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Introduction:
“The Greatest Gift”?

Muireann Maguire and Cathy McAteer

In a 2015 interview with an American professor of literature, conducted in the
peaceful surroundings of a villa near Cumae in Italy, the writer Boris Akunin
remarked: “Russian literature is the best thing to happen to my country;
it is also the greatest gift Russia gave to mankind”.! For well over a century,
this attitude to Russian literature (or, more precisely, Russophone writing,
incorporating all the regions of post-Soviet space) has been a truism in Western
humanitarian circles: to read Russian literature was to acquire wisdom,
unsparing psychological insight. Russian prose was also a powerful critique
of totalitarianism and injustice—and a summons to the realisation of spiritual
responsibility, whether you were reading Pasternak or Tolstoy. In April 2022, two
months after the second Russian invasion of Ukraine, an essay by the celebrated
Ukrainian novelist Oksana Zabuzhko targeted this complacent Western vision
of the invader’s literary field. Russian literature, she argued, was “one flesh”
with Russian society (and its crimes); the mistake the West has made was to
assume a separation between literature and state. “[T]he road for bombs and
tanks has always been paved by books [...]. It is time to take a long, hard look at
our bookshelves”, she wrote in a blistering and widely cited TLS opinion piece.?

1 Boris Akunin in conversation with Stephen M. Norris, ‘Interview with Grigorii
Chkartashishvili (Boris Akunin)’, in The Akunin Project: The Mysteries and Histories
of Russia’s Bestselling Author, ed. by Elena V. Baraban and Stephen M. Norris
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2021), pp. 3041 (p. 36). Akunin (which
means ‘villain” in Japanese, a language from which he translates) is the pen name
of Grigorii Chkartashishvili, an ethnic Georgian who is probably the world’s
most successful post-Soviet Russophone author; with the initial ‘B’ of “Boris’,
the moniker refers playfully to the famous nineteenth-century Russian anarchist
Mikhail Bakunin. Akunin openly rejects Vladimir Putin’s regime; he left Russia in
2013.

2 Oksana Zabuzhko, ‘No Guilty People In The World? Reading Russian Literature
After Bucha’, trans. by Uilleam Blacker, Times Literary Supplement, 22 April 2022,
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2 Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context

The ability of Russian literature to inspire, or to acquire, hearts and minds
has long been exercised through a wide range of ‘soft power’ strategies, as well
as through coercive educational policies of Russification. This process has never
been studied on a global scale or even on a comparative, multilingual basis. Its
results have, however, been critiqued, not only by scholars from directly affected
nations but by Western critics newly aware of the negative potential of Russian
influence. Literature, traditionally seen as a critic of the Russian state, is now
often regarded as its ally. Whether the great authors associated with the Russian
canon, such as Pushkin, Dostoevsky, and Tolstoy, can genuinely be considered
complicit with their nation’s imperialist and militarist policy is arguably an
anachronistic question. While some continue to debate the morality of funding
the translation of contemporary Russian writers, the influence of the nineteenth-
century ‘classics’—and, especially in the Global South, of Soviet Socialist Realist
prose—is already established and enduring. Their pre-eminence as models
for emulation, whether creative or personal, and as vectors of philosophical
and ethical enquiry, is a fact of global culture. The major questions explored
by the essays in this volume include how this pre-eminence was achieved, and
how Russian literary influence has evolved abroad during the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries: as our contributors show, it has developed spontaneously,
trans-creatively, and often (from the perspective of Russian or Soviet statecraft)
counterproductively.?®

From 1938 until its demise, the Sovietstate funded the translation of Russophone
literature into both globally prevalent and geographically peripheral languages,
through several heavily subsidised publishing firms under the umbrella of the
Foreign Languages Publishing House. This task, which employed hundreds of
translators and censors (including many foreign nationals), was sustained over
so many decades partly to honour a Leninist ideological commitment to the
internationalisation of culture, but primarily as an exercise in soft power. (The
mission of its literary-fiction-focused subsidiaries Progress and Raduga (Rainbow )
has since been assumed by new Russian state-appointed organisations such as the

pp- 7-8 (pp. 7-8). https:/ /www.the-tls.co.uk/articles/russian-literature-bucha-
massacre-essay-oksana-zabuzhko/. For a more nuanced, but still cumulatively
damning, treatment of the theme of imperialism in nineteenth-century Russian
literature, see Ewa M. Thompson, Imperial Knowledge: Russian Literature and
Colonialism (London and Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2000). See also Susan
Layton, Russian Literature and Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994).

3 Anintriguing example of transcreation is the 2011 novel Maudit soit Dostoievski
by French-Afghan writer and director Atiq Rahimi, translated by Polly MacLean
in 2013 as A Curse on Dostoevsky. The book recreates the events and characters of
Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment with a cast of young Muslims contending with
corrupt and brutal police on the streets of Kabul in the recent past. Among other
possible readings, the novel offers a satirical commentary on Russian interference
in Afghan politics.
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Russkii Mir Foundation, founded in 2007, and the Institute of Translation (Institut
Perevoda, or IP), a non-profit organisation established in 2011.) Despite the scale
of Progress’s achievement, it has never been the subject of a full-length scholarly
monograph in English (several essays in this volume offer windows on its activity
in specific language areas).*

While the political impact of Progress proved negligible (and recent Russian
soft power has proved similarly ineffective in terms of securing economic or
political allegiance), the cultural penetration achieved by Russian literature in
the twentieth century is incalculable, particularly in countries of the Global South
where Soviet Communist classics were widely and almost freely distributed, and
where Russian political influence was regarded sympathetically (although only
in a few nations, like Cuba, was this opinion consistently held by the political
mainstream).> Sometimes Russian literature failed to take root in the target
culture (as in the case of Colombia: see the chapter by Anastasia Belousova
and Santiago Méndez). Elsewhere, it thrived despite political suspicion (as in
Greece or Brazil); the underfunding of translation and persecution of individual
translators (as in Turkey); or ideological dissimilarities, as seen in the history
of translating Dostoevsky in Buddhist Mongolia and Communist China
respectively, in chapters by Zaya Vandan and Yu Hang. China’s President since
2012, Xi Jinping, is a self-professed ardent reader of Russian literature; while he
values Tolstoy (and War and Peace) highest of all, he has claimed that the Soviet-
era writer Mikhail Sholokhov and particularly the nineteenth-century radical
Nikolai Chernyshevsky provided important models for his own experience of
privation and exile. Great Russian literature, translated via Soviet propaganda,
is thus reinscribed as cultural capital in the public biography of China’s leading
politician: truly transcreation in action.®

This unpredictability of literary influence has led to an imbalance in
academia: Western overemphasis on the reception of nineteenth-century
Russian literature in Anglophone countries, and neglect—now beginning to

4 For an overview of Progress’s achievements, see Rossen Djagalov, ‘Progress
Publishers: A Short History’, in The East Was Read: Socialist Culture in the Third
World, ed. by Vijay Prashad (New Delhi: LeftWord Books, 2019), pp. 83-93 (which
in turn draws on Petr Petrov’s Russian-language monograph, K istorii izdatel'stva
‘Progress’ (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1987). Articles in our current volume
which throw light on Progress include Nikolay Steblin-Kamensky’s study of
translation into Amharic and Anna Ponomareva’s experience as a translator for
Progress’s Telugu section.

5  On the ineffectiveness of Russian cultural soft power, see Sergei Medvedev, ‘In
Search of Past Glory: Russia’s Cultural Statecraft in the Age of Decline’, in Russia’s
Cultural Statecraft, ed. by Tuomas Forsberg and Sirke Méakinen (London and New
York: Routledge, 2022), pp. 226-38.

6  See, for example, ‘A Look at What's on President Xi Jinping’s Shelves’, China
Daily, 18 October 2016, https://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2016-10/18/
content_27093635.htm
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be rectified by recent scholarship—of Russia’s profound cultural influence on
the rapidly evolving societies and politics of Latin America, Africa, and Asia.
As one senior Latin American Slavic Studies scholar said, when the editors of
the present volume mentioned their plans to produce the first global history
of the translation and reception of Russian literature, “I have been waiting
a long time for this book”. Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context
is the first scholarly anthology to describe not only the history of literary
translation and translators from the Russian language since approximately
1900 (and in several cases, even earlier) in more than fifty countries across the
world; it is also the first extended study to examine how translated Russian
literature has influenced creative production in those nations, over the same
timescale, up to the present day. By implication, these essays are also a map
of Russian and especially Soviet soft power: our contributors on Scandinavia,
Latin America, Africa, India, East Asia, and the formerly Communist nations
of Eastern Europe demonstrate how funding for the transmission of Russian
books (in terms of both physical export and intralingual transfer) has waxed
and waned in harmony with both Soviet influence and internal political trends
in the nations affected.

Despite its ultimate failure as a political entity, the Soviet Union achieved
enduring moral authority over much of our planet’s land surface, thanks in
large part to the production and distribution of Russian literature in multiple
languages through Moscow’s Foreign Languages Publishing House and its
worldwide network of translators. Our contributors on Finland liken this
variable influence to the action of a pendulum.” By revealing the mechanisms
of soft power and its extraordinary transnational reach, our volume is a useful
model for future studies of how any nation can achieve political ascendancy
through cultural appeal. At a time when Russia’s geopolitical approach is
changing again from soft power to hard conflict (currently in Ukraine, a country
whose complicated cultural relationship with Russian literature is analysed in
this volume), it is politically useful to be aware of the extensive groundwork laid
by the former.

A further achievement of this volume is to demonstrate, yet again, how
Translation Studies is “intimately linked” to Comparative Literature.® As this
overlap has become increasingly obvious to academics and students in both

7  See Tomi Huttunen, Marja Janis, and Pekka Pesonen, ‘The Pendulum of
Translating Russian Literature in Finland’, in the present volume.

