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COLLECTIVE AUTHORSHIP AND PLATONOV’S
SOCIALIST REALISM

KATHARINE HOLT

Abstract

This article argues that Platonov’s relationship to collective authorship is a rich and
productive line of inquiry for Platonov studies because: 1) he spent much of his
career negotiating his position vis-a-vis the theory and practices of literary
collectives; and 2) this approach offers insight into texts that were produced spe-
cifically for collectively authored volumes or republished in them during Platonov’s
lifetime. The article then presents readings of two such texts, ‘Takyr’ and
‘Odukhotvorennye liudi’, against the collectively authored volumes in which they
appeared, Aiding-Giunler: Al’'manakh k desiatiletiiu Turkmenistana, 1924-1934
(1934) and Stalinskoe plemia (1944). Ultimately the article suggests that when these
so-called “socialist realist” texts are read synchronically, rather than just dia-
chronically against the wholes of Platonov’s oeuvre or the Russian canon, they take
on extra life, as the uniqueness of Platonov’s voice within the collective emerges.
Keywords: A.P. Platonov, Socialist Realism; ‘Takyr’; ‘Odukhotvorennye liudi’;
Collective Authorship; Aiding-Giunler

I.  Collective Authorship and Platonov Studies

As Andrej Platonov’s reputation has grown ever more secure over the last
thirty years, his work has been freed from the socio-political readings to
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which it was all too long confined. This is no doubt a beneficial thing for
Platonov studies and, I should think, for all lovers of Russian literature. This
“freeing” of Platonov is not without its effects, however, and in what follows
I would like to explore one of these: how it encourages us to think about
Platonov’s authorship.

The more accepted Platonov becomes as one of the “great” Russian
writers, I would argue, the more we are encouraged to read his texts as parts
of two specific wholes: 1) the whole of his oeuvre (the excellent new aca-
demic and popular editions of his works are facilitating this trend); and 2) the
whole of the Russian literary canon. This is not unusual, of course. Whenever
an author is canonized — which is to say, considered culturally central or
“classic” — we increasingly read him or her across time, focusing on how the
“great” writer’s works relate to one another and to other works by com-
parably “great” writers. Whether we focus on the “mode of originality” of
different canonized writers, as Harold Bloom famously has, or on some other
facet of the writer’s work, by approaching an author as a “great” one, we
agree, in effect, that he or she deserves to be elevated from his own time. !
But if Platonov’s canonization process is not particularly unique, it is,
perhaps, particularly fraught, for much of his work has a relationship to
collective authorship that canonization runs the danger of obscuring.

Before moving any further, I should pause for a moment to explain what,
exactly, [ have in mind with the term collective authorship. For the purposes
of this article, I will define the practice as the collaboration of a group of
authors in the production of a single work or series of works and 1 will pro-
pose three subcategories: strong, weak, and unacknowledged. The strong
form of collective authorship, in this schema, involves collaboration on mul-
tiple aspects of a work and group authorial credit, while the unacknowledged
form involves unspecified amounts of collaboration and no group authorial
credit. In between these two extremes, as I have defined them, is the weak
form, where collaboration occurs on one or more aspect of a work and credit
is divided (not necessarily equally) among the individual participating
authors.

Each of these types of collective authorship was present in Platonov’s
literary environment — and remains in ours, which suggests that our “author
function”, to borrow a term from Foucault, is not so different from the early
Soviet one, despite all the differences between the two cultures’ systems of
ownelrship.2

The strong form of collective authorship surfaced in many of the lite-
rary groups of the Russian avant-garde and the early Soviet period (e.g., the
Futurists, Imagists, Hylaeans, Obériuty), which often collaborated on their
manifestoes and signed them as one unit. This form of authorship also
occurred periodically during the First Five-Year Plan and the early Stalinist
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era, which saw the creation of works like Belomorsko-Baltijskij kanal imeni
Stalina. Istorija stroitel’stva (The Stalin Belomor-Baltic Canal: The History
of Construction, 1934) billed as being collaboratlvely designed, composed
and edited by thirty-six different writers.> Today this form of authorshlp is
rarely practiced in literary arenas, though it occurs frequently in contem-
porary film and teleV1s1on writing, where teams of writers regularly colla-
borate and share credit.*

The weak form of collective authorship was extremely common in
Platonov’s world, when co-authored texts regularly appeared in celebration
of various Soviet enterprises. Examples include the Zemlja i fabrika (Soil and
Factory) series edited by Fedor Gladkov, the Istorija zavodov (History of
Plants) series edited by Maksim Gor’kij, and the slew of almanacs and
collections that were dedicated to the national literatures of the Soviet
Union.” Between 1918 and 1937, approximately 1300 literary al’manachi (al-
manacs) and sborniki (collections) were published in the Soviet Union — not
including collections of criticism, anthologies made up exclusively of already
published works, and readers for students — and the vast majority of these
were products of weak collective authorship in Wthh multiple authors were
credited for their own individual contributions.® This form remains wide-
spread today, especially in academic publishing, full as it is of collectively
authored volumes of essays.

As for the unacknowledged form of collective authorship, if Roland
Barthes is to be believed, it is to be found in every single text, since each is *
tissue of quotations drawn from the innumerable centers of culture”.” Even 1f
we do not accept Barthes’s famous proclamation of the “death of the author”,
however, we must recognize that unacknowledged collective authorship has
been prevalent as long as the “author” has had its current function in Western
literary discourse — which is to say, since narratives began circulating under a
specific author’s name, instead of being passed along and valorized without
any questions about the author’s identity.® Just as John Keats’s Sonnet to
Sleep changed so substantially with its exposure to transcribers and prlnters
that it became, in effect, a product of unacknowledged collective authorship,’
countless Soviet texts from Platonov’s period were altered, often drastically,
by the input of censors, editors, Party officials, and Stalin himself. Today, the
production of literary texts is affected not only by editors and publishers, but
also, in many cases, by such contemporary phenomena as the writer’s work-
shop and Twitter.

Of the three types of collective authorship 1 have identified, I am
interested for the present article only in the strong and weak forms in relation
to Platonov’s work. Analyzing Platonov’s compositions as products of un-
acknowledged collective authorship could no doubt yield productive insights,
since the Soviet literary apparatus affected the shape of Platonov’s literary
output, as we can see from the excellent philological work that has been done
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on assorted textual variants. Here, however, my focus will be on how Pla-
tonov’s relationship to acknowledged forms of collective authorship can help
us understand both Platonov’s literary career and a very specific set of texts:
those that were produced for collectively authored volumes or republished in
them. I will examine two of these texts, ‘Takyr’ and ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’
(‘Spiritualized People’), in detail below, but before doing so, I will briefly
outline how collective authorship is relevant to various stages of Platonov’s
literary career.

Collective authorship is a productive heuristic for analyzing Platonov’s work
because he spent much of his literary career negotiating his position vis-a-vis
artistic collectives and responding to their discourses. In the late 1910s and
early 1920s Platonov was not a member of any of the major literary groups,
despite their dominance in the period. Indeed, Platonov seems generally to
have expressed disinterest in literary collectives at that time, as the question-
naire he filled out when attending the founding congress of VAPP in 1920
suggests. When asked, on that form, “kakum nuTepaTypHbIM HampaBICHUSIM
BbI COUyBCTBYyeTe wiu npuHaminexute?” (“which literary school do you Sym-
pathize with or belong to‘7 ’), Platonov answered, “Hukakum, nmero coe”
(“None, I have my own”)."”

The fact that Platonov provided this answer at a VAPP congress,
however, reminds us that he negotiated with literary collectives from the be-
ginning of his career. Indeed, Platonov may have been proud to have his

“own’ hterary orientation in the early 1920s, but this did not prevent him
from joining the communist union of Journahsts in Voronez'' or from
publishing his poetry, in these years, in various products of weak collective
authorship, including Stichi (Verses, Voronez, 1921) and Nasz dnz Al’ma-
nach. Ne 4 (Our Days: Almanac Ne 4, Moskva-Petrograd, 1924) Platonov’s
sense of independence, moreover, did not preclude him from expressing en-
thusiasm for — and being 1nﬂuenced by — many of the aesthetic doctrines of
Proletkul’t, LEF, and the Futurists."® Platonov’s early essays that engage with
the thought of Aleksandr Bogdanov, such as ‘K nacinajus¢im proletarskim
poctam 1 pisateljam’ (‘To Beginning Proletarian Poets and Writers’, 1919)
suggest that questions about artistic collaboration were critical to Platonov in
the first years of his literary career. '

As the 1920s progressed and Platonov gave up engineering to work as a
writer full time, he moved further and further away from his youthful interest
in Proletkul’t and from the other literary groups surrounding him. What is
more, though he did collaborate in 1928 with Boris Pil’njak on the satirical
sketch ‘Ce-Ce-O’ and the satirical play ‘Duraki na periferii’ (‘Fools on the
Periphery’), Platonov engaged very little, in this period, with group artistic
projects. Moreover, just one of his works was published, in these years, in a
product of (weak) collective authorship: this occurred when ‘Gorod Gradov’
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(‘The City Gradov’), first published in Platonov’s book Epifanskie sljuzy
(Sluices of Epiphany, 1927), was reprinted in Literaturnyj sbornik ‘Krasnoj
panoramy’ (The Literary Anthology of ‘Red Panorama’, 1928). While ma-
king a place for himself in the literary world of Moscow and publishing with
many of the most reputed houses and journals in the late 1920s, Platonov
increasingly defined himself as an individual, independent actor.

