourse; a figure included in the discourse of

narrator or character., To be distinguished from ,o06vext cosuauus"

(ibid.,) - the figure who is the object of the copsciousq@sS'behind

a given discourse, The two do not always coincide. Thus the ,,06BexT
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peun' of a narrator's discourse might be another character while the
narrator himself ﬁight be the ,,06bexT coananusa’ of an égfﬁérial
discourse which remains unrepresented in the text,{(The characters
described by Dr., Kerzhentsev in "Mysl'" are his ,06mexT peuu', but
because Kerzhentsev is himself an active cﬁaracter in "Mysl'", rather
than merely a neutral, passive narrator directly conveying the authorial
position, he is also the author's n06BexT cosnanua',)

27) OVERDETERMINATION -~ see REDUNDANCY below

28) 'PARADIGM - the paradigmatic axis is, for Jakobson, the vertical
axis of selection in language or in a literary text, while the

SYNTAGMATIC axis .is the horizontal axis of combination. The paradigmatic

axis 1s thus responsible for a text's semantic¢ depth, while the

syntagmatic axis accounts for its linear sequence. To generate meaning

a text selects units from the familiar (intertextual) paradigm of the

‘romantic anti=hero (tyrant/victim; hero/crowd etc. See Chapter One,

p. 93) and combines them with units from familiar paradigms of event

Retribution") and

(e.g., "initial crime consequences of crime

discourse (the confession; the literary diary) to form a meaningful
sequence, In many Andreyev texts, selections from these familiar

intertextual paradigms of character, event etc, are subordinate to

selections from a single Internalised paradigm whose sets of equivalent

units appear to derive not from literary discourse as a whole, but from

juxtapositions within each single text (Vasilii/the Idiot; Vasilii/
Nature; Vasilii's parishioners/Death etc. - See Chapter One, pp. 102-

107) .

The difference between Intertextual and Internalised paradigms is

itself dependent upon whether. interpretation is initiated by paradigmatic

‘indices (single details which evoke a whole paradigm of familiar human

behaviour) or by syntagmatic indiées (juxtaposition of elements along
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one  single text's horizontal axis). See Chapter One, pp., 91-93, It
is therefore connected with the.orientation of the text's genre -
whether paradigmatic, like the novel, or syntagmatic, like lyric
poetry. (Chapter One, p. 90).

29) 'POLYPHONY - (See Bakhtin in ‘Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogo ).

A polyphonic text is, according to Bakhtin, a text without a dominating,
authoritarian voice of Truth, but one which institutes an interplay of
many voices, each with an equal claim to truth,

30) REFERENT - "The Real Object" (Todorov and Ducrot op, cit, p. 101}:-
the actual material object represented by a sign, to be differentiated

from the SIGNIFIED - the mental conception of the material object. A

referential code is a code which generates the illusion of that material

object's real presence,

31) REDUNDANCY - synonymous here with OVERDETERMINATION:- a text with

a high level of redundancy or overdetermination is one whose units are
each motivated in a plurality of ways, according to a plurality of

systems. ‘Internal Redundancy is the motivation of units by effecting

multiple connections with other units in the same text, ‘External
‘Redundancy is the motivation of units by their inclusion in a multiplicit

of orders outside the given text, The nineteenth-century novel's

great "realism" is thus a result of its high external redundancy,
while lyric poetry's great rhythmic and organisational intricacy is a
result of its high internal redundancy.
32) SEMIOSIS - the process of making seﬁiotic, of making something into
a sign of something else,
33) SUBJECT a) - See Object (b) above,

b) = ,cybvexT peun" and ,cy6vexr cosmamus' (Korman, op., cit,). -
A discourse must have a ,cy6wexT peun'', a figure who can be supposed

to be pronouncing the words of the discourse, and a ,cy6vexT cosuafus',
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discourSe; The two again do not always coincide, as for example in

some ''Skaz" narration and in Andreyev's "Mysl'" where the ,cy6bekT peun"
is the first person narrator, but the ,cy6bekr cosHanua' is the

author, who is objectifying the narrator and his discourse, making them
into his , 06mexT cosuanausa",

34) * 'SIGNIFIER/SIGNIFIED - SIGNIFIER = "that aspect of the sign which can

become perceptible" (Todorov and Ducrot, op. cit., p. 100) - the material
aspect of the sign (the words of a text, the colours of a painting)
formed into a meaning-conveying unit,

SIGNIFIED = "the absent aspect" (ibid,) - the unit of meaning, the

mental conception attached to the signifier,

35) * "STORY - see DISCOURSE (b) above.
36)"S¥NCHRONY - see under DIACHRONY above,

37)  'SYNTAGMA(TIC)- see under PARADIGM above.

38) UNDERCODING - see Umberto Eco's definition, Chapter Three p. 322.

39) UNINTENTIQNALITY - see under INTENTIONALITY above.
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