8  Susan Bassnett, ‘Preface’, in Constructing Cultures: Essays on Literary Translation,
ed. by Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere (Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters,
1998), pp. vii-viii (p. viii). Although more than two decades have elapsed since
Bassnett and Lefevere made this argument (Bassnett even suggesting “that
Translation Studies should be seen as the discipline within which comparative
literature might be located, rather than the other way round” (ibid.)), there is still
considerable reluctance to admit the resonances between these two disciplines,
perhaps especially in Slavic Studies.
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disciplines, it has become almost impossible to study one effectively without
some awareness of the methodology of the other. Some of our contributors
(especially those writing about Western Europe, where Russian literature
has been available in translation for at least two centuries and has therefore
substantially influenced cultural imaginaries) have leaned towards comparative
methodology, arguing for the influence of particular Russian writers on national
literature at a specific moment. Hence, we have included essays about, for
example, the influence of Tolstoy in translation on Turkish, Telugu, and Tamil
literature; and about Dostoevsky’s reception in Germany by Thomas Mann.
Other contributors have opted for a historical approach, outlining the lives and
cultural impact of specific translators of or advocates for Russian literature, such
as Japan’s Futabatei (from the first category), Spain’s Emilia Pardo Bazan and
France’s Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiié (from the second).

Each case study reinforces the message that the translator’s importance
transcends the sum of their word count. Microhistorical details such as translators’
motivation, pay, and individual social contexts are clearly crucial, especially for
sociologists and cultural historians; however, the enduring significance of the
translator’s function lies in their role as gatekeepers for the receiving cultures.’
By translating (and in many cases adapting) Russian literature into their target
languages, they opened up new literary subjects, techniques, and styles for other
writers, introducing Dostoevsky’s psychological realism (often with shocking
effect in the target culture’s critical ecosystem), but also the technophilic,
self-annihilating aesthetic of interwar Socialist Realist production novels. As
we unite in this volume multiple national histories of Russian literature in
translation, we discover how integral translated Russian literature was for the
great pre-modernist and early twentieth-century publishing houses offering
cheap, mass-market literary fiction: Selzoff’s Russian Authors Library in Brazil,
Allen Lane’s Penguin in Britain, Albatross and Tauchnitz in Germany, Govostes
Editions in Greece, the Shincho paperback series in Japan, and Johan Serensen’s
Norwegian ‘Library for a Thousand Homes’, to name some of those discussed
by our contributors. Several publishers dedicated book series exclusively to
Russian authors. All changed the cultural direction of popular reading in their
home nations.

Compiling an edited volume of genuinely global scope is not without its
challenges. Our global remit implied the need to recruit global scholars, for
many of whom English is a second or third language; as editors, we worked

9  On microhistories, see Anthony Pym, Method in Translation History (London and
New York: Routledge, 1998); on translatorial social contexts and personal histories
(habitus and hexis), see Daniel Simeoni, ‘The Pivotal Status of the Translator’s
Habitus’ (Target, 10:1, 1998, pp. 1-39) and David Charlston, ‘Textual Embodiments
of Bourdieusian Hexis’, The Translator, 19:1, 2013, pp. 51-80. On gatekeeping, see
William Marling, Gatekeepers: The Emergence of World Literature and the 1960s (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2016).
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especially closely with these authors to reconcile them with unfamiliar academic
style. We selected our contributors through a combination of direct invitation
and advertisement, seeking out acknowledged subject experts in every field,
not necessarily professional academics (and occasionally accepting more than
one contributor to cover different aspects of the reception of Russian literature
within a single language). Another challenge has been the regrettable gaps in
our range: we were not able to commission essays offering a historical overview
of the translation and reception of Russian literature in the US, Canada, the
UK, France, Germany, much of the African continent including South Africa,
Australia, or New Zealand (in the case of the last two nations, our chosen
contributor was prevented from completing their essay by illness and overwork;
most of the writing and editing for this volume was undertaken under the
exceptional circumstances of a global pandemic).”’ At least four major world
languages, each essential for the translation and mediation of Russian literature,
are under-represented in this volume. On reflection, we find this omission
less grave than it may seem. As explained below, our volume’s contributions
are organised geographically, with each ‘continent” prefaced by a short essay
prepared by the editors providing an overview of the reception of Russian
literature since 1900 throughout that region. This allows us to briefly summarise
the significance of omitted nations or translators and signpost to further and
more specific research, as our extensive Bibliography already does and as we
have encouraged all of our contributors to do.

In its current form, this volume includes essays on the French, German, and
North American reception of Russian literature, dealing with individual critics
(de Vogtié), authors (Fedor Dostoevsky and Thomas Mann; Andrey Kurkov
and Alexey Nikitin), and specific historical moments (the evolving reception
of Russophone Ukrainian authors in the West, for example). We also note two
key points in defence of our omissions: first, that new studies of Russian literary
transmission within the cultures we left out, including academic monographs,
are already available or in preparation.! In some cases, such as French, these

10  Similarly, we lost our Israel contributor to academic precarity, while our Poland
author, who works for a Polish university, withdrew almost immediately after the
February 2022 invasion of Ukraine: apparently Polish University faculties would
not tolerate any new research on a Russian theme, even the historical reception of
Russian literature in Poland.

11 On France, see, for example, the following monographs and dissertation: Leonid
Livak, How It Was Done in Paris: Russian Emigré Literature and French Modernism
(Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 2003); F. W. J. Hemmings, The
Russian Novel in France: 1884-1914 (London: Oxford University Press, 1950); and
A. McCabe, ‘Dostoevsky’s French Reception: from Vogiié, Gide, Shestov and
Berdyaev to Marcel, Camus and Sartre (1880-1959)" (unpublished doctoral thesis,
University of Glasgow, 2013). On Spain, see Lynn C. Purkey, Spanish Reception
of Russian Narratives, 1905-1939: Transcultural Dialogics (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013). See also our Bibliography.
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have been available for years (Hemmings’s authoritative monograph was
published in 1950). Second, the history of Russian influence on Anglophone
literary culture has already been largely told, albeit piecemeal, through various
articles and monographs published in recent decades; indeed, research on
the Anglophone countries tends to monopolise study of the translation and
reception of Russian literature. We therefore find it appropriate and perhaps
even necessary that the history of the transmission of Russian literature into the
Anglophone world, which has for so long been over-represented in academia,
should be under-represented in our volume.”? (On the other hand, the essays
from the Global South which we have curated here do constitute—in some
cases for the first time in English—their nations’ history of cultural contact
with Russia). Our overview of the absorption of Russian literature into the
Anglophone intellectual everyday follows our section on the Americas, forming
a coda to our volume.

Methodology

The chapters in Translating Russian Literature are both geographically diverse and
chronologically broad, covering an eventful century of socio-political change:
two world wars, the Russian Revolution and subsequent Cold War and mass
migration, both of individuals and their literary influences. To instil theoretical
and epistemological coherence we asked all our contributors to follow a clear
methodological framework, derived primarily from Translation Studies (with
some input from Comparative Literature). This interdisciplinary framework
offers a useful set of theories to unite the many case studies of translators and
translated literature in our volume. It conveniently accommodates strands of
research that share space with (and often overlap) book history, comparative
literature, sociology, microhistory, publishing, linguistics, diplomacy, and soft-
power politics.

12 On the reception and translation of Russian literature in the UK, please see
Rebecca Beasley’s work (mentioned elsewhere here and also listed in our
Bibliography). While the present volume does not cover the history of Russian
translation in the US in detail, under the auspices of the same research project we
plan to publish two monographs on this subject, both currently in preparation.
Muireann Maguire’s monograph, working title Russian Silhouettes, will provide
an outline history of US-based literary translators active from the late nineteenth
century to the present day, with particular focus on those translators who were
also active as editors or publishers. Cathy McAteer’s monograph Cold War Women:
Female Translators and Cultural Mediators of Russian and Soviet Literature in the
Twentieth Century (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2024), will examine the careers
of twentieth-century female translators who were also advocates for Russian
culture and for Russophone writers.
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The theorists whose key works we identify as particularly apposite here—
Pascale Casanova and David Damrosch—have been credited with taking the field
of Translation Studies in all these directions. Casanova’s World Republic of Letters
(1999, reprinted 2007) and both of Damrosch’s texts What Is World Literature?
(2003) and Comparing the Literatures: Literary Studies in a Global Age (2020) have
equipped translation scholars with paradigms with which to investigate both
broad and nuanced factors determining target/source culture relationships
and underscoring the transnational circulation of texts.”® Such research now
commonly encompasses global perspectives, particularly the Global South,
producing compelling case studies that define the cultural connection between
national dominance and domination, the role of power in driving literary trends
and carving epicentres of book production (and hence, of translation). Socio-
political developments drive the movement of people and texts, unexpectedly
propelling writers and translators into a new public domain, shaping literary
canons, and forming new or cementing old (often lasting) impressions, alliances,
and sometimes, resentments between nations.

Casanova’s and Damrosch’s discourses on European literatures extend as far
east as Bulgaria, Romania, and the Czech Republic, to Marx, Kafka, Kundera,
and Kig; they travel beyond to China, Japan, Africa, Latin America, and India.
They evidence political, literary, linguistic, and social conditions behind the
circulation of texts and their trajectories from obscurity to the world stage. There
is, however, one creation story (with the exception of a few fleeting references)
that eludes their full attention and yet merits scrutiny: the Russian/Soviet
paradigm. Casanova offers passing commentary in the course of the World
Republic on the Russian/Soviet context, and Damrosch refers to Dostoevsky,
Tolstoy, Nabokov and Russian formalists as part of a global tapestry of literary
contributors, bit parts in a bigger, more complex picture. In each case, however,
they resist the temptation to linger on and explore more fully the potential of
what is a rich and fascinating case study, emerging from the Soviet desire to
disseminate its literature (and political presence) around the world. Our edited
volume, the first of its kind to address Russian literature in a global translatorial
context, tracks the migration of the Russian literary canon across all continents,
and its translation into local languages over the span of one century. It identifies
the networks of agents who facilitated such literary migration, while evaluating
the cultural impact of the Russian (and Soviet) canon on each receiving nation.
We have therefore applied a number of versatile methodological strands to
construct a macroscopic case study of each discrete literature, allowing us to
find out exactly what drives the transmission of Russian book culture abroad.