If Platonov cultivated his own quasi-outsider status throughout the
1920s, in the 1930s and 1940s it was not entirely of his own choosing. In this
period, he occupied a tenuous position within the larger literary culture: he
was still operating inside of it, even as he was distorting Soviet discourse and
dissenting, to greater and lesser extents, against the Party-State, but he was no
longer able to participate quite so independently. The real troubles for Pla-
tonov began, of course, in 1929, when RAPP accused him of falling under
the influence of Boris Pil’njak. Platonov’s position within the ever-more-
consolidated official literary establishment grew even more precarious after
the 1931 publication of ‘Vprok’ (‘For Future Use’), which was read as a
satire of collectivization, and which, famously, earned condemnation from
Stalin himself. As a result of this controversy, Platonov was not published for
three years, though he made active efforts to find his way back into the
literary world by appealing to Gor’kij and others.

Beginning in 1934, when he participated in the writers’ brigade excur-
sion to Turkmenistan, Platonov began to find a way to continue publishing
his work periodically. ‘Takyr’ (‘Takyr’, occasionally translated as ‘Mud-
flats’), appeared in Krasnaja nov’ and the writers’ brigade almanac in 1934,
‘Glinjanyj dom v uezdnom sadu’ (‘The Earthen House in the District Gar-
den’) in Krasnaja nov’ in 1936 (under the title ‘NuZnaja rodina’, or ‘The
Essential Homeland’), ‘Tretij syn’ (‘The Third Son’) in Krasnaja nov’ in
1936, ‘Bessmertie’ (‘Immortality’) in three different publications between
1936 and 1939, ‘Sredi Zivotnych i rastenij’ (‘Among Animals and Plants’) in
two different publications between 1936 and 1940, and so on.'* After the late
1920s, however, Platonov was never comfortably ensconced within Soviet
literary culture again. As Michail Geller has argued, Platonov’s rehabilitation
in 1934 was rather superficial, since documents from the time suggest that his
contemporaries continued to hold him at a distance, as though they were
testing him for trustworthiness. Vs. Ivanov, for instance, wrote in his diary in
this period: “JIeoHOB caenan MHE BBHITOBOP MYOJMYHO 3a TO, YTO HE MOCETHUII
Beuepa A. [1natonosa. Ckazan u — cam ucnyraicsa” (“Leonov scolded me pu-
blicly that I did not attend Platonov’s evening. He said this and got scared
himself”).'°

Platonov’s marginal position in the 1930s is evident in the fact that he
contributed to only two collective literary undertakings in this period: the
writers’ brigade almanac of 1934 (discussed in detail below) and the state
project on the railroads led by L.M. Kaganovi¢, which began in 1935."” Even
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more telling, in this phase of his career Platonov was rejected from more than
one collective project, including the “strong” one of the Belomor Canal
almanac, even though he had already written about the construction of canals
in ‘Epifanskie §ljuzy’ and ‘Gorod Gradov’ and had specifically asked Aver-
bach and Gor’kij to include him on the trip.'® The beginning of the Great
Patriotic War brought some relief to Platonov, as the demand for corres-
pondents and texts about the war allowed him to find work and to publish
both journalism and literary creations. But after the war, Platonov remained
on the fringes of Soviet literary culture, unaligned with a powerful faction.
He was left struggling, once again, to make ends meet and to find some way
of making his work acceptable for print.

What I mean to suggest, with this very brief overview of Platonov’s
literary career, is that any one moment could be productively analyzed in
terms of how he related to the collectives he encountered and how he nego-
tiated his own, relatively, but not completely, independent position. For
throughout his career Platonov acted as both an independent (often dissent-
ing) actor and a part of the larger Soviet culture in which he lived — a culture
that was itself profoundly shaped by collective enterprise.

I. Collective Authorship and Platonov’s Socialist Realism

In addition to offering insights into various moments in Platonov’s literary
career, attending to Platonov’s engagement with collective authorship also
sheds light on those texts that were written for or published in collectively
authored volumes during Platonov’s lifetime. Reading these works synchro-
nically against the volumes in which they were originally published, rather
than just diachronically against the larger Platonovian and Russian canons (to
see how Platonov did or did not preserve his own voice), highlights nuances
that otherwise would remain hidden. By throwing the discourse that Platonov
shared with his contemporary Soviet writers into sharp relief, it reveals just
how unique Platonov’s voice is, but also how influential certain collective
discourses were for Platonov’s thought and style.

This is a particularly fruitful strategy of reading, I would argue, when
we consider Platonov’s works from the 1930s and 1940s, the moment in his
career when he was seeking to find an acceptable mode of collaboration and
was navigating the hardening of socialist realism as a literary style. In what
follows, I will try to demonstrate the value of approaching Platonov’s so-
called “socialist realist” stories synchronically by reading two of his works,
one produced specifically for a collectively authored volume (‘Takyr’) and
one reprinted later in a collectively authored volume (‘Oduchotvorennye
ljudi’), against the volumes as a whole."” None of the critical literature on

‘Takyr’ and ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’, to my knowledge, focuses on the rela-
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tionship between the stories and the larger volumes in which they appeared,
though Natal’ja Kornienko and Flena RoZenceva have written excellent
articles on the context of Platonov’s Central Asian texts and I.A. Spiridonova
has provided an outstanding analysis of the textual variants of ‘Oducho-
tvorennye ljudi’.*® My readings thus shed fresh light on these stories, in
addition to raising broader questions about our reading strategies for Pla-
tonov’s texts.

A. Writing for a Collectively Authored Volume: The Case of ‘Takyr’

Platonov’s engagement with the brigade sent to Turkmenistan in 1934 and its
practice of (weak) collective authorship is well documented. We have letters
and journal entries from his trip, which attest to how he related to the group
expedition as a whole, as well as the short story ‘Takyr’, which was written
specifically for and published in the collectively authored volume Ajding-
Gjunler: Al’manach k desjatiletiju Turkmenistana, 1924-1934 (Radiant
Days: The Almanac for the Tenth Anniversary of Turkmenistan, 1924-1934),
though the story was also published the same year in Krasnaja nov’ (1934,
no. 9).2' Five other fiction writers were featured in this collective almanac
along with Platonov — Petr Skosyrev, Georgij Maksimov, Vladimir Kozin,
Michail Loskutov, and Konstantin Bol’Sakov — and it is against the work of
these writers that I would like to read ‘Takyr’. Before turning to the fictional
texts these writers produced, however, 1 will briefly explore how Platonov
navigated the experience of visiting Turkmenistan with a collective, since it
is instructive for understanding not only the production of ‘Takyr’, but also
Platonov’s evolving relationship with the Soviet literary system and its
various factions.

It must be emphasized first off that Platonov’s inclusion in the writers’
brigade to Turkmenistan was quite significant for him, since it marked his
reemergence onto the Soviet literary scene. With the dissolution of RAPP in
1932, the most vocal persecutors of Platonov — including Leopol’d Averbach,
Aleksandr Fadeev, and Aleksej Selivanovskij — had been quieted, and Pla-
tonov had had a chance for rehabilitation. But as it had turned out, Platonov
had remained on the fringes of the official Soviet literary scene throughout
1933. Publishing houses continued to refuse his work and, as noted above, he
was denied a place in the Belomor Canal expedition in 1933. When Gor’kij
responded to Platonov’s application for help in September 1933 and invited
him on the Turkmenistan trip, it thus signaled a significant change in the
official view of the writer.

Platonov’s participation in the expedition meant more than a renewal of
trust from the literary establishment, however, for it had a profound effect on
him as a writer. No doubt this was, at least in part, because he went into the
venture primed for inspiration, desperately needing to earn money from his
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writing and knowing that future opportunities for work were probably
dependent on his performance during this commission.”> Whatever the
reason, according to his letters and journals from the time Platonov found a
great deal of inspiration in Turkmenistan. In his 30 March letter to his wife
Marija Aleksandrovna and his son, for instance, he writes: “I cmoTpro xaaHO
Ha BCE, HE3HAKOMOE MHE. [...] Sl HUKOT]a HEe MOHSI ObI MYCTHIHU, €CITH ObI HE
yBugen ee — kuur Takux Her (“I hungrily look at everything that is
unfamiliar to me. [...] I never would have understood the desert, if I had not
seen it — such books do not exist’).” On 15 April, he sends them
confirmation of the Kara-Kum’s power, noting: “IlycTeiHs moj 3Be3maamu
IpOM3Beia Ha MEHSI OTPOMHOE BIIeYaTiieHUE. Sl KOe-4TO MOHSII, Yero paHbIIe
He nonuman” (“The desert under the stars made an enormous impression on
me. I understood something, which I never understood before”).>* Platonov’s
notebooks from the period, meanwhile, include dozens of pages of notes
about Turkmenistan, not only ideas for fictional works, but also observations
about the relationship between ancient and modern Turkmenistan, about the
construction of wells, and about the connection between Russians and
Turkmen. These notes fit quite well with the official Soviet discourse of the
period, emphasizing how Soviet progress is transforming the region, but also
reveal Platonov’s (Fedorovian) interest in the region as a homeland of the
human race and as a landscape of deep philosophical import. At one moment,
for instance, Platonov observes the following: “YauBurensHo, uTo poamHa
YeJI0BEUeCTBa CTOJb IMyCThIHHA. UTO 31ech cBs3bBasio Jromen?” (“It is
amazing, that the homeland of man is so deserted. What bound people
together here?”).”> These two dimensions of Platonov’s interest in Central
Asia — the officially aligned attention to progress and the more
idiosyncratically philosophical — would be reflected on the one hand in the
publicistic sketch ‘Gorjacaja arktika’ (‘Hot Arctic’, written 1934, first
published 1975) and on the other in the novella ‘Dzan’ (‘Dzan’, occasionally
translated as ‘Soul’, written 1933-1935, first published in fragments in 1938).

Despite the importance of the brigade for his career and the well being
of his family, Platonov was quick, in his letters to his wife and son, to make
clear that he defined himself against the rest of the writers on the trip. In his 2
April letter, Platonov first notes his discomfort with the collective and the
manner in which it is accommodated, writing:

HenaBHo B mepBhIil pa3 oOenan — KOPMAT Tak OOMIJIBHO, YTO CTBITHO
ectb. Ho MHe He HpaBUTCS Tak Mpa3gHO NPeOBIBAaTh, U S YTO-HUOYIH
npuaymaro. Kpome Toro, u my0imka He 1O MHE, — 5 JIFOOJIF0O CMOTPETh
BCE OJIMH, TOT/Ia JIy4Ille BIKY, TOUHEE TyMaro.

Not long ago I had my first dinner — it is shameful how much we are
fed. But I do not like to remain so idle, and I will think up something.
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And anyway, I don’t like the crowd, — I like to watch everything alone,
then I see better, think more precisely.

65

Two days later, he describes his (literal and figurative) split from the other
writers, who remained in Ashgabat while Platonov ventured on to Krasno-
vodsk, in the following terms:

Tonpko 3 HemoyHbIX AHSA s mpoObul B Amixabazge. Ceifuac cuxy B
canon-Barone mpencenarens CHK Typkmenun AtabaeBa. S1 emy B
KpacnoBonck. Bee ocranpHble mucateny octaivch B Amrxabane, 3aB-
TPa, KAIKETCA, NPUEIKACT CaHHUKOB U JIp., HO 5 YK€ OTOpPBAJICSA OTO
BCEX.

I spent barely three days in Ashgabat. Now I am sitting in the parlor car
of Atabaev, the chairman of Turkmenia’s SNK [Sovnarkom, or Council
of Regional Commissars]. I am heading to Krasnovodsk. All the other
writers remained in Ashgabat; tomorrow, it seems, Sannikov and the
others are arriving, but I’ve broken away from them all.

Then, on 10 April, Platonov explores the tensions between him and the

writers in greater detail, questioning the very notion of “brother-writers”:

b

Bbparbs-nucarenu Hagoenu Apyr Apyry yxkacHo. K 15-16 uucny Bce
pasbenyrcs. bpuraga 6onee yem HaroJIOBUHY COCTOUT U3 Oapaxiia UiH
U3 Takux XJtocToB kKak Kocbka unu Ko3un-nypadox.

OTHOLIEHNE KO MHE IOCTOSSHHO MMEET TOT OTTEHOK, O KOTOPOM ThbI
3Haelb, HO s1 He oOpamar0 BHUMaHMA. S mpuexall paaud Cepbe3HOTro
Jiesa, paay MyCTbIHU U A3HUH.

The brother-writers have had quite enough of one another. Around the
15th or 16th everyone will disperse. More than half of the brigade is
made up of trash or of jokers like Kos’ka or the fool Kozin.

The attitude toward me constantly has that overtone that you know
about, but I am not paying any attention. I came on account of serious
business, on account of the desert and Asia.

other

Finally, on April 15th, Platonov explicitly states that the other writers bother

him:

MHue 37ech BuYepa B JOCTATOYHO CEphe3HON (hopme OBLIO cleraHo
MpEeAJIOKEHHUE OCTaThCsA Hamonro padorate B TypkMEHUU B KadecTBe
“muHHCTpa 0€3 moptdens’. DTto mycTsakd. Ho BakHO, 4TO 5 371€Ch,
CJe0BaTelIbHO, HE Ha TJIOXOM cyeTy. Jla 3To elle mucarenu MHE Me-
maroT. Bor yborue moau! 3aech s UX emie sicHee pasrsiies, Jdaxke
Ooiee ueM B MOCKBE.
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Yesterday it was proposed, in a fairly serious manner, that [ stay for a
while in Turkmenia to work in the capacity of “minister without a
portfolio”. This is nonsense. But it is important that I apparently am not
in bad standing here. And this is when the writers are interfering. These
wretched people! 1 have seen them even more clearly here, even more
than in Moscow.

In these letters, Platonov implicitly contrasts his goals with the other writers’
goals (he has serious business in the desert and in Asia, they do not) and his
character with theirs (they are jokers and wretched people, he is not). To-
gether the passages suggest that even in the midst of the most significant
exercise in collective authorship of his life, Platonov still saw himself as
being alone in the crowd and still defined himself against the group. It seems
not much had changed, in this respect, since the VAPP meeting in 1920.

Armed with a sense of how Platonov approached the brigade expe-
rience, we can turn now to the almanac that came out of the Turkmen expe-
dition: Ajding-Gjunler. Given that the original brigade members had been
directed toward a particular set of topics by the Turkmen Sovnarkom on 10
February, before they departed for Turkmenistan, it is not surprising that the
fictional works published in the almanac complement one another in their
subject matter.” One story focuses on the railroads, another on the world of
Turkmen horses and their trainers, another on the construction of kolchozes,
and still another on irrigation problems. Nearly all refer, at least in passing, to
the changes that the Bolsheviks have introduced in the sphere of women’s
issues. It is also not surprising, given the circumstances of the fiction’s
production, that there are correspondences in the kind of “socialist con-
struction” the various stories present. The most striking correspondence, in
my eyes, and the most interesting for understanding how ‘Takyr’ relates to
(and diverges from) the rest of the almanac, is the shared message that these
stories present about the “double assimilation” of the population, to use a
term of Francine Hirsch’s.”!

Together these works of fiction suggest that the population of Soviet
Turkmenistan had already, by the time of the almanac’s writing, incorporated
themselves into the Soviet Union by developing a new understanding of their
place within nationality categories and, simultaneously, within the Soviet
state and society. What is more, the stories in the collection connect “double
assimilation” with exposure to sacralized Soviet spaces, suggesting that
residents of Central Asia needed to become incorporated within the new
Soviet geography to develop a new understanding of Soviet national identity.
I do not have space to discuss all of the prose pieces in detail, so I will look
here at just the two other full-fledged fictional works in the almanac, Petr
Skosyrev’s novella ‘Oazis’ g‘Oasis’) and Georgij Maksimov’s novella ‘Pesn’
Amana’ (‘Song of Aman’).’
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Skosyrev’s novella ‘Oazis’ follows Mamed Dzafarov, an accomplished
Persian kolchoz supervisor and winner of the prestigious Order of Lenin, as
he recollects the circumstances that aided him in his evolution as a Soviet
citizen. Important for our purposes is how the “positive hero’s” development
. . . . ., 33 . N
is presented here in terms of space and national identity.”” In ‘Oazis’, Mamed
begins his journey in a backward, pre-Revolutionary Ashgabat split by clea-
vages among the various ethnic populations. Skosyrev writes:

Amrxaban B TO BpeMs eI1ie Ha3bIBajcs AnixadaaoM.

Eme nepesps Ha ynuiax, B caay BO3JIe MEUETH C OOJIBIIUM KYIOJIOM
u B caqy ['acana Obuin MoiozbIe JepeBbs M HE AaBanu TeHd. Emne Ha
HOYb JKCHBI YNHOBHHMKOB THIATEIHHO 3alUPaIM OKHA TSHKEIBIMU CTaB-
HIMH M JI0 PaccBETa Tpelu B COOCTBEHHOM MOTYy HAa POCCHUHCKHUX,
BeIBe3eHHBIX W3 CapatoBa miam TamOoBa MyXJBIX MNEepUHAX, O0O0SCH
CBEXKEro BO3/yXa, TaK KaK Ha CBEKEM BO3yXe — TaM, I/Ie-T0 OJH3KO,
0] CAMBIM TOPOJIOM — MIPUTAWIUCH Pa300MHUKH-TEKUHIIBI.

Bripoyem TekuHIIBI Ha Pa300HHIUKOB MOXOAWIN MAJIO. [...]

Ha pa360iHUKOB CKOpeii ObLITH TTOX0XKU PYCCKHUE.

OHM KaXblii BeUYep KpHUUYAId U PYralluCh, HAMMBASACH NMbSHBIMH, U
€CIIM 3aTeBaJlach Apaka, MbIPSUTH APYT Ipyra — CIbsSHY, IpaBaa, He To-
najaas Ky/a XoTelu — CKJIaJHBIMU MaJICHbKUMH HOKaMH. ..

O[[}I—AI‘aKO OTeI] Ha3bIBAI TYpKMEH pa300WHUKAMHU, a PYCCKUX — Typa-
KaMH.

Ashgabat at that time was still called Ashgabat.

There were still trees on the streets. In the garden in front of the
mosque with the big cupola and in Gasan’s garden there were young
trees and they did not provide any shade. At night the bureaucrats’
wives still carefully boarded up their windows with heavy shutters and
sweat until dawn as they lay on the Russian featherbeds they had
brought with them from Saratov or Tambov, fearing the fresh air, since
out in the fresh air — out there, somewhere close, outside their very city
— Turkmen bandits were hiding.

It must be said, the Turkmen rarely qualified as bandits. [...]

The Russians more closely resembled bandits.

Every evening they shouted and fought, having drunk themselves
silly, and if a fight broke out, they stabbed each other — drunkenly, true,
not hitting where they meant to — with little pocketknives...

Nonetheless, his father called the Turkmen bandits, and the Russians
— fools.