13 See Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by Malcolm DeBevoise
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999; 2" edn, 2007) and David
Damrosch, What Is World Literature? (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2003) and Comparing the Literatures: Literary Studies in a Global Age (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2020).
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Our volume asks the same sociological questions that have occupied major
translation scholars (Casanova and Damrosch, but also Anthony Pym, Johan
Heilbron and Gisele Sapiro) over the past two decades. How has Russian
literature arrived in neighbouring and not-so-near countries? Who has financed
its journey (and why?)? Which social agents (publishers, editors, translators,
ambassadors) have facilitated its publication, and how has it been received,
by scholars, critics, and casual readers?* What were the principal pivot, or
bridge, languages which carried Russian literature to nations such as Spain
where few translators knew Russian, and how does the transmission of, for
example, Pushkin or Gorky map onto pathways of colonial influence? Inspired
by sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, whose ideas similarly challenge disciplinary
boundaries, we have asked about Russian literature around the world: “Who are
the discoverers, and what interest do they have in discovering these things?”.'®
In the field of Russian literary translation studies, such prior enquiry has
typically been directed at language-specific configurations rather than forming
a synchronous image of Russian literature’s global reception.’® The ambitious
historiography we have collated here constitutes a step-change in Slavic literary
translation scholarship.

Other emerging trends in Translation Studies have facilitated our
methodological choices. In the last decade, the entire field has experienced a
theoretical shift towards sociological and archival research, a key example
of which is Jeremy Munday’s approach. Munday’s microhistorical and
Bourdieusian methodology, which validates the (often unnoticed) agency of
translators and seeks to make them visible, has led to new scholarship in the
field of Russian Translation Studies in, for example, Cathy McAteer’s Translating
Great Russian Literature: The Penguin Russian Classics (2021), and now here in this
volume.” Munday advocates use of translators’ notes, drafts and manuscripts,

14 Pym, Method in Translation History; Johann Heilbron and Gisele Sapiro, ‘Outline for
a Sociology of Translation: Current Issues and Future Prospects’, in Constructing a
Sociology of Translation, ed. by Michaela Wolf and Alexandra Fukari (Amsterdam
and Philadelphia, PA: Benjamins Translation Library, 2007), pp. 93-107.

15 Pierre Bourdieu, ‘“The Social Conditions of the International Circulation of Ideas’,
in Bourdieu: A Critical Reader, ed. by R. Shusterman (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell,
1999), pp. 220-28.

16  On Anglophone translation, see Rachel May, The Translator in the Text: On Reading
Russian Literature in English (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1994);
on Russo-Chinese translation, Mark Gamsa, The Chinese Translation of Russian
Literature: Three Studies (Leiden and Boston, MA: Brill, 2008); and on Brazilian
reception of Russian literature, see Bruno Barretto Gomide, Da Estepe a Caatinga: O
romance russo no Brasil (1887-1936) (S&o Paulo, Brazil: Editora de Universidade de
Sao Paulo, 2011).

17  Cathy McAteer, Translating Great Russian Literature: The Penguin Russian Classics
(London and New York: Routledge BASEES Series, 2021), https://www.
taylorfrancis.com/books/oa-mono/10.4324/9781003049586 /translating-great-
russian-literature-cathy-mcateer; https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003049586.


https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/oa-mono/10.4324/9781003049586/translating-great-russian-literature-cathy-mcateer
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/oa-mono/10.4324/9781003049586/translating-great-russian-literature-cathy-mcateer
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/oa-mono/10.4324/9781003049586/translating-great-russian-literature-cathy-mcateer
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003049586
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archived correspondence, and analysis of paratexts in order to understand
the wider “role of translation in concrete socio-historical contexts”.'® This call
for understanding reflects our own desire not only to identify the translators
and their motivations for translating Russian literature around the world,
but also to contextualise their activities in the wider literary community. The
interconnected nature of agency in the literary field—a reliance on a complex
network of facilitators—merits exploration beyond the scope of the translator
alone, inviting comparable analysis of other types of facilitator. Only by
surveying the spectrum of key agents and their socio-historical/socio-political
contexts can Munday’s aspiration “to uncover the power relations at work in the
production of the literary text” be satisfactorily fulfilled.”

Thus, we have invited our contributors to draw on primary archival and
paratextual material to construct microhistories of translators, publishers,
and cultural mediators who have promoted Russian literature in foreign
locations over the past century. In a further advancement, we have encouraged
microhistorical explorations of any specific national writer, genre, or literary
group within the target culture who translated, transmitted, or adapted aspects
of Russian literature in their own literary production. In this regard, we honour
Casanova’s commitment to understanding world canon-formation, we extend
Klaus Kaindl’s, Waltraud Kolb’s and Daniela Schlager’s innovative line of
enquiry into the sub-field of literary translator studies, and we complement the
intricate socio-cultural research carried out by scholars like Rebecca Beasley and
Peter Kaye in the field of transnational Russian studies.?’

Outline

The thirty-seven essays in the present volume are divided into three sections, by
continent, in rough chronological order of the major stages of diffusion of Russian
literature abroad. Within each section, essays are arranged in alphabetical order
by country name.

18 Jeremy Munday, ‘The Role of Archival and Manuscript Research in the
Investigation of Translator Decision-Making’, Target, 25:1 (2013), 125-39.

19 Jeremy Munday, ‘Using Primary Sources to Produce a Microhistory of Translation
and Translators: Theoretical and Methodological Concerns’, The Translator, 20:1
(2014), 64-80.

20 Literary Translator Studies, ed. by K. Kaindl, W. Kalb, and D. Schlager
(Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: Benjamins Translation Library, 2021);
Rebecca Beasley, Russomania: Russian Culture and the Creation of British Modernism,
1881-1922 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020); Peter Kaye, Dostoevsky and
English Modernism, 1900-1930 (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1999).
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Europe

We begin in France, famous for the contribution of Eugene-Melchior de
Vogiié to the reception of Russian literature with his vastly influential (and
popular) Le Roman russe (1886). Elizabeth Geballe uses the writings of
Rachel May and David Damrosch, in addition to existing scholarship on the
history of Russian writing in French translation, to argue that de Vogiié was
a uniquely influential figure in the process of ‘transculturation” of Russian
prose. As she writes, this celebrated mediator “shaped the expectations of
the French reading public” through the metatexts he supplied for his own
and others’ translations of leading Russian writers. In their essay on ‘Russian
Literature in Estonia Between 1918 and 1940’, Anne Lange and Aile Moldre
show transculturation in action in another context: the influence of Russian
literature (specifically Tolstoy and Dostoevsky) on the Socialist Realism of
Estonian author and translator Anton Hansen Tammsaare (1878-1940). This
is a particularly interesting case study, given the hegemonic influence of
Russian culture on Estonian writers before and after the two-decade window
of Estonian national independence. Similarly, Finnish writers have had to
cautiously negotiate a balance between establishing their own national culture
and language while determining the extent of influence from the literature
of their vast and sometimes overweening neighbour, Russia. Tomi Huttunen,
Marja Janis, and Pekka Pesonen frame their study of the interrelationship
between Russian and Finnish literature, “The Pendulum of Translating Russian
Literature in Finland” (from the late eighteenth century to the present day), as
a deliberate attempt to reverse the traditional trajectory of Casanovian analysis.
That is to say, rather than looking at how peripheral languages are translated
into major global languages (as Casanova does in The World Republic of Letters),
they analyse the reverse process: how Russian is translated into Finnish, and
with what effect. They use the metaphor of the ‘pendulum’ to vividly illustrate
the variations in the transmission of Russian literature according to political
relations and cultural fashions. The remaining essays in this section discuss
the influence of Russian literature on Germany’s Thomas Mann (Elizaveta
Sokolova), Greece (Christina Karakepeli on the Greek reception of Dostoevsky,
and Niovi Zampouka on the translation and reception of Russian literature
more generally), Hungary (Zsuzsa Hetényi provides an overview of the
translation and literary influence of Russian writers in Hungary since the early
nineteenth century, including her own activity as a translator of Bulgakov),
Spain (Margaret Tejerizo on the impact of the populariser Emilia Pardo Bazan)
and also Catalonia (Miquel Cabal Guarro), Ireland (Mark O Fionn4in focuses
on Irish-language translations of Pushkin), Italy (with a general survey by
Claudia Scandura following Ilaria Sicari’s study of the important translator
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and advocate for Russian dissidents, Mariia Olsuf’eva), Scandinavia (Susan
Reynolds documents reception in Norway and Sweden), Romania (Octavian
Gabor on translation, philosophy, and political resistance), Scotland (James
Rann on the Russian influence on twentieth-century Scots poetry), and
finally, twentieth-century relations between Russian literature and Ukrainian
culture, colourfully described by co-authors Lada Kolomiyets and Oleksandr
Kalnychenko as resembling “the slow but increasingly deadly compression of
a rabbit by a boa constrictor”.