Over the course of the narrative, Mamed’s essentialist understanding of
ethnic groups (Persians as good and honest, Turkmen as bandits, Russians as
fools) is shown to weaken as he progresses out of the backward environments
in which he was raised, including a colonial Russian school and the home of
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an abusive mullah who instructs him. Eventually, Mamed signs himself up
for the Komsomol, officially Sovietizing himself, and then commits himself
to working on a kolchoz. Importantly, Mamed is said to take these final steps
in his evolution in newly Bolshevized Ashgabat, after hearing a speech by a
Jewish comrade from Tashkent. His final conversion moment is described as
follows:

EBpeiika, no ¢amunuu 3ycman, npuexasmas u3 TamikeHTa, Aepxana
peYb O MHUPOBOW PEBOJIIOIMHU, MOCIE KOTOPOH HE CTHIAHO OyaeT Ha-
3bIBaTbCS HU IIEPCOM, HM PYCCKHMM, HHU TYPKMEHOM, HHM E€BpPEEM.
EBpelika 3ycmaH ropopuia ropsyo U MOHATHO, U KOrAa yJiblOanack, y
HEl MOXHO OBLJIO COCUMTaTh BCE 3yObl BO PTY, Kak M y AW-Itoib,
KOTOpasi OCTaJlach B_IECKAX C HEMIOOMMBIM MyKeM, — U Mamen 3amu-
cajicsi B KOMCOMOJL.

The Jewess, Zusman by name, having arrived from Tashkent, was
giving a speech about the world revolution, after which no one would
be embarrassed to call himself a Persian, a Russian, a Turkmen, a Jew.
The Jewess Zusman was speaking heatedly and comprehensibly and
when she smiled, it was possible to count all the teeth in her mouth, just
as it was with Aj-Gjul’, who remained in the sands with an unloved
husband, — and so Mamed signed up for the Komsomol.

The suggestion of the story, given this description, is that Mamed’s pro-
gression “upward” in how he conceives of ethnic identity (toward “double
assimilation” as a proud member of both an ethnicity and a state transformed
by the world revolution) is connected with an “upward” migration in Soviet
space (away from the environments of mullahs and “the sands” and towards
Bolshevized spaces like Ashkhabad and Tashkent, which offer an “oasis” to
Central Asians like Mamed).

Like Skosyrev’s ‘Oazis’, Georgij Maksimov’s ‘Pesn’ Amana’ charts
the transformation of a resident who reorients himself in newly Sovietized
Turkmenistan. In this case the “positive hero” is a young Turkmen named
Aman Nur-Mamedov, who has become the first Turkmen to work as an
engine driver on a high-powered diesel train. Aman’s story unfolds over the
six chapters of the novella in non-chronological order, refracted in the “song”
of his life, as performed for a visiting writer who has arrived from “far
away”’, much like the members of the brigade themselves. Over the course of
the novella, episodes from Aman’s history are interwoven with a present
struggle to fix a crisis on the railroad. The coherent story that eventually
emerges echoes that of Mamed in ‘Oazis’; in this novella, too, a citizen of
Turkmenistan progresses out of the contaminated spaces of an oppressor (in
this case a local bai named Murad Kuliev). After liberating himself from
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Murad Kuliev, Aman begins to make his way into the wider world beyond
his home:

Oxkazasiock: macrouiie, Ta0yH KOHEH U KHOUTKA — 3TO elle He BCE, YTO
ecTh Ha 3Toh 3emuie. OKa3aioch, YTO MHUp 3aIOJIHEH BElIaMH, O KO-
TOPBIX AMaH JI0 TOTO HE UMEJI HUKAKOTrO MPEACTABICHUS, U YTO BCETO
YIAUBHUTEIbHEH — 3TH BEIIM KTO-TO Jenaer. I ie-To, OBITh MOXKET, Ha
Kparo 3emui ObUT 3aBOJ| (M, BO3SMOYKHO, HE OJIMH), KOTOPBIN BBITYCKAaJ
TaKUe CJIOKHBIC MAIIUHBI.

36
Tenepr AMaH XOTeJ 3HATh.

It turned out that there was more to this world than a pasture, a herd of
horses, and a caravan. It turned out that the world was full of things that
Aman knew nothing about, and most amazing of all — someone made
these things. Somewhere, maybe on the edge of the earth, was a factory
(and, most likely, not just one), which produced such complicated
machines.

Now Aman wanted to know.

With exposure to this wider world (and its factories), Aman begins to gain a
new sense of his identity. His evolution is then completed when he arrives at
the new Soviet space of the railroad. Here, he is able not only to realize his
potential, but also to finally trust the Russians around him, whom he has
doubted for most of his life, and to become a fully realized (and “doubly
assimilated”) Soviet Turkmen.

As is evident from these brief looks at Skosyrev’s novella and Mak-
simov’s story, there are clear resonances between ‘Takyr’ and the other
fiction in the almanac. Platonov’s story, it might be remembered, describes
the young Persian girl DZzumal’s escape from slavery in the mudflats (takyr)
of the Turkmen plains and her return, after receiving educational training in
the more enlightened Soviet spaces of Ashgabat and Tashkent, to the land of
her birth to set up agricultural experiments. Thus, just as Skosyrev and
Maksimov’s heroes do, DZzumal’s national identity evolves (from oppressed
Persian slave to “doubly assimilated” Soviet Persian scientist) as she moves
from an unreformed space (an oppressive desert) through a reformed one
(Ashgabat and Tashkent).

For all the parallels between ‘Takyr’ and the other fiction in the alma-
nac, there are important distinctions to be made. For one thing, Platonov’s
“postive hero” is female. But even more strikingly, while the others follow a
hero from one space to another and relate that hero’s liberation narrative,
‘Takyr’ focuses on one landscape and casts doubt on the very prospect of
liberation. It is telling, in this regard, that Platonov’s story is entitled ‘Takyr’
and not ‘Oazis’, as Skosyrev’s is, or something like ‘Pesn’ Dzumal’’. For
although Platonov employs the same basic plotline as Skosyrev and Mak-
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simov, and although he gestures toward the same “message”, ‘Takyr’ is
ultimately not the story of a “positive hero’s” transformation. I would argue,
rather, that the central character of Platonov’s story is the fakyr itself and that
the narrative is one of constancy.

Dzumal’s supposed liberation seems subordinate to the takyr’s con-
stancy because she is never described outside that environment — though the
reader is informed that she receives education elsewhere — and because the
descriptions of the takyr, even those that occur after Dzumal’ has “liberated”
herself, underline its unchanging and harsh nature. One of the main devices
the story employs to convey the inescapability of the takyr is a series of
redundant comparisons. The best example of this series appears early in the
story, when DZumal’s mother Zarrin-TadZ looks at a plane tree. I quote the
passage in full:

Hounoit Betep memyenno nyn u3 Ilepcuu mo ymienbto, cibllieH ObuT
3amax I[BETOB, OJMHOKAs NTHIIA HAleBaja T/e-TO JAlIeKO B CIEMBIX
ropax, MOTOM OHa YMOJIKJIa; JIMIIIb PeKa HeCIach U paboTana Ha KaMHSIX
— BCErJa U BEYHO, BO ThME M B CBETE, KaxK pabomaem pad 8 mypK-
MEHCKOU pasHUHe Ulu HeoCmbl8aouWUll camosap 8 yauxate.

[lepcusinka morsiiena Ha CTAPUHHYIO YHHAPY — CEMb OOJBIINX
CTBOJIOB pa3pacTalioch U3 Hee M elle oJHa ciabas BETBb: ceMb OpaTheB
1 oaHa cectpa. HyxHO ObUIO 11€710€ MmieMs JIto1ei, YTOObI OOHSATH 3TO
JIepeBO BOKPYT, M KOpa ero, u30o0yeBIIas, W3bEACHHAS 3BEPSIMH,
oOxBaTaHHasi pyKaMu yMHUpPaBIINX, HO cOeperiiasi moJ co0oi Bce COKH,
Obla Teria u J00pa Ha BUJ, KaK 3eMIAHAs noysd. 3appuH-Tamk cena
Ha OJIMH U3 KOPHEH YMHApBI, KOTOPBIA YXOIMI BIIYOb, MOUHO XUUWHAS
PyKa, ¥ 3aMeTHJIa elIe, 4TO Ha BBICOTE CTBOJIA POCIIH KaMHHU.

JlommKHO OBITH, peKa B CBOM Pa3JIMBBl TPOMIJIA YHHAPY IO KOPEHB
TOPHBIMU KaMHSIMH, HO JIEPEBO BBEJIO ceOe B T€NIO T€ OTPOMHBIE KAMHU,
OKPYXKWJIO HMX TEPIEIMBON KOpPOH, OOXKHIO M OCBOMJIO M BBIPOCIIO
JaIbIIe, KPOTKO MOJHSB C COOOI0 TO, YTO JIOJDKHO €ro moryouTs. “Ona
TOKE paObIHs, KakK 1! — Moaymana nepcusinka mpo unHapy. — OHa aep-
XKUT KaMeHb, KaK s ceoe cepoye u ceoe2o pebenka. Ilyctb rope moe
BpacTeT B MEHs, YTOOBI s €ro He 4yBCTBOBajia”. 3appuH-Tamx 3amia-
kana. OHa OblIa OEpeMeHHa BTOPOI MecsIl OT KypAa-llacTyxa, IOTOMY
4TO0 €l HaJ10 OBUIO JIIOOUTH XOTS OBl OMHOTO YEJIOBEKA.

The night wind slowly blew from Persia through the canyon. The smell
of flowers was in the air. A lone bird sung out somewhere far off in the
blind mountains, then grew silent; the river alone rushed along and
worked on the stones — always and eternally, in the darkness and in the
light, as works a slave on the Turkmen plain or an ever-bubbling
samovar in a teahouse.

The Persian looked at the old plane tree — seven big boughs grew
from it and also one weak branch: seven brothers and one sister. It
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would take a whole tribe of people to embrace this tree, and its bark,
sickly, gnawed by animals, grabbed at by the hands of the dying, but
having saved under itself all its sap, was warm and pleasant in
appearance, like the earth’s soil. Zarrin-Tadzh sat on one of the plane
tree’s roots, which went underground just like a grasping hand, and
noticed that rocks were growing on top of one of the boughs.