Africa and Asia

As mentioned above, this section is particularly revealing about the under-
researched activities of the USSR’s Foreign Languages Publishing House, an
importantinstrument of Soviet soft power. Essays by Nikolay Steblin-Kamensky
(Ethiopian translations in the Amharic language), Anna Ponomareva (the
Telugu section of Progress Publishers), and others vividly illustrate both
the reach and the diversity of Russian literature as cultural propaganda in
the developing world during the second half of the twentieth century. We
have also included essays describing the reception of Dostoevsky in China
(Yu Hang) and Japan (Hiroko Cockerill), while Trang Nguyen contrasts the
transmission of Russian literature and the reading habits of the public in North
and South Vietnam, respectively. The exceptional complexities of reception,
transmission, and translation in multilingual India are outlined in essays by
Ranjana Saxena (overview), Guzel’ Strel’kova (Hindi), Ayesha Suhail (Tolstoy
in translation), and Venkatesh Kumar (Tolstoy in Tamil). Anna Ponomareva’s
contribution on translations into Telugu was mentioned above. The former
Soviet republics in Asia are represented by Kazakhstan (Sabina Amanbayeva)
and Uzbekistan (Benjamin Quénu), while Zaya Vandan describes the complex
reception policy of Mongolia. Turkish reception is discussed in two essays: a
historical overview from Hiilya Arslan and a Pushkin-specific study by Sabri
Girses. In an appropriate parallel to Nikolay Steblin-Kamensky’s essay on
Gorky’s Ambharic reception history, Mukile Kasongo and Georgia Nasseh have
co-authored an article about the ‘spectre” of Gorky in Angolan writing. This
Lusophone strand resonates with Bruno Barretto Gomide’s essay on Brazilian
reception of Russian literature in our ‘Americas’ section, which includes some
of the same writers, translators, and publishers. Such confluences emphasise
the interrelationships created in the reception of Russian literature through
multiple intermediary languages and overlapping cultures. Finally, Russian
prose in the Arab world—again, primarily translations of Gorky—is introduced
by Sarali Gintsburg.
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Americas

For the reasons explained above, we have included only one essay dealing directly
with North American reception (although Muireann Maguire includes the US
in her summary of Russian reception in the Anglophone world). Catherine
O'Neil’s essay focuses on Russophone Ukrainian literature in translation in the
twenty-first century. However, our exploration of Russian literature in Latin
America is both diverse and far-reaching. Bruno Barretto Gomide details the
several stages in the transmission of Russian translations to Brazil, culminating
in their consecration in university curricula, partially thanks to the work of
the Russian-Jewish émigré scholar-translator, Boris Schnaiderman. Anastasia
Belousova and Santiago Méndez present an interesting anomaly: the lack or
failure of Russian literature in Colombia, which they ascribe to an absence of
cultural curiosity or political stimuli. Damaris Pufiales-Alpizar discovers echoes
of late Soviet culture in Cuba, while Rodrigo Garcia Bonillas traces the scholarly
and cultural impact of Russian literature (including book series) in Mexico.

Conclusion

Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context aims to provoke new debate
about the continued currency of Russian literature as symbolic capital for
international readers, in particular for nations seeking to create or consolidate
cultural and political leverage in the so-called “World Republic of Letters’. These
essays also benefit researchers aiming to examine and contrast the mechanisms
of the translation and reception of Russian literature across the globe. We hope
our contribution will inform and inspire students and scholars in the fields of
both Slavic and Translation Studies, as well as book historians, and practitioners
and researchers across the translation and publishing communities.
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Russian Literature in Europe:
An Overview

Muireann Maguire

The larger European languages, particularly French and German, have always
acted as pivots for the transmission of Russian literature beyond the borders
of the Russian nation. The complex relationship of cultural imitation, trade,
and mutual conquest between the Russian Empire and the nations of Western
and Central Europe created a dynamic whereby French and German (together
with English, the dominant language of another close partner through trade,
diplomacy and dynastic intermarriage) were typically the first foreign languages
in which major works of Russian literature appeared.

The present volume includes case histories spanning the European continent
from Norway to Catalonia. As in other sections, our contributors on Europe offer
a variety of approaches: some offer a history of the reception and translation of
Russian literature within a specific nation or region (Estonia; Finland; Hungary;
Denmark and Norway); others examine the life of a single translator, writer,
or other cultural advocate whose interaction with Russian authors altered his
or her country’s reception of Russian literature (France, Germany, Italy, Spain),
while others follow the reception history of a particular Russian writer within a
single cultural field (Catalonia, Ireland, Germany, Greece); still others combine
overall reception history with a mix of these approaches (Greece, Hungary,
Scotland, Italy again, Romania, Ukraine). We welcome this plurality of models,
and in this brief introductory essay we will suggest why it is important to trace
the reception history of Russian literature in Europe not only from a strictly
chronological and geographical perspective, but also through the complex
history of literary influence. While neither space nor expertise permit us to
include an overview of every nation or region of Europe, we attempt here and
elsewhere to point our readers to additional texts which offer more specific case
histories, including studies of those major European nations whose reception
history is not fully covered elsewhere in this volume.
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The first reason to chart the European penetration of Russian literature is
borne out by the later sections of this volume: precisely because of the unhappy
history of European imperialism, the languages of Europe acted as pathways
of transmission of Russian literature through each other’s territories and, even
more importantly from a world literature perspective, to their colonies across the
globe. Hence, the Spanish reception of Russian prose (which, as our contributor
Margaret Tejerizo informs us, was jump-started by the remarkable Emilia Pardo
Bazan with a series of lectures delivered at the Madrid Ateneo during the late
1880s) went on to colour its Latin American reception, as discussed in the
‘Americas’ section of this volume. While we lack a direct contribution on the
Portuguese-language reception of Russian writing, later chapters in this volume
explore the influence of Russian writers on the culture of Brazil and Angola
respectively, both former Portuguese colonies. The French diplomat and critic
E.M. de Vogiié, who taught himself Russian while serving as secretary to the
French Embassy in St Petersburg, later (through a series of articles and a book)
persuaded not only his French contemporaries of the importance of the great
Slav Realist authors, as Elizabeth Geballe shows in her essay, but at the same
time facilitated the reception of nineteenth-century Russian prose in Spain,
Portugal, and far beyond, thanks to translations of his criticism.! By retracing
how European critics and writers interpreted Russian literature, we gain insight
into how that same literature was re-translated and re-configured abroad, into
other world languages.

A second reason is the fact that so many major European writers owe their
inspiration to Russian literature. Some admittedly so, others more covertly. In
the case of writers like Thomas Mann or Romain Rolland who openly advertise
their debt to Russian writing, it is useful to know which translations they used;
in the case of those writers who may have adapted Russian themes without
acknowledging them, it is pragmatic (when building a case for influence) to
know which translations they would have been able to access, or how Russian
literature was evaluated in their culture at the time of writing. It is also helpful,
from the cultural historian’s standpoint, to understand which critical essays
changed attitudes within a nation in favour of Russian influences (or indeed the
reverse); a particularly complex task in the twentieth century, when reading of
nineteenth-century Russian prose was impossible to extricate from the supposed
Communist threat to national integrity (particularly in Spain or Greece, which
were for many decades controlled by anti-Communist dictatorships).

It is remarkable how often Russian literature was perceived (by both
critics and writers) as a completely fresh alternative to the materialist trends
dominating European Realism; how frequently its aesthetic was welcomed
as spiritual and philanthropic. (This idealistic reception would, in the long

1 See FW.]. Hemmings, The Russian Novel in France 1884-1914 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1950), esp. pp. 27-48.
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term, undermine the commercial success of Russian literature, especially in
Anglophone nations). This reputation for higher spirituality, ostensibly inherent
to Russian literature, encouraged similar responses from its readers, as in the
following analogy. Dostoevsky famously wrote from Siberian exile in 1854 to
one of his benefactors, Natalia Fonvizina, that “if someone proved to me that
Christ is outside the truth [...] then I should prefer to remain with Christ rather
than with the truth”.? A character in a 1914 short story by the Spanish author
Miguel de Unamuno protested:

My vision of Russia [...] arises from my reading of Russian literature
[...]. My Russia is the Russia of Dostoevskij, and if that is not the real,
true Russia of today, then all that I am about to say will lack any real
practical value but not any other value. I vote for the triumph of the
philosophy [...] that is to be found in Dostoevsky.?

In other words, where Dostoevsky stood for Christ against the truth, Unamuno’s
character stood for Dostoevsky’s imagination against the truth of Russia.

This quotation highlights the importance of studying the history of the
transmission of Russian literature to the nations of Europe: for many European
writers, and for their readers, Russian literature represented a state of
psychological and spiritual truth-telling which was not contingent on historical
or political conditions. As fiercely as it might be criticised on aesthetic grounds,
it remained—for many European critics—an enduring moral exemplar.
Meanwhile, up to the present day, an uncountable number of European writers
(and film-makers) are inspired directly or indirectly in their own creative work
by reading ‘the Russians’. Sometimes this influence can be traced through
obvious parallels or the author’s own admission, as in the essay on Thomas
Mann and Dostoevsky in this section; often the influence is unacknowledged
or unconscious. There is even a third category, consisting of writers inspired to
write non-fiction about the Russians they admire, and/or to translate their work
into their own language—Ilike the French novelist Prosper Mérimée, who wrote
articles for the Revue des Deux Mondes in the 1850s about Pushkin, Turgenev,
and Gogol (and translated work by all three, not without some errors), or the
case of André Gide’s 1926 study of Dostoevsky.* And of course, there is a fourth

2 Cited by Joseph Frank in Dostoevsky: A Writer in His Time (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2010), p. 220.

3 Cited by William B. Edgerton in ‘Spanish and Portuguese Responses to
Dostoevskij’, Revue de Littérature Comparée 55:3 (1981), 419-38 (p. 423).

4  See Hemmings, The Russian Novel, p. 5, p. 7. On Mérimée’s translations, see also
John L. Chamberlain, ‘Notes on Russian Influences on the Nineteenth Century
French Novel’, The Modern Language Journal 33:5 (1949), 374-83. Chamberlain
reports that despite publishing his translation of Pushkin’s “The Queen of Spades’
(‘Pikovaia dama’, 1833; ‘La dame de pique’) in 1849, Mérimée wrote to his Russian
‘friend and mentor’ Varvara Ivanovna de Lagrené (née Dubenskaia): “I wish that
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category: philosophers and other creative intellectuals who found their thinking
enriched by the experience of reading Russian literature in translation. Gide, for
example, began his Dostoevsky with an epigraph from Nietzsche: “"Dostoevsky
was the only psychologist from whom I had anything to learn: he belongs to the
happiest windfalls of my life, happier even than the discovery of Stendhal.””> The
Norwegian author Knut Hamsun, whose reception of Dostoevsky is discussed
in Susan Reynolds’s chapter in the present volume, falls into several of these
categories.

Not all discoveries of Russian literature were as happy as Mérimée’s or
Nietzsche’s—nor as spontaneous. In the present volume, Lada Kolomiyets and
Oleksandr Kalnychenko describe how Russian literary culture was forced on
Ukraine through a combination of strategic rewards, political persecution, and
mass state-subsidised translation. The history of Polish-Russian literary contact
is at least equally fraught and complex; for every Polish scholar “fanatically
enamored [sic]” with the work of a Russian author,® a multitude of ordinary
Poles were compelled to study their uncongenial neighbour’s prose canon in
school. Although Poland did not lack skilled translators, including the prolific
Seweryn Pollak (1907-87), Andrzej Stawar (1900-61), and the poet Julian
Tuwim (1894-1953) whose translation of Pushkin’s Bronze Horseman (Mednyi
vsadnik, 1833; JeZdziec miedziany, 1932) became the canonical Polish version,
a 1947 reader survey showed that the majority of the Polish public had only
ever heard of Tolstoy and Dostoevsky (that is, out of all Russian authors; yet
they were familiar with over 150 other foreign writers). A decade later, more
than half the books provided for schools, libraries, and book clubs in Poland
were translations from Russian: but, in a seemingly odd decision by the Soviet
authorities responsible for this unsubtle Russification of the Soviet literary field,
few of these were nineteenth-century classics. Instead, Polish readers were
treated to contemporary fiction by Mikhail Sholokhov, A.N. Tolstoy, Viktor
Nekrasov and other, lesser luminaries of Soviet Socialist Realism: “millions of

I could tell you, madame, that I am making progress in the Russian language, but
it seems to me, on the contrary, that the study of it becomes harder day by day. I
can never find even one line of poetry which I can understand at once, without
looking up one or two words.” (p. 374).

5  André Gide, Dostoevsky, unknown translator (London and Toronto: J. M. Dent
and Sons, 1925). https://archive.org/stream/in.ernet.dli.2015.169976,/2015.169976.
Dostoevsky-By-Andre-Gide_djvu.txt.

6  This is how Roman Jakobson described the attitude of the great Polish Pushkinist
Wactaw Lednicki (1891-1967) in ‘Polish Scholarship and Pushkin’, The American
Slavic and East European Review, 5:1/2 (May 1946), 88-92 (p. 89). By Lednicki’s own
admission, other Poles (including the poet Adam Mickiewicz) viewed Pushkin
more soberly, judging that his unwilling subservience to the Russian Tsar tainted
the quality of his poetry. See Wactaw Lednicki, ‘Pushkin, Tyutchev, Mickiewicz
and the Decembrists: Legend and Facts’, The Slavonic and East European Review,
29:73 (June 1951), 375-401.
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copies of the mediocre, dull novels that characterized Soviet fiction after the
Zhdanov decrees of 1946”.7 As Seweryn Pollak reflected in a wry 1947 article
on translation, a translator was rarely free to choose their texts on aesthetic
grounds: political contexts took precedence.?

A third justification for our case studies is the light they shed on the lives
and professional networks of dozens of translators who made the cultural
exchanges described above possible, but who would otherwise be lost to history.
These range from culturally peripheral figures like Juli Gay, the obscure Catalan
translator of Dostoevsky, rediscovered by his twenty-first century successor
(and our contributor) Miquel Cabal Guarro; or the Jesuit classicist Fr. Gearéid O
Nualldin, whose early twentieth-century Irish-language adaptations of Pushkin
and Tolstoy are touched upon by Mark O Fionnain in his chapter in our volume.
Several essays mention the importance of the German translations (of Pushkin,
Turgenev, Lermontov and others) produced by Friedrich Martin von Bodenstedt
(1819-92), a Hanover-born polyglot who taught himself Russian and Persian. As
a professor of Slavonic Studies (and later of English literature) at the University
of Munich, he translated Russian and Ukrainian poetry; despite his failings,
his versions of these authors would be re-translated into Hungarian, Turkish,
and other languages, as our contributors show, with lasting influence on the
literatures of those nations. Genuine polyglots like Von Bodenstedt deserve
re-evaluation today: what can we learn about their success as intercultural
communicators in an age where resurgent populism and nationalism challenge
the values of multilingualism and tolerance?

Similarly, major European translators of twentieth-century Soviet and
dissident literature are in danger of being lost to history, apart from a few notes in
the front matter of a paperback. There are casualties of the translator’s infamous
‘invisibility” in every national culture.” In France, significant twentieth-century
translators include the Prague-born academic and translator of Pasternak,

7  Maurice Friedberg, ‘Russian Literature in Postwar Poland: 1945-1958', The Polish
Review, 4:1/2 (Winter-Spring, 1959), 3345 (p. 35), https://www jstor.org/
stable/25776220. I am indebted to Friedberg’s article for the statistics on Polish
readers cited in this paragraph.

8  Cited by Friedberg, ‘Russian Literature in Postwar Poland’, p. 34. For the early
modern history of Polish-Russian literary relations, see Paulina Lewin, ‘Polish-
Ukrainian-Russian Literary Relations of the Sixteenth-Eighteenth Centuries: New
Approaches’, The Slavic and East European Journal, 24:3 (Autumn 1980), 25669,
https://www jstor.org/stable/307180. For more on the impact of Soviet literature
behind the Iron Curtain, see the relevant articles on Poland, Hungary, the former
Yugoslavia and other Eastern European nations in Translation Under Communism,
ed. by Christopher Rundle, Anne Lange, and Daniele Monticelli (Cham: Springer/
Palgrave Macmillan, 2022).

9  See Lawrence Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility (London and New York:
Routledge, 1995).


https://www.jstor.org/stable/25776220
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25776220
https://www.jstor.org/stable/307180

22 Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context

Tolstoy, and Solzhenitsyn, Michel Aucouturier (1933-2017);'° René Huntzbucler,
the translator of Gorky (Mother, 1906; La mére, 1952), Vsevolod Ivanov, and
Konstantin Simonov; Claude Ligny, first French translator of Bulgakov’s Master
and Margarita (Le Maitre et Marguerite (Editions Robert Laffont, 1968) ); Frangoise
Marrou-Flamant (1931-2015), whose widely acclaimed version of Bulgakov’s
novel was published by the prestigious ‘Bibliothéque de la Pléiade” and Folio
series in 2004 and 2017 respectively;'' and Bruno de Schloezer (1881-1969), one
of France’s most eminent (and prolific) translators of Tolstoy.? As this incomplete
list shows, Francophone translators include émigrés, academics, amateurs,
authors, journalists, and some who filled more than one category (often at the
same time). Their personal and professional networks are exceptionally rich in
national and international historical resonances and cultural influences. France—
like every other European nation—is overdue for an historical investigation of
its heritage of literary translation (and not only from Russian).

One major French exception to the translator’s usual obscurity is the ‘Prix
du Meilleur Livre Etranger’; this prestigious literary prize, established in 1948
and funded since 2011 by the hotel firm Sofitel, rewards both the author and
translator of the best foreign novel translated into French during the previous
year. In 1968, translations of Solzhenitsyn’s novels The First Circle (V kruge
pervom, 1968) and Cancer Ward (Rakovyi korpus, 1955-68) were honoured; more
recent Russophone laureates have included Vasilii Grossman (1984), Mikhail
Shishkin (2005), Marina Tsvetaeva (2011), Guzel’ Iakhina (2021), and Maria
Stepanova (2022). The prize favours translations of contemporary fiction and
essays: only once, in 1957, was a nineteenth-century Russian author honoured.
This was Pavel Melnikov-Pecherskii’s In the Forests (V lesakh, 1874; Dans les
foréts, translated by Sylvie Luneau in 1957)."* Analogously with the Anglophone
International Booker Prize (which, since its establishment in 2004, splits its

10  For more biographical details, see Catherine Depretto, ‘Michel Aucouturier
(1933-2017), Cahiers du monde russe 59:1 (2018), 143-52, https:/ /journals.
openedition.org/monderusse/10292.

11  On translations of The Master and Margarita into French, see this French-language
interview with the novel’s latest translators: Annick Morard, ‘André Markowicz
et Frangoise Morvan: ‘“Le Maitre et Marguerite” est un acte de résistance
en soi’, Le Temps, 1 December 2020. https://www.letemps.ch/culture/livres/
andre-markowicz-francoise-morvan-maitre-marguerite-un-acte-resistance-soi.

12 Schloezer was born in Vitebsk, now in modern Belarus, also the home-town of his
near-contemporary Marc Chagall. Celebrated as a musicologist and a philosopher
(and a devotee of Lev Shestov), Schloezer translated Tolstoy’s War and Peace for
Gallimard (La Guerre et la Paix, 1960). For more information, see B.J. Bisson, ‘Boris
Shlezer: paradoks perevodchika’ [“Boris de Schloezer: A translator’s paradox’],
Voprosy literatury, 1:1 (2020), 220-30.

13 The French translations referred to here were Le Premier Cercle, by Louis Martine,
and Le Pavillon des cancéreux, by Michel Aucouturier.

14  See ‘Palmarés du prix du Meilleur Livre Etranger’, http://www.lalettredulibraire.
com/Palmares-du-prix-du-Meilleur-Livre-Etranger
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https://www.letemps.ch/culture/livres/andre-markowicz-francoise-morvan-maitre-marguerite-un-acte-resistance-soi
http://www.lalettredulibraire.com
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prize money equally between the author and translator), the Prix du Meilleur
Livre Etranger bestows symbolic capital as well as publicity on both author and
translator; recent awards to authors whose work is considered original, polemic,
or at least interrogative (such as Shishkin, Stepanova and lakhina) indicate a
desire to encourage the dissemination of Russian literature abroad, although
this may change post-2022 to align with the critical reaction against Russian
culture in some Western countries.