In its floods the river must have pounded the tree with mountainous
stones under its roots, but the tree had taken these huge rocks into its
body. It had embraced them with its patient bark, adopted and
assimilated and grew further, meekly accepting what should have killed
it. “She is also a slave, as [ am!” thought the Persian about the plane
tree. “She holds stones, like I hold my heart and my child. Let my grief
root itself in me, so that I cannot feel it.” Zarrin-Tadzh began to cry.
She was two months pregnant, from a Kurdish shepherd, because it had
been necessary for her to love at least one person.

The first analogy in the passage is, of course, the one comparing the work of
the river to that of a “slave on the Turkmen plane” (“pab B TypKkMeHCKOI
paBuuHe”) and of an “ever-bubbling samovar in a teahouse” (“HeocTbIBaio-
mmii camoBap B vaiixane”). In this first simile, the river is effectively com-
pared to Zarrin-TadZ herself, who is a slave headed for the Turkmen plain,
though she is not explicitly mentioned. When the next two similes appear,
they compare the bark of the tree to “the earth’s soil” (“3emmsiHast mousa”
and a root to “a predatory hand” (“xumnas pyka”). Again, while neither of
these directly compares the landscape to Zarrin-Tadz, both underline the cen-
tral idea of the passage: that she and the tree are alike, in that they can grow
up among obstacles and survive as captives. This central idea, of course, is
then repeated in Zarrin-TadZ’s own speech, which includes a direct excla-
mation about the tree’s status as a slave and yet another simile: “She is also a
slave, as I am! [...] She holds stones, like I hold my heart and my child”
(“Omna Toxe paoObIHs, Kak s! [...] OHa IepKUT KaMeHb, KaK 5 CBOE Cep/ille U
cBOero pedbeHka”).

What becomes clear when this passage is excerpted from the story is
just how redundant the comparisons in it are. Here, the landscape around
Zarrin-TadZ 1s directly linked back to her in four similes, the metaphor about
the branches, and in Zarrin-Tadz’s own speech. By the end of the passage, it
is impossible to ignore the connection between Zarrin-Tadz and the tree with
which she identifies: both, apparently, are defined by the obstacles they face.
The similes here do not gesture toward the Soviet transformation that awaits
the landscape and the woman growing in it. Rather, they bring both Zarrin-
Tadz and the reader further down into the muck of the fakyr, emphasizing its
abiding power. Just as there is no place for metaphor here, only metonymy,
there seems to be no room for full transcendence, only partial adaptation.
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A broader discussion of Platonov’s similes in ‘Takyr’ is fruitful, since
there are other comparable examples within the text, but this lies beyond the
scope of the present article. What is important for our purposes is simply that
these redundant comparisons in ‘Takyr’ appear as subtle distortions of the
official discourse about Central Asian space and identity when they are
considered in the context of the rest of the almanac’s fiction. Read only
against Platonov’s other writings, the “socialist realist” story ‘Takyr’ may
seem flat and one-dimensional, but when it is read as part of the larger whole
of the almanac, striking nuances such as these appear. Especially when
considered alongside Platonov’s observations about his time with the brigade,
these nuances suggest that Platonov’s work for Ajding-Gjunler was less
purely accommodationist than is often believed.

B. Writing in a Collectively Authored Volume: The Case of ‘Oduchotvo-
rennye ljudi’

If I chose to discuss ‘Takyr’ because it was written specifically for a col-
lectively authored project, I have chosen ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’ because it
was not.”® Unlike ‘Takyr’, ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’ was written indepen-
dently of a brigade and only published in a collectively authored volume a
year after appearing in the journals Krasnoflotec and Znamja (1942). Al-
though ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’ was not composed explicitly for the col-
lectively authored volume in which it appeared in 1944, the collection Sta-
linskoe plemja (The Stalinist Tribe),” 1 still consider its inclusion in that
volume to be relevant to our reading of the story, for it means that Platonov’s
text was branded soon after its creation as part of a very particular collective
project: the construction of a “Stalinist tribe” of writers and heroes. More-
over, I still find reading the story against the volume a useful strategy, since it
underlines important nuances in the text.

Like most of the stories in the volume Stalinskoe plemja — and most of
Platonov’s war stories — ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’ is based on documentary
material and focuses on a specific act of sacrifice for the Soviet motherland.
The stories in the collection complement one another in their choice of
heroes: contributions about composers and writers and mathematicians (Dmi-
trij Sostakovi¢, Nikolaj Ostrovskij, Sergej Sobolev) coexist with contribu-
tions about more accidental heroes, such as partisans and female snipers.
‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’ diverges from most of the stories included in the
volume in featuring multiple heroes, namely the five Black Sea sailors who
died fighting off German tanks outside Sevastopol’ in November 1941, all of
whom received the title of Hero of the Soviet Union: Nikolaj Fil’¢enko, Ivan
Krasnosel’skij, Vasilij Cibul’ko, Daniil Odincov, and Jurij ParSin. But since
Platonov highlights the heroism of each of these men individually and the
illustration accompanying the text highlights the individual sacrifice of one of
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the men (who is depicted alone in front of an oncoming tank), its subject
matter fits within the larger whole of Stalinskoe plemja.

Where ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’ more radically differs from the other
texts in the volume, I would argue, is in its conceptualization of the podvig,
or deed of valor, and its relationship to narrative. Many of the stories in
Stalinskoe plemja suggest that their subjects have a will to heroism because
they have modeled their lives on inspirational literary heroes. The first story
of the collection, I. Zyrjanov’s ‘Volja k zizni’ (‘Will to Live’), sets the tone
in this respect by focusing on Nikolaj Ostrovskij. Ostrovskij, Zyrjanov
stresses, 1s widely admired for the story of his own life, with all its sacrifices
for the Bolshevik cause, and for the novel that relayed his biography, Kak
zakaljalas’ stal’ (How the Steel Was Tempered). This admiration, Zyrjanov
makes clear, is evident every day in the post Ostrovskij receives. Zyrjanov
writes:

[Totom Anekcanapa IleTpoBHa nepexoaut Kk nucbmam. OHU MOCTYTAOT
co Bcex koHioB Coro3a. BnanuBoctok, Tamkent, @eprana, TOumucu,
Yba, Munck, urper, Kues, Kpomsl, Jleauarpan, Mocksa. 1o poau-
Ha TIEPEKIMKAETCS C aBTOPOM KHUTH Kax 3akansanace cmans. Tricaun
nvceM, OepekHO PasIoKEHHBIE MO TManKaM, XpaHITCs PSIJIOM C MPOU3-
BEJICHUSIMU KJIACCUKOB HAa KHIDKHBIX ToyikaX. CerogHs K HUM TMpU-
0aBHTCSA emle HECKOJbKO aecaTkoB. Kro mumet? Bcee: pabouas moio-
NIeKb, MOPSIKU, JIETUMKH, ITearoru, komanaupsl KpacHoit Apmuu, mmo-
HEPBI. 0

Then Aleksandra Petrovna turns to the letters. They arrive from all
corners of the Union. Vladivostok, Tashkent, Fergana, Tbilisi, Ufa,
Minsk, Séigry, Kiev, Kromy, Leningrad, Moscow. This is the homeland
calling out to the author of How the Steel Was Tempered. Thousands of
letters, carefully laid out in folders, are kept on the bookshelves, along
with the works of the classics. Today several dozen more will be added
to them. Who writes? Everyone: the working youth, sailors, pilots,
teachers, commanders of the Red Army, pioneers.

The implication in this passage, of course, is that powerful narratives —
including those by Ostrovskij and, presumably, this one by Zyrjanov — can
inspire people from every walk of life and in every corner of the (Soviet)
world. Narratives are so effective in cultivating heroism, in fact, that they
should be considered part of the “arsenal” of the Red Army, as the con-
cluding lines of Zyrjanov’s story make clear:

Huxkomnait OctpoBckuii 6opeTcst BMecTe ¢ HaMu. Ero HeTJIeHHble KHUTH
HaXoJsTCs Ha BoopyxkeHnn KpacHoit Apmun. OHU 30BYT Ha TOJIBHTH,
Ha CMepTHBIM 00#l. OHM 3aKaJSIOT BOJIO K MoOeae HaJl KOBapHBIM U
HEHaBHCTHBIM BparoM. biaropoiHeiit 00pa3 nucarens-6omiia, KOTOpbIit
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JI0 TIOCIEAHUX MUHYT CBOEH JKM3HM Cpakajcs 3a HapOJHOE JEJIO0, BU-
TaeT Haj noskamu KpacHoit Apmuu.

Nikolaj Ostrovskij fights together with us. His immortal books are on
the armament of the Red Army. They invite deeds of valor [podvig],
mortal combat. They harden the will to victory over the insidious and
hateful enemy. The noble image of the writer-warrior, who fought for
his people’s cause until the last minutes of his life, soars above the
regiments of the Red Army.

One of the great weapons in the cultivation of the podvig, Zyrjanov argues in
no uncertain terms, is the narrative, which calls all Soviet citizens to great,
courageous action.