A final reason for recovering national histories of translation, and of
translators, can be applied even more generally. Any comparative and diachronic
study of the reception history of Russia, such as we have attempted for Europe,
helps scholars of cultural transmission to determine the most favourable
conditions for this phenomenon to occur (if, indeed, these circumstances can be
reliably categorised). As Hemmings notes in his history of France’s reception of
Russian literature between 1884 and 1914, there was no particular reason why this
reception could not have taken off nationally well before the 1880s: translations
were available, cultural contacts were extensive, the reading population was
large. He points out that “a perfectly satisfactory translation of War and Peace”
barely sold any copies in Paris in 1879 yet, “six years later the book was a best-
seller”.”® It is difficult not to accept Hemmings’ argument that Russian literature
must have acquired during the 1880s a “special appeal” for French readers,
produced by a collection of identifiable circumstances, which it did not possess
earlier: what we might call a perfect storm of favourable conditions.!¢ He lists the
conditions applicable in the French case: France’s need (since 1870) for a political
ally against Prussia; the insidious appeal of popular romances set in Russia; the
growth of critical interest in Russian literature, accompanied by the foundation
of the first academic chairs in Russian Studies at French universities; and, not
least, the critical discovery of Tolstoy and Dostoevsky by de Vogiié, which led
the way for other writers to be translated and enjoyed."” Analogously, in this
section on the European reception of Russian literature, and indeed in this book
as a whole, we compare and discuss the conditions for that reception to work:
to inspire emulation, to provoke debate, and to infiltrate a culture’s imaginative
categories. Can any such set of favourable circumstances be described? In
the essays which follow this section, we will discover which conditions were
necessary for Russian literature, in translation, to take root among its European
neighbours.

15 Hemmings, The Russian Novel, pp. 2-3 (p. 3). He is referring to La Guerre et la Paix,
roman historique (St. Petersburg, 1879), attributed to Princess Iréne Paskévitch.
Turgenev, then living in Paris, enthusiastically sent copies to French literary
friends and critics, including Flaubert, Zola, and Daudet (see Hemmings, p. 20).

16 1Ibid., p. 3.

17 Ibid., pp. 3-10.






Catalonia

More Than a Century of Dostoevsky
in Catalan?

Miquel Cabal Guarro

Introduction

Since the first work by Fedor Dostoevsky appeared in Catalan in 1892, and, more
significantly, since some of his most relevant titles appeared in that language
(between the late 1920s and the late 1930s), this canonical Russian literary
figure has been regularly disseminated within the Catalan publishing market.
Two hundred years have passed since Fedor Dostoevsky’s birth and more than
a century since his irruption into the Catalan-language literary system. It is
therefore time to address the circumstances specific to the Catalan publication
of his works and to analyse the main achievements of Dostoevsky’s Catalan
publishing history.

This essay will focus on the unique factors determining the stages of
Dostoevsky’s dissemination in the Catalan cultural sphere. Firstly, I will
tackle the emergence of Russian literature within the Catalan cultural milieu,
particularly Dostoevsky’s arrival on this scene. I will also examine the role of
certain key characters involved in his reception, namely the translators Andreu
Nin, Francesc Payarols, and Josep Maria Giiell, as well as the writers Carles
Soldevila and Joan Sales, all of whom made both qualitative and quantitative
contributions to Dostoevsky’s presence in the Catalan literary domain.

1 This work has been developed in the framework of the research project ‘Francoist
Censorship and Russian Literature (1936-1966)" (PID2020-116868GB-100), funded
by the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation /AEI/10.13039/501100011033.
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Different Waves

The Rather Unplanned Emergence of Russian Authors
in Catalan

Although Dostoevsky is my main topic here, I will briefly explain the conditions
and factors specific to the arrival of Russian literature in Catalonia. In the last
quarter of the nineteenth century, Russian literature was still an unknown
and exotic domain for the Catalan cultural milieu. Echoes of this vast artistic
field arrived mainly from French reviews and newspapers, arousing growing
interest. Perhaps inevitably, the first Russian author to be printed in a Catalan
publication was Aleksandr Pushkin.? The Catalan Newspaper (Diari catald) was
the first newspaper to be published in Catalan. During its short life (1879-81),
it printed several articles relating to Russia; the editors tended to sympathise
with subversive Russian movements of the time, namely Nihilism.? By virtue
of the Spanish Press Law of 1879, criticism of any national monarchy had to be
censored by the Spanish authorities, and the Catalan Newspaper was suspended
for continually siding with the Russian Nihilist movement and claiming
overtly that Nihilists were in a “struggle for freedom” against the criminal
tsarist monarchy.* On 26 June 1879, the Diari catald newspaper included one
of Pushkin’s ‘Little Tragedies’: Mozart and Salieri (Motsart i Sal’eri, 1832). This
short play in two scenes was translated into Catalan by a certain ‘P. R/, the same
initials as Pere Ravetllat, one of the editors in charge of literary affairs at the Diari
catala.® The play was awkwardly subtitled ‘Poema d’Alexandre Poucrkine’. This
clumsy misspelling provides a significant piece of information: on the one hand,
the transcription of the author’s name is clearly French, so the source language

2 “Translations from Russian appear to have been an isolated phenomenon, rather
than a planned activity with thematic uniformity. These texts were present in
key French magazines of the time, and the work of writer-translators allowed for
these snippets of Russian literature to enter the Catalan literary system. There was
no consistency in the choice of the texts, and therefore the list of translated texts
is eclectic and difficult to categorise”. Noemi Llamas Gomez, ‘Francesc Payarols
and Andreu Nin, Agents of the Catalan Polysystem. Unmediated Translations
from Russian in the 1930s: A Critical Overview’ (unpublished doctoral thesis,
University of Glasgow, 2018), p. 51, https://theses.gla.ac.uk/30794/.

3 On the construction of a cultural vision of Russian Nihilism in the liberal press
of Spain as well as the flexible boundaries separating the press and the literary
realm in the late nineteenth century, see Sandra Pujals, “Too Ugly to Be a Harlot:
Bourgeois Ideals of Gender and Nation and the Construction of Russian Nihilism
in Spain’s Fin de Siécle’, Canadian-American Slavic Studies, 46 (2012), 289-310.

4 Josep M. Figueres i Artigues, El primer diari en llengua catalana: ‘Diari Catald’
(1879-1881) (Barcelona: Institut d’Estudis Catalans, 1999), pp. 116-17.

5  Figueres i Artigues, Diari Catald, p. 170; Manuel Llanas and Ramon Pinyol, ‘Les
traduccions en el Diari Catald’, Anuari Verdaguer, 12 (2004), 81-90 (p. 88).
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of the Catalan version becomes indisputable; on the other hand, by confusing
an upper-case H with an upper-case R, the typesetting probably indicates that
nobody in the newspaper was aware that a poet named Pushkin actually existed.
The editors must have admired the so-called ‘tragedy’ in its French form and
translated it without making further inquiries. Whether the misspelling already
existed in the French version lies beyond the scope of my present research.

The next translation into Catalan of an entire literary work of Russian origin
appeared in 1886, with more noticeable consequences. The book In Solitary
Confinement: Impressions of a Nihilist (En cellule. Impressions d'un nihiliste, 1879)
by Isaak Pavlovskii (1852-1924), a Russian journalist, writer, and revolutionary
activist who spent extended periods in Catalonia, France, and Spain, was
translated from the French version by the renowned Catalan writer Narcis Oller
(1846-1930), under the author’s personal supervision.® In his preface to this
volume, the translator describes the fortuitous nature of the birth of Russian-
Catalan cultural relations. A group of Catalan literary representatives of the
‘Renaixen¢a’ neoromantic movement were meeting at their usual café.” There
they encountered Pavlovskii, with whom Oller later became close friends.
Apparently, the Spanish novelist Benito Pérez Galdés had sent Pavlovskii to
encounter Oller and his colleagues.® As Oller describes their meeting:

Slightly more than a year ago the whole group of poets and writers at
Cafeé Pelayo struck up a strong and lasting friendship with a young man,
a Russian national, who had just arrived in Barcelona aiming to seriously
study our literature, our history, our traditions, and the way we live and
think nowadays. That extremely observant young man, his very direct
and instructive conversation, polite manners, and kind behaviour was
Isaac Paulowsky [sic], the author of the Memoirs which form this book.’

6  Isaac Paulowsky, Memorias d'un nihilista, trans. by Narcis Oller (Barcelona: La
Tlustraci6 Catalana, 1886).

7 A clear and detailed explanation in English of the nature and leading actors of this
movement can be found at Open University of Catalonia, Lletra (Catalan Literature
Online): La Renaixenga (The Catalan Cultural Renaissance), https://lletra.uoc.edu/
en/period/la-renaixenca/.

8  José Manuel Gonzélez Herrédn, ‘Un Nihilista Ruso En La Espana de La
Restauracién: Isaac Pavlovsky y sus relaciones con Galdés, Oller, Pardo
Bazén, Pereda’, Anales Galdosianos, XXIII (1988), 83-105 (p. 84), http://www.
cervantesvirtual.com/nd/ark:/59851/bmcpp153.

9  “No fa gayre més d'un any que tot 1’esbart de poetas y escriptors del café de
Pelayo entauld fonda y perdurable amistat ab un jove, rus de naci6, que venia &
Barcelona disposat 4 estudiar en serio nostra literatura, nostra historia, nostras
costums, nostre actual modo d’ésser y pensar. Aquell jove, en alt grau observador,
de conversa discretissima é instructiva, de finas maneras y de tracte per demés
simpatich, era n'Isaac Paulowsky, autor de las Memorias que forman aquest llibret.”
Narcis Oller, ‘Preface’, in Paulowsky, Memorias, pp. 5-9 (p. 5).
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Russian translations into Catalan and Catalan translations into Russian were
probably triggered by this personal encounter, after which Pavlovskii and Oller
(‘deux fréres’, in Pavlovskii’s own words) started to correspond, exchanging
more than 160 letters over four decades.!” Subsequently, Oller translated (from
French) various works by Aleksandr Ostrovskii, Lev Tolstoy, Ivan Turgenev,
and Pavlovskii, while Pavlovskii was responsible for translations into Russian
of works by Oller and Angel Guimera, both extremely influential Catalan fin-
de-siécle writers. Thus, the door was already open; Catalan interest in Russian
literature was real. It was not long before more translations from Russian into
Catalan appeared, finally including some of Dostoevsky’s works.

The First (Relatively Shy) Stage:
The Late Nineteenth Century

Translations from Russian spread through different European countries for very
similar reasons. As the scholar and translator Carol Apollonio has written of the
Anglophone world:

Literary, cultural and political values tend to drive literary translation,
particularly in the Russian case. [...] The interest in Russian literature
[...] that began in the early [twentieth] century was inspired both by the
reading public’s fascination with Russian radical political movements
and by the fin de siécle avant-garde. [...] The influx of political exiles
[...] and the sensational developments of the Bolshevik Revolution
contributed to the ‘Russian craze’."

Hence, in the last two decades of the nineteenth century, the main triggers for
translating from Russian into Catalan were probably, in Apollonio’s words,
“the reading public’s fascination with Russian radical political movements and
the fin de siécle avant-garde”."? The fact that the first translation from a Russian
author appeared in a strongly libertarian newspaper like the Diari catald seems
to confirm this argument. The press and non-fiction literature (like Pavlovskii’s
book, mentioned above) might have been key factors for the so-called “Russian
craze”, as Sandra Pujals explains:

10 Anna Llovera Junca, ‘Correspondencia d’Isaac Pavlovsky a Narcis Oller,
1907-1908. Presentaci6 i edici6’, Anuari TRILCAT: Estudis de Traduccid, Recepci6 i
Literatura Catalana Contemporania, 2013, pp. 84-104 (p. 85), https://dialnet.unirioja.
es/servlet/articulo?codigo=5803374.

11 Carol Apollonio, ‘Dostoevsky: Translator and Translated’, in Dostoevsky in Context,
ed. by Deborah A. Martinsen and Olga Maiorova (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2015), pp. 236-43 (p. 240).

12 Ibid.
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The evidence suggests that non-fiction literature and the press may have
actually played a more significant role than fiction in the construction
of collectively accepted cultural visions that would be later transformed
into literature or as in the case of Spain’s fin de siécle literary elite would
give way to the mysterious fascination with Russian literature and its
application as a model for modern literature in Spain.

Since political and cultural contexts determine the production and reception of
translations,' all of these socio-political elements conditioned the dissemination
of Russian literature in Catalonia. Among them, there is one particularly
important circumstance that influenced the Catalan cultural scene. Spain’s
political instability throughout the nineteenth century and its defeat by the
US in 1898 strengthened the Catalan movement of national construction
(Catalanism), whose policies clearly focused on language and culture, and
which primarily supported republicanism and federalism.”® But these same
historical policies also fostered Spanish nationalism, which generally supported
the monarchy and a centralised state and which in turn helped to provoke the
Catalan nationalist reaction.®

Thus this rather agitational political environment might have aroused
Catalan interest in the political convulsions afflicting Russian society at the same
time and opened the field of international relations of exchange between Russia
and Catalonia, specifically at the cultural level (of literature and translation)
since, as Heilbron and Sapiro remind us, “translation has multiple functions: as
an instrument of mediation and exchange it may also fulfil political or economic
functions and constitute a mode of legitimation”, in this case, of emergent
Catalanism."” In the shadow of this movement, during the 1880s and 1890s a set
of literary publications arose. These were directed towards building a complete
and modern literary system which aimed to enlarge the linguistic-literary

13 Pujals, Too Ugly, pp. 292-93.

14 Johan Heilbron and Giséle Sapiro, ‘Outline for a Sociology of Translation. Current
Issues and Future Prospects’, in Constructing a Sociology of Translation, ed. by
Michaela Wolf and Alexandra Fukari (Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John
Benjamins, 2007), pp. 93-107.

15 “From the middle of the nineteenth century, there had been a revival of Catalanist
sentiment, of Catalan literature and of the language whose official use had
been banned since the eighteenth century. This was intensified by the federalist
movement from 1868 to the collapse of the First Republic. Nowhere was federalism
as strong as in Catalonia.” Paul Preston, A People Betrayed: A History of Corruption,
Political Incompetence and Social Division in Modern Spain 1874-2018 (London:
William Collins, 2020), p. 50.

16 Borja de Riquer i Permanyer, ‘La débil nacionalizacién espafiola del siglo XIX’,
Historia Social, 1994, pp. 97-114.

17  Heilbron and Sapiro, Outline, p. 103.
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capital of Catalan, a dominated language whose development was suspended,
and which needed to be “recreated”.'®

This cultural operation encompassed the dissemination of the new
aesthetic forms and subjects circulating across fin-de-siécle Europe, which the
Catalan intelligentsia usually accessed through French publications.” These
publications, which included Russian literary works, served as sources for the
first indirect translations from Russian into Catalan via French.” Of this group
of new Catalan publications, one proved unusually active in exploring unknown
literary tradition. This was The Renaissance (La Renaixensa), a Catalanist and
rather conservative biweekly magazine that, from 1892 to 1900, also published a
literary supplement devoted to both Catalan and foreign novels. The magazine
and its literary collection introduced foreign literature to the Catalan scene,
including Russian titles. Catalan publications were trying hard to catch up
with literary discussions elsewhere in Europe, and Russian authors were, of
course, a point of interest since “one might remember that the mythification of
the Russian novel was precisely one of the most prominent phenomena of the
European turn of the century”.?!

Works by Tolstoy, Pushkin, Vladimir Korolenko, Nikolai Gogol, Turgenev, and
finally by Dostoevsky featured in the pages of La Renaixensa.”? Dostoevsky’s first
texts published in Catalan were the novellas An Honest Thief (Chestnyi Vor, 1848;
Lo lladre honrat, 1892), and The Landlady (Khoziaika, 1847; Un vell amant, 1892).%
An Honest Thief appears as an anonymous text in the magazine’s year index,
though the work is subtitled “a translation of Dostoevsky”. There is no mention
of the translator, which is unusually remiss for La Reinaxensa; the periodical
generally credited the names of translators since they provided evidence of both
cultural responsibility and literary intentionality. The translation of The Landlady
is credited to Juli Gay. It therefore seems reasonable to credit Gay also as the
translator of the unsigned An Honest Thief, since it would be odd for a periodical
to publish two works by the same author within the same year and entrust two

18 Pascale Casanova, ‘Consécration et accumulation de capital littéraire. La
traduction comme échange inégal’, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales, 144
(2002), pp. 7-20.

19 Jordi Castellanos, ‘La novella antimodernista: les propostes de La Renaixensa’, in
Professor Joaquim Molas: Memoria, Escriptura, Historia, ed. by Rosa Cabré and others,
2 vols (Barcelona: Universitat de Barcelona, 2003), I (2003), pp. 215-328 (p. 315).

20 Ramon Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les traduccions de literatura russa a Catalunya fins a la
Guerra Civil: esbés d’una bibliografia’, in Traducci i Literatura: Homenatge a Angel
Crespo, ed. by Soledad Gonzalez Rédenas and Francisco Lafarga (Vic: Eumo,
1997), pp. 24764 (p. 248).

21 Castellanos, La novella, p. 324.

22 Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les traduccions de literatura russa’, pp. 253-54.

23 Anonymous, ‘Lo lladre honrat (Traduccié de Dostoiewsky)’, no translator
credited, La Renaixensa, XXI1/34-35 (1892), pp. 529-37 and pp. 545-50; Fedor
Michailowitch Dostoiewski, ‘Un vell amant’, trans. by Juli Gay, Novelas catalanas y
extrangeras (fulleté de La Renaixensa), I (1892), pp. 713-40.
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different translators with the assignment. The translator Juli Gay is a rather
obscure figure, deserving of further microhistorical research.*

Regarding the social context of the reception of Russian (or any other)
literature in the late nineteenth-century Catalan cultural milieu (and in fact
up to the present day, with some obvious major discrepancies), one must take
into account the presence of the Spanish language in Catalonia. In the 1880s
and 1890s, members of the urban, educated Catalan population were literate
in Spanish. The Catalan population’s degree of bilingualism at this period was
extremely unequal, and dependent on several factors, including social class (the
upper classes had a far better command of Spanish), and location (cities were
much more receptive to foreign languages).” The cultural elite of the time could
read the first mentions of Dostoevsky and other Russian authors in both Catalan
and Spanish periodicals,? as well as the first translations of Dostoevsky’s works
into Spanish, which had appeared in 1890, slightly prior to the author’s first
Catalan translations.” Also, the first Dostoevsky novels to appear in Spanish

24 Inmy own research on this translator, I found out that eleven years before the

first Catalan translation of Dostoevsky appeared, shortly after the latter’s death,

a child named Juli Gay won a prize in a costume contest in Barcelona dressed as

a “Russian villager”, as stated in the Diari Catald (27 February 1881, p. 559). Such
an early calling for Russian culture is both curious and revealing, and this Juli Gay
is most likely the younger translator. He was probably connected to the composer
Joan Gay Planella (1868-1926), but further research is ongoing.

25 Francesc Bernat, Mireia Galindo, and Carles de Rossell, ‘El procés de
bilingiiitzacié a Catalunya en el segle xx a partir de testimonis orals’,

Treballs de Sociolingiiistica Catalana, 30 (2020), 97-111 (p. 100), https://doi.
org/10.2436/20.2504.01.162.

26 “In fact the first few mentions of Dostoevsky’s name in the Catalan press came
from the serialisation of Crimen y castigo [Crime and Punishment in Spanish] in
1885, as mentioned earlier. This text, published in [the newspaper] La Publicidad
over the course of a few months, is an interesting one: produced in the Catalan
system for a Spanish-speaking audience, it sits too uncomfortably on the fence
between systems for either milieu to have claimed it.” Llamas, ‘Francesc Payarols
and Andreu Nin’, p. 161.

27  The first Spanish translations of Dostoevsky were A Hundred-Year-Old Woman
(Stoletniaia, 1876; La Centenaria (Cuento ruso), 1890) and ‘A Christmas Tree and
a Wedding’ (‘Elka i svad’ba’, 1848; ‘Calculo exacto. Cuento ruso’, 1890), both
published in the magazine Modern Spain (La Espaiia Moderna), which also issued
Notes from the House of the Dead (Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, 1862; La casa de los
Muertos. Memorias de mi vida en la cdrcel de Siberia, 1892). On the chronology and
circumstances of the reception of Russian literature in the Spanish literary milieu,
see Julia Obolenskaya, ‘Historia de Las Traducciones de La Literatura Clasica Rusa
En Espania’, Livius: Revista de Estudios de Traduccién, 1 (1992), 43-56; Jordi Morillas
Esteban, ‘F. M. Dostoievski En Espafia’, Mundo Eslavo, 10 (2011), 119-43; Dzhordi
Moril'ias and Nataliia Arsent’eva, ‘Ispanskoe Dostoevskovedenie: istoki, itogi i
perspektivy’, in Dostoevskii. Materialy i issledovaniia, ed. by Konstantin Barsht and
Natalia Budanova (Saint-Petersburg: Institut Russkoi Literatury RAN, 2013), vol.
XX, pp- 305-28.
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were mainly issued by Maucci, a publisher from Barcelona, and translated from
French versions.?®

These nineteenth- and early twentieth-century French pivot translations
from the Russian, especially of Dostoevsky’s works, usually distorted the
original. The Russian text was adapted to the translator’s taste, excerpts (or
even whole chapters) were deleted, names were changed, passages were freely
rewritten, etc., so the result was drastically removed from the original, both in
terms of substance and form.” These adaptations, although unacceptable today,
were considered reasonable at the time. We should remember that:

Canons of accuracy in translation, notions of ‘fidelity” and ‘freedom’, are
historically determined categories. [...] The viability of a translation is
established by its relationship to the cultural and social conditions under
which it is produced and read.*

The first justification for the ‘free” French translations is the aim of making the
foreign author familiar in the translated version, “to move the author toward
the reader,”*! a process which usually leads to “wholesale domestication of the
foreign text.”* This was common practice amongst almost all translators of that
time from and into almost all European languages, with the possible exception
of German translations.®

This “abusive’ form of adaptation was a general practice, but there seem to be
other specific reasons in the early French versions for domesticating Dostoevsky’s
texts. In his influential The Russian Novel (Le Roman russe, 1886), Eugeéne-
Melchior de Vogiié stated that “The Idiot and The Possessed, and especially The
Brothers Karamazov, are spun out to intolerable lengths” (“dans I'Idiot, dans les

28 Moril'ias and Nataliia Arsent’eva, Ispanskoe, pp. 309-11.

29 Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Olga Savarin i altres histories de la traducci6 indirecta del rus al
catala al segle xx’, in Traduccié indirecta en la literatura catalana (Actes del V Simposi
sobre traduccid i recepcié en la literatura catalana contemporania), ed. by Ivan Garcia
Sala, Diana Sanz Roig, and Bozena Zaboklicka (Lleida: Punctum, 2014), pp.
145-68; Alexander McCabe, ‘Dostoevsky’s French Reception: From Vogiié, Gide,
Shestov and Berdyaev to Marcel, Sartre, and Camus (1880-1959)" (unpublished
doctoral thesis, University of Glasgow, 2013).

30 Lawrence Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility. A History of Translation, 2nd edn
(London and New York: Routledge, 2008), p. 4.

31 “In my opinion, there are only two possibilities. Either the translator leaves the
writer in peace as much as possible and moves the reader toward him; or he
leaves the reader in peace as much as possible and moves the writer toward him.”
Friedrich Schleiermacher, ‘On the Different Methods of Translating’, trans. by
Susan Bernofsky, in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. by Lawrence Venuti (London
and New York: Routledge, 2012), pp. 43-63 (p. 49).

32 Venuti, Invisibility, p. 4.
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Possédés et surtout dans les Fréres Karamazof, les longueurs sont intolérables”).*
Thus de Vogiié’s authority on Russian literature could be invoked to justify
omissions from and ‘free’ adaptations of Dostoevsky’s texts over the next two
decades, by blaming the excessive length of the original. André Gide’s articles
on Dostoevsky of 1908 and 1911% eventually drew attention to the inaccuracy
of extant translations,* and explicitly suggested that the German versions (in
particular) might have been more accurate. In Gide’s words: “In Germany
translations of Dostoevsky follow one upon the other, each an improvement in
scrupulous accuracy and vivacity on the one before.”

When scrutinising these indirect translations, and recognising the
differences between French and German versions, there is an important aspect
to consider about the first Catalan translations of Dostoevsky. Comparison of
the Catalan translation with Wilhelm Goldschmidt’s German versions appeared
in 1886,% and the degree of coincidence found in the solutions, omissions, and
punctuation of both versions has led me to conclude that Dostoevsky entered
the Catalan literary milieu through a German rather than a French filter. It
seems clear that Gay used German translations by Goldschmidt as the source
texts for his versions of Dostoevsky’s novellas An Honest Thief and The Landlady.
It is a remarkable fact, since French has been commonly assumed as the main or
only source of Dostoevsky’s titles not only for all the other Romance cultures,
but even for other medium- and small-sized European languages, and this was
also certainly the case for the vast majority of Catalan translations from Russian
during this period. Hence this finding has dramatic implications for the study of
the Russian author’s earliest reception in the Catalan literary milieu and might
inaugurate an illuminating new research trajectory.

There is another relevant element to consider when approaching early
translations of Dostoevsky: the role of censorship in modelling the text, whether
the original source text, the pivot translation, or the final version. In the Russian
Empire, authors were subject to strict political and moral censorship, a pressure
that was obviously applied to Dostoevsky from the very beginning of his career
as a writer.

34 Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié, Le Roman russe (Paris: Libraire Plon, 1886), p. 255;
English translation quoted from Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié, The Russian Novel,
trans. by Colonel H. A. Sawyer (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1916), p. 250.

35 André Gide, ‘Dostoievsky d’apres sa correspondance’ (1908) and ‘Les Freres
Karamazov’ (1911), in André Gide, Dostoievsky (articles et causeries) (Paris: Libraire
Plon, 1923).

36 Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Olga Savarin’, p. 151.

37 André Gide, Dostoevsky, trans. by Louise Varese (New York: New Directions,
1961), p. 170.

38 F. M. Dostojewskij, Erzihlungen (‘Die Wirtin’, ‘Christbaum und Hochzeit’, ‘Helle
Nachte’, ‘Weihnacht’, ‘Der ehrliche Dieb”) (Leipzig: Verlag von Ph. Reclam
“Universal-Bibliothek’, 1886).
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By the time Dostoevsky began publishing in the mid-1840s, censorship
requirements were an ever-present reality for writers. [...] Writing about
censorship in the 1870s, Dostoevsky recalled that in the 1840s censors
‘strictly suppressed” ‘every new idea’ and forbade ‘almost everything'—
even lines and dots were suspect as allegories or lampoons.*

From Dostoevsky’s correspondence, it is clear that he feared the reactions of the
official censors sufficiently to adapt his works to accommodate them, and that
he was more than once compelled to cut, ameliorate, and rewrite many of his
original texts. But censors aside, Dostoevsky’s editors were also responsible for
significant cuts and amendments: Stavrogin’s confession in The Possessed (Besy,
1872) is one of the most infamous cases.* The original Russian text had already
endured several levels of censorship by the time it reached Western European
countries for translation into first French or German, and subsequently into
other languages. But censorship did not end there for Dostoevsky, and even
more agents were involved in the process of curtailing his texts.

Along with Vogiié and the critics of this first period, those who proceeded
to translate Dostoevsky deemed it necessary to ‘protect’ the public from
certain subversive—if not ‘unseemly’—aspects of his post-exile writings.
[...] No further sign, preface or disclaimer alerted the reader as to the
extent to which the translation deviated from the original in content.*

Beyond the abovementioned discrete levels of censorship thathad already altered
the original Russian text, Alex McCabe emphasises that French translators also
modified Dostoevsky’s texts for the sake of moral and political correctness.
Besides the translators’ self-censorship, it is reasonable to think that French
editors might also have censored actively for the same reasons. Hence, at this
point we may assume that Catalan translators and editors proceeded in the same
manner as their French counterparts. The result of this multi-layered censorship
was an extremely questionable and rather unreliable Catalan translation. There
is much more research to be done regarding the ethical and aesthetic outcomes
in early Catalan translations, by taking into account the layers of censorship that
consecutively affected Dostoevsky’s original works.

39 Irene Zohrab, ‘Censorship’, in Dostoevsky in Context, ed. by Deborah A. Martinsen
and Olga Maiorova (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), pp. 295-302
(p- 296).

40 Ibid.

41 Alexander McCabe, ‘Dostoevsky’s French Reception’, p. 63.
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The Second (Solid) Stage:
From the Early 1920s to the Late 1930s

The debate over the accuracy and fidelity of French translations from Russian
(and the fact that they were used as the source text for most Catalan translations
which followed Gay’s German-sourced texts) peaked in the early 1920s. Some
notable representatives of the Catalan intelligentsia (like Gaziel, Carles Riba and
Joan Estelrich)** were able to read German translations of Russian authors. It was
probably this exposure, combined with perusal of André Gide’s articles about
the unreliable French versions, that confirmed to them that almost all indirect
translations that had been published up to that moment were disastrous, and
especially those of Dostoevsky’s prose.* Moreover, the