Petr Skosyrev’s story ‘NastojaS€aja Zizn’ Zoi Kosmodem’janskoj’
(‘The Real Life of Zoja Kosmodem’janskaja’) presents a similar relationship
between personal heroism and literary models. The focus here is on a young
Russian partisan who was hanged by the group of Germans who discovered
her. She embraced her death, the reader is told, and never gave up any
information to the enemies — not even her own real name. Instead, she said
simply that it was a pleasure to die for her people. These last words, Skosyrev
tells the reader in the following passage, should be read, reread, and learned
by heart, as part of the inspiring literary narrative that is Zoja’s life:

Hctopust ee ®U3HU U ee THOEIH, JOCTATOYHO MOAPOOHO OMHCAHHAs B
ra3erax, y’ke BOIIUIA 30JI0TOM CTpaHHLEH B KHUT'Y OOpHObI COBETCKOTO
HapoJa c Bparami. [... | 305 ObU1a MOBElIeHa, KPUKHYB MEpesl CMEPThIO
CJIOBa, KOTOPHIE MBI TOXK€ O0s3aHBI 3alIOMHUTH. I yBEpeH, YTO MHOTO
MO3Ke, KOTJ1a Ka)/Iblii HBIHEIIHUH JI€Hb HAIll CTAaHET JIETeHJapHBIM IS
TeX, pajy cllaceHMst Koro u Obercs ceifuac Poccus Ha Bcex (poHTax,
MHOTO pa3 OyQyT UYMTAaThCs W TIEPEUUTHIBATHCS TIOCIIC BOWHBI U 3a-
YUMBAThCS HAU3YCTh IPEICMEPTHBIE CIIOBA 30U KocMozeMmbstHeKoii.

The history of her life and death, described in rather great detail in the
newspapers, has already entered into the book of the battle of the Soviet
people with its enemies as a golden page. [...] Zoja was hanged, crying
out before her death words that we also are obliged to remember. I am
certain that much later on, when our every passing day has become
legendary to those for whom Russia now fights on all fronts, the
immortal words of Zoja Kosmodem’janskaja will be read and reread
many times after the war and learned by heart.

Zoja’s heroism, according to this account, has become enshrined as a literary
text for future study, not only through Skosyrev’s story about her, but also by
all the retellings of her story throughout Soviet culture. These began, we
learn, within two months of her death, when Zoja’s name reached the greatest
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heights of the national memory, and they will be repeated, the author assures
us, far into the future.

What is especially noteworthy about Skosyrev’s depiction of Zoja’s
heroism is that it is not only inspirational as literature; it is also inspired by
literature. Indeed, Skosyrev makes absolutely clear that Zoja’s heroism is not
accidental, but has been cultivated by her careful attention to narrative. He
writes:

3051 yuTaNa KHATH TaK, KaK W JTOJDKHO MX YUTaTh, — 3a0bIBasg ceOs u
HUYETro HE BUJS BOKPYT, y4ach TOMY, O YEM PEIKO TOBOPHIIN B IIKOJIE.
B mixone roBopuin, 4To Hano 3HaTh boiisg m Mapuorra U 4TO TaKoe
BekTop. Ho B mikone penko rosopwnu o riaBHoM, a Jle Toscron
ropopwi, 1 Hukomaii OctpoBckuii roBopui, 1 CepBaHTEC FOBOPHUIL, U
MaskoBckui, u [ 'opbKuid.

Yuras, 3051 nmpuMepuBaia JIIOOUMBIX repoes Ha cebs. Pazse I[laBen
Kopuarun, komcomorer, repoi, — He ona?”

Zoja read books as they ought to be read — forgetting herself and seeing
nothing around her, studying that which was rarely spoken about in
school. In school it was said that one should know Boyle’s law and
Mariotte and what a vector is. But in school they rarely spoke about
what was most important, whereas Lev Tolstoj spoke about it, and
Nikolaj Ostrovskij spoke about it, and Cervantes spoke about it, and
Majakovskij, and Gor’kij.

Reading, Zoja measured her favorite heroes against herself. Pavel
Kor¢agin, the Komsomol member and hero — was he not her?

Evidently, Zoja reads so carefully that she can draw parallels between the
actions of Soviet heroes and herself, bringing the lessons of her learning into
her daily life and challenging every Soviet citizen to be “nHe xyxe I[lbepa
besyxoga, craporo Knooca wiu Tanu u3 Eseenuti Onecuna” (“not worse than
Pierre Bezuchov, old Kloos, or Tanja from Evgenij Onegin™).** Zoja’s atten-
tion to literary sources and her active cultivation of heroism allowed her to
become a source of pride for the Soviet people, Skosyrev suggests, and the
hero of her own literary text capable of inspiring all those who read of her
achievements.

Read against these texts, which focus on consciously cultivated he-
roism, Platonov’s attention to the spontaneous, instinctual dimension of
heroism becomes all the more striking in ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’. In
contrast to Ostrovskij’s correspondents and in contrast to Zoja, none of the
heroes in Platonov’s story are shown following the lead of a literary hero.
Fil’¢enko does find inspiration in the personages of Lenin and Stalin, or at
least claims to in the speech he delivers to his colleagues, which reads:
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— ToBapummu! Hama pa3Begka OTKpbUIa KOMaHIOBAHUIO 3aMBICEIN
Bpara. Ceronns HeMupbl noiayT Ha mtypMm CeBacrononsi. CerogHs Mbl
JIOJIKHBI J10Ka3aTh, B UYEM CMBICJ HalEeH KU3HU; CETOIHS Mbl IIOKaXEM
Bpary, 4TO Mbl OJlyXOTBOPEHHBIE JIOJM, YTO MBI OIyXOTBOpEHHI Jle-
HUHBIM U CTaJIMHBIM, @ Bparu Halll TOJBKO IyCThI€ HIKYPKH OT JIIOJEH,
HaOWTBIE CTpaxoM mepesa THpaHoM [ utiepomM. Mbl HX pacKpoOIIUM, MBI
IIPOTapaHUM OTPOJbE TUPAHA! — BOCKJIIMKHYJ BOOLYILIEBICHHBIN, CUSIO-
mui cuno Hukomait ®dunpueHko.

“Comrades! Our intelligence has disclosed the enemy’s intention to our
leadership. Today the Germans will storm Sevastopol’. Today we must
prove what the meaning of our life is; today we will show the enemy
that we are spiritualized people, that we are spiritualized by Lenin and
Stalin, while our enemies are only empty skins of people, stuffed with
fear in the face of Hitler’s tyranny. We will crush them, we will batter
down the spawn of tyranny”, exclaimed Nikolaj Fil’Cenko, inspired,
beaming with strength.

Indeed, in this speech Fil’€enko suggests that the spirit provided by Lenin
and Stalin is the very thing separating Soviet soldiers from their German
counterparts, who are practically objects of taxidermy, since they are “only
empty skins of people, stuffed with fear”.

The story as a whole, however, suggests that the ultimate source of the
heroes’ inspiration is not Stalin or Lenin or any training they may have
undertaken, but a kind of brotherly love. This deeper inspiration is revealed
through the actions and thoughts of Fil’Cenko, who is shown before his great
podvig to be reflecting on the suffering he encounters around him, not read-
ing texts or preparing consciously for battle. We see him, for instance, en-
countering children who are forced to play late at night because the daytime
has grown too dangerously full of artillery fire. Platonov describes Fil’¢enko
as he walks away and contemplates the associations they trigger:

PunpueHKO MOIleN Jajiee Mo cBoemy Aeny. “U Moum aBe cecTpeHku
TO>XKE UTPAIOT rAe-HUOyIb Tenepb Ha YKpauHe”, moaymall NOJUTPYK, U
B JIYIII€ €T0 TPOHYJIOCH MPUBBIYHOE TOpe, CTapasi TOCKa M0 MOTHOIIeMY
nomy otua. “Ho, 10MKHO OBITh, OHU YK€ HE UTparoT Oosbie”.

Fil’¢enko went on about his business. “And my two little sisters also
are playing somewhere now in Ukraine,” thought the political in-
structor, and in his soul a habitual grief, an old yearning for the lost
home of his father, was touched off. “But, probably, they already are
not playing anymore.”

The grief Fil’€enko feels at this moment is, it seems, routinely experienced,
for it 1s “habitual” (“nmpussruynoe’) and related to his “old yearning” (“crapas
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tocka”) for his father’s home. The suggestion, in this passage, is that Fil’-
¢enko always carries this pain and is spurred on in his work by the desire to
prevent this pain from reaching others, to whom he feels inexorably
connected.

A few pages later, Fil’¢enko’s motivations are confirmed, as Platonov
focuses more explicitly on them, writing:

@uabueHKO MpenCTaBsul cebe poAnHY, Kak IoJie, TJe PacTyT JIOAH,
MOXO)KHE Ha PA3HOIBETHBIC IIBETHI, M1 HET CPEAM HUX HHU OJHOTO, B
TOYHOCTH IIOXOXETO0 Ha JPYyroro; MO3TOMY OH HE MOT HH IOHATH
CMEpTH, HH MPUMHUPUTHCA ¢ Hel. CMepTh Bcerja YHHUYTOXAET TO, YTO
JIMIIB OAHAXKIBI CYIIECTBYET, YeTO HE OBLIO HUKOTIA U HE TIOBTOPUTCS
BO BEKH BEKOB. M ckopOb 0 moruOmieM dYeroBeKe HE MOXKET OBITh
yremieHa. Pajy Toro oH U CTOSII 311€Ch, — paid TOTo, 9YTOOBI OCTAHOBHTH
CMEpTh, YTOOBI JIFOIM HE Y3HAIHM HeyTemumoro rops. Ho oH He 3Hai
elie, OH HE HCIBITAN, KaK HYXHO BCTPETUTh U TEPEKUTh CMEPTh
caMoMy, Kak HY)KHO yMepeTs, 9TOOBI caMa CMepTh obeccuiiena, BCTpe-
THB €T0.

Fil’¢enko imagined his homeland as a field where people grow like
multicolored flowers and among them is not one that is exactly like
another; for that reason he could neither understand death, nor resolve
himself to it. Death always destroys that which exists only once, which
was never before and will never be repeated again for all eternity. And
grief over a person who has perished cannot be consoled. For this he
stood here, — in order to stop death, so that people would not know
inconsolable grief. But he still did not know, he had not experienced,
how death ought to be met and lived through, how he should die, so that
death itself would collapse, having encountered him.

The real inspiration for Fil’Cenko, Platonov suggests here, is not Lenin and
Stalin or any literary hero Fil’¢enko has encountered in his reading. Rather, it
is a love for the varieties of human experience and an instinctual, Fedorovian
impulse to stop death from assailing his fellow man.

If Platonov’s story departs from the other fiction of Stalinskoe plemja
on the level of what inspires the podvig, it also departs on the level of what a
literary depiction of a podvig should do. Zyrjanov and Skosyrev’s texts locate
their respective heroes in a pantheon of inspirational literary personages,
suggesting that the goal of writing about them is the inspiration of Soviet
readers to perform comparable feats. Platonov’s story, meanwhile, suggests
that the process of describing a podvig has a different purpose. For ‘Odu-
chotvorennye ljudi’ seems written not to inspire, but to memorialize: to honor
those who have already sacrificed and to bring them back to life for all those
who knew and loved them. The story, that is, seems intended not so much for
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future Soviet heroes, but for those like the Russian maiden singing in the
opening paragraph of the story, who is not yet aware that she will lose her
beloved Ivan Krasnosel’skij to a great battle.

IIl. Concluding Remarks

I have not meant to suggest, with my readings of ‘Takyr’ and ‘Oduchotvo-
rennye ljudi’, that the only ways to approach these texts are as meditations,
respectively, on Central Asian space and identity and the podvig in the age of
the Great Patriotic War. Nor have I meant to overemphasize the connections
between Platonov’s stories and those of his contemporaries. After all, it is not
as though Platonov wrote these narratives knowing precisely what his con-
temporaries’ stories would look like. Rather, I have tried to demonstrate that,
when these Platonov texts are read synchronically against the collectively
authored volumes in which they appeared, rather than simply against Pla-
tonov’s oeuvre or the Russian canon, these so-called “socialist realist” texts
take on extra life, as the uniqueness of Platonov’s voice in the collectives
with which he engaged stands out.

By way of conclusion, I would like to stress that considering Platonov’s
texts as parts of collectively authored wholes need not diminish his ‘“great-
ness”, just as considering him in dialogue with the practices of collective
authorship need not stigmatize him as some unreflective “collaborator”. If
anything, approaching Platonov as a writer who engaged with collective
authorship throughout his life bolsters the claims to his unique genius. For as
I have tried to demonstrate, even in his “socialist realist” phase, when Pla-
tonov was supposedly making more accommodations to the dominant literary
groups than ever before, he still privately resisted the practices of the col-
lectives for which he wrote and still publicly — albeit subtly — distorted the
discourses championed by other members of the collectives he encountered.

NOTES

Role of the Funding Source

A PepsiCo Summer 2011 Travel Grant from the Harriman Institute allowed me to
attend the “Platonov Revisited” conference at the University of Ghent and prepare
the conference paper on which this article is based. A summer award from the
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Columbia University Slavic Department’s Raskin Endowment Fund, meanwhile,
gave me the research time I needed to complete the article. I am grateful to both the
Harriman Institute and the Columbia Slavic Department for their continued support.

I am grateful to Irina Reyfman and Christopher Harwood for their thoughtful
commentary on my earlier work on Platonov’s “Central Asian cycle”, which I drew
on while preparing this article. I am also indebted to all those at the “Platonov
Revisited” conference at the University of Ghent who offered me feedback on the
version of this article that I presented there. The comments of Hans Giinther,
Natal’ja Kornienko, and Philip Ross Bullock proved especially helpful in the
refinement of my thinking. Equally helpful were the remarks provided by Yohanan
Petrovsky-Shtern when 1 presented a related paper on Platonov at the 2007
AATSEEL conference.

Harold Bloom, The Western Canon, New York, 1994, p. 3.

Foucault argues in ‘What is an Author?’ (1969) that certain discourses in a
given culture are endowed with the “author function”, while others are not,
suggesting that this function is “characteristic of the mode of existence,
circulation, and functioning of certain discourses within a society” (Michel
Foucault, “What is an Author?’, in: Michel Foucault, Aesthetics, Method, and
Epistemology, Ed. James D. Faubion, Trans. Robert Hurley and others, New
York, 1998, p. 211). I claim that the “author function” of our contemporary
literary culture resembles that of the early Soviet period because an author’s
name carries comparable weight today as it did then. Certainly anonymity was
more tolerable within the early Soviet literary system than it is today, just as
the pantheon of “great” writers was more fixed there and then than it is now.
But the function enacted by the “author” in literary texts of both periods is
similar.

Much was made of the collaborative dimension of this work, though final
editorial credit was given to Gor’kij, Averbach, and Firin. For two recent
analyses of the Belomor Canal monograph, see Cynthia A. Ruder, Making
History for Stalin: The Story of the Belomor Canal, Gainesville, 1998, and
Mary A. Nicholas and Cynthia A. Ruder, ‘In Search of the Collective Author:
Fact and Fiction from the Soviet 1930s’, Book History, 11, 2008, pp. 221-244.
For a discussion of collective authorship in contemporary film and television,
see John Caldwell, ‘Industrial Auteur Theory (Above the Line/Creative)’, in:
Production Culture: Industrial Reflexivity and Critical Practice in Film and
Television, Durham, NC, 2008, pp. 197-231.

Between 1928 and the First All-Union Congress of the Writers” Union in
1934, 28 collections and almanacs dedicated to the national literatures ap-
peared (O.D. Golubeva, Literaturno-chudozestvennye al’manachi i sborniki.
Bibliograficeskij ukazatel’, tom 4, 1928-1937 gody, Moskva, 1959, p. x).
Between 1918 and 1927, 538 almanacs and collections were published, while
772 were published between 1928 and 1937 (N.P. Rogozin, Literaturno-
chudoZestvennye al’manachi i sborniki. Bibliograficeskij ukazatel’, tom 3,
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1918-1927 gody, Moskva, 1960; and Golubeva, Literaturno-chudozestvennye
al’manachi i sborniki. Bibliograficeskij ukazatel’, tom 4). Golubeva notes that
her figure also does not include songbooks, collections of work by just two
authors, collections of folklore, and texts that include just one creative work,
even if it was penned by a group working together (pp. xii-xiv).

Roland Barthes, ‘The Death of the Author’, in: Image, Music, Text, Trans.
Stephen Heath, New York, 1977, p. 146.

Foucault suggests that this shift in Western literary culture took place in the
seventeenth or eighteenth century (Foucault, ‘What is an Author?’, p. 212).
This seems appropriate for the Russian case, since secular Russian literature
marked by the ‘“author function” began to fully flourish in the late 18th
century.

Jack Stillinger, Multiple Authorship and the Myth of Solitary Genius, New
York and Oxford, 1991, pp. 17-22. What I have called “unacknowledged
collective authorship” Stillinger dubs “multiple authorship”, arguing that
instances of it can be found “virtually anywhere we care to look in English
and American literature of the last two centuries” (p. 22).

As cited in: Tomas Langerak, Andrej Platonov. Materialy dlja biografii 1899-
1929 gg., Amsterdam, 1995, p. 24.

Ibid., pp. 23-24.

Platonov seems to have regarded the publication of his poetry in Nasi dni, in
particular, as an important step in his establishment as a Soviet writer, for he
mentions the almanac in the first line of a 1926 letter to Voronskij, seemingly
as proof of his worthiness for literary work in Moscow. Platonov writes:
“Toapum Boponckuii! / JIBa roga Hazax s ObuT y Bac, pa3roBapuBai O CTH-
Xax, KOTOpbIC IMOTOM IeYaTaauch B aibMaHaxe Haww onu u Ilposcexmop”
(“Comrade Voronskij! / Two years ago I visited you and discussed poems that
were later published in the almanac Nasi dni and in Prozektor”; Platonov to
Voronskij, 27 July 1926, as cited in: Tomas Langerak, ‘Andrej Platonov vo
vtoroj polovine dvadcatych godov [opyt tvoréeskoj biografii]. Cast’ pervaja’,
Russian Literature, 21, 1987, p. 160).

A number of scholars have explored the ideological contexts of Platonov’s
early thought and his relationship to leftist aesthetics. For an introduction to
this period of Platonov’s work, see Thomas Langerak, ‘Andrej Platonov v
Voroneze’, Russian Literature, 23, 1988, pp. 437-488; Elena Tolstaja-Segal,
‘IdeologicCeskie konteksty Platonova’, Russian Literature, 9, 1981, pp. 231-
280; Thomas Seifrid, Andrei Platonov.: Uncertainties of Spirit, Cambridge,
1992, pp. 32-55.

See A. Platonov, ‘K naéinajuséim proletarskim poétam i pisateljam’, Zeleznyj
put’, 19, April 1919, pp. 25-26, reprinted in A. Platonov, Socinenija, t. 1,
Moskva, 2004, kn. 2, pp. 9-10. On the connections between this article and
Bogdanov’s thought, see Langerak, ‘Andrej Platonov vo vtoroj polovine
dvadcatych godov’, pp. 163-164; Langerak, ‘Platonov v Voroneze’, pp. 453-
454; E. Jablokov, ‘Platonov i literatura’, Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, 63,
2009, p. 260.
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Although I consider collective literary projects distinct from journalism
published periodically, it is worth noting that Platonov regularly contributed
critical essays and reviews to Literaturnyj kritik and Oktjabr’skaja mysl’ in
this period. In addition, he consulted for journals and newspapers like Kras-
naja nov’, Oktjabr’, and Izvestija (Seifrid, Andrei Platonov: Uncertainties of
Spirit, p. 13).

As quoted in: Michail Geller, Andrej Platonov v poiskach scast’ja, Moskva,
1999, p. 339.

For this latter project, Platonov wrote such stories as ‘Sredi Zivotnych 1
rastenij” (‘Among Animals and Plants’), ‘Bessmertie’ (‘Immortality’), and
‘Fro’, all three of which were published, but not without controversy. The
publication of ‘Bessmertie’ and ‘Fro’ in Literaturnyj kritik in 1936, for in-
stance, triggered a discussion about Platonov’s stories and the problems of
socialist realism. In Natal’ja Kornienko’s words, ‘“Pacckass [lnaTonoBa cranu
OJIHUM W3 apryMEHTOB JIUTEPaTypHOH OOpbOBI BTOpOM mojoBHHBI 1930-x
ronoB” (“Platonov’s stories became one of the arguments of the literary battle
of the late 1930s”; N. Kornienko, ‘Kommentarij’, in: Andrej Platonov,
Sobranie socinenij, t. 4, Scastlivaja Moskva. Ocerki i rasskazy 1930-ch godov,
Moskva, 2010, p. 583).

Kornienko has also noted the irony that Platonov had already written about
canals and yet was not allowed to do so again with the brigade (see N.V.
Kornienko, ‘Primecanija’, in: Andrej Platonov, Zapisnye knizki: Materialy k
biografii, Ed. N.V. Kornienko, Moskva, 2000, p. 364).

‘Takyr’ tends to be discussed in Platonov criticism along with his later
“socialist realist” stories, despite the fact that Platonov began working on it
before “socialist realism” was officially adopted as a doctrine by the Union of
Soviet Writers in August 1934. 1 follow this periodization here and treat it as
an example of Platonov’s so-called “socialist realism”, though with the caveat
that, to my mind, all of Platonov’s “socialist realist” texts are stranger and
more nuanced than is often assumed.

See N.V. Kornienko, ‘Andrej Platonov: “Turkmenija-strana ironii’”’, in: Na-
cija. Licnost’. Literatura, vyp. 1, Moskva, 1996, pp. 98-122; N.V. Kornienko,
‘Istorija teksta i biografija A.P. Platonova (1926-1946)’, Zdes’ i teper’, 2.1,
1993, pp. 6-307, especially pp. 217-246; Elena Rozenceva, ‘Opyt dokumen-
tirovanija turkmenskich poezdok A.P. Platonova’, in: Archiv A.P. Platonova,
kn. 1, Moskva, 2009, pp. 398-407; and I.A. Spiridonova, ‘Rasskaz Platonova
“Oduchotvorennye ljudi”; tekst i kontekst’, in: Tvorcestvo Andreja Platonova.
Issledovanija i materialy, kn. 4, Sankt-Peterburg, 2008, pp. 217-233.

The brigade’s almanac was published in November 1934 in a run of 5500
copies and included written work by the following participants: Vs. Ivanov,
Lachuti, P. Skosyrev, O. Tas-Nazarov, A. Platonov, G. Sannikov, G. Maksi-
mov, V. Lugovskoj, Ch.N. Charyev, V. Kozin, A. Kekilov, G. Sengeli, B.S.
Nijazov, K. Bol’sakov, M. Loskutov, Ata-Nijazov, S. Kelikov, D. Klyc¢ev, V.
Popov, M. Nemcenko, V. Beljaev, and I.LM. Gubin (see Ajding-Gjunler:
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Al’'manach k desjatiletiju Turkmenistana, 1924-1934, Ed. G. Sannikov,
Moskva, 1934).

It should be noted that specific plans for the volume had been made as early as
13 March, before the brigade departed. At that point, the deadline for the
submission of works was scheduled for 1 August and the editorial board was
set up to include Vs. Ivanov, Sannikov, Borozdin, Paustovskij, Kozin,
Min’kov, and Veselkov (RoZenceva, ‘Opyt dokumentirovanija turkmenskich
poezdok A.P. Platonova’, p. 400).

Geller draws attention to the Central Asian trip as an important source of
funds for Platonov (Geller, Andrej Platonov v poiskach scast ’ja, p. 339).
Andrej Platonov, pis’mo 3 (30 marta 1934 g.), in: Archiv A.P. Platonova.
Kniga 1. Naucnoe izdanie, red. N. Kornienko, Moskva, 2009, p. 504.
Platonov, pis’mo 10 (15 aprelja 1934 g.), in: Archiv A.P. Platonova, p. 510.
Andrej Platonov, Zapisnye knizki, p. 137.

Platonov, pis’mo 5 (2 aprelja 1934 g.), in: Archiv A.P. Platonova, p. 505.
Platonov, pis’mo 6 (4 aprelja 1934 g.), in: Archiv A.P. Platonova, p. 505.
Platonov, pis’mo 9 (12 aprelja 1934 g.), in: Archiv A.P. Platonova, p. 508. In
her commentary to the letters from Turkmenistan, RoZenceva notes the
parallel with the following entry in Platonov’s notebook: “bpurana nucarenei
— coOpaHue HecuacTHBIX (M3peaka kymukoB)” (“A brigade of writers is a
gathering of the unlucky [sometimes of thieves]”; as cited in: Archiv A.P.
Platonova, p. 509. The original quotation can be found in: Platonov, Zapisnye
knizki, p. 137).

Platonov, pis’mo 10 (15 aprelja 1934 g.), Archiv A.P. Platonova, p. 510.
According to RoZenceva, on 10 February the brigade organizers were briefed
by K.S. Atabaev, Chairman of the Turkmen Council of People’s Commissars
(Sovnarkom), about the goals of the expedition and were encouraged to focus
on topics like the irrigation of the western part of Turkmenia, the position of
women, and the construction of collectivized farms and cultural apparatuses.
Specific roles within the brigade were also assigned before the excursion
began. After Platonov’s application to participate was accepted in March, he
was assigned to the literary fiction group, along with Maksimov, Paustovskij,
Kozin, Skosyrev, Odoev (TriSin), Muguev, Smirnov, Bol’Sakov, and Losku-
tov. Other writers were to provide poetry, translations, drama, literary
criticism and essays in Oriental Studies (Rozenceva, ‘Opyt dokumentirovanija
turkmenskich poezdok A.P. Platonova’, pp. 398-399).

Francine Hirsch argues that census, map, and museum all facilitated the
process of “double assimilation”, or the assimilation “of a diverse population
into nationality categories and, simultaneously, the assimilation of those
nationally categorized groups into the Soviet state and society” (Francine
Hirsch, Empire of Nations: Ethnographic Knowledge and the Making of the
Soviet Union, Ithaca, 2005, p. 14).

In addition to Skosyrev and Maksimov’s povesti, the almanac includes the
following contributions by fiction writers: Vladimir Kozin’s ‘Konskaja krov’’
(‘Equine Blood’), a “play for reading”; Konstantin Bol’Sakov’s ‘Kerki’, notes
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about the Kerki region that are defined in the subtitle as “marepuanbr k
pacckasy” (“materials for a story”); and Michail Loskutov’s ‘Predsestvenniki’
(‘Predecessors’), a cycle of short texts defined in the almanac’s table of
contents as “pacckaszwl” (“stories”), but labeled as “ouepku” (“sketches”) by
the author. Because of space constraints, I analyze only Skosyrev and Mak-
simov’s contributions in the present article, though Kozin’s fictional “play for
reading” would fit easily into my discussion of ‘“double assimilation”.
Comparisons between ‘Takyr’ and the (apparently non-fictional) sketches of
Loskutov and Bol’Sakov are less productive, since those works diverge so
sharply from ‘Takyr’ generically.

I follow Katerina Clark in using the term “positive hero” to describe the
protagonist of socialist realist works. See Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel:
History as Ritual, 2nd edition, Bloomington, 2000.

Petr Skosyrev, ‘Oazis’, in: Ajding-Gjunler, p. 15; ellipsis in original.

1bid., p. 20.

G. Maksimov, ‘Pesn” Amana’, in: Ajding-Gjunler, p. 79.

Andrej Platonov, ‘Takyr’, in: Ajding-Gjunler, p. 48; italics mine — K.H.

A similar example to the one I have chosen would be the war story ‘V
Belorussii’ (‘In Belorussia’), first published in Krasnaja zvezda in 1944, later
published in the collection Frontovye ocerki o Velikoj Otecestvennoj vojne
(Sketches from the Front about the Great Patriotic War) in 1957. Still other
texts, including Platonov’s screenplay about Turkmenia, several railroad
stories, and several war stories, were written for collective projects but
rejected for publication.

The volume, of which 25,000 copies were printed, includes written works by
I. Zyrjanov, A. Drozdov, B. Lavrenev, K. Finn, I. Aramilev, P. Skosyrev, A.
Erikeev, A. Platonov, S. Persov, M. Tevelev, N. Gil’jardi, A. Kalin¢enko,
K. Krapiva, A. Balodis, K. Ozolin’$, Ja. Vanags, N. Bogdanov, A. Krivickij,
L. Gumilevskij, P. Pavlenko, M. Nikitin, B. Rjabinin, A. Jakovlev, A. Ka-
ravaeva, V. Sklovskij, and V. Ivanov. According to the title pages of the vo-
lume, it was approved for publication in 1943, though it has a publication date
of 1944 (see Stalinskoe plemja, Eds. A. Drozdov and O. Reznik, Moskva,
1944).

L. Zyrjanov, ‘Volja k zizni’, in: Stalinskoe plemja, p. 8.

Ibid., p. 18.

Petr Skosyrev, ‘Nastojascaja zizn’ Zoi Kosmodem’janskoj’, in: Stalinskoe
plemja, pp. 64-65; ellipsis mine — K.H.

Skosyrev, ‘Nastojasc¢aja zizn’’, p. 67.

Ibid., p. 68.

Andrej Platonov, ‘Oduchotvorennye ljudi’, in: Stalinskoe plemja, p. 101.
Ibid., p. 97, ellipsis in original.
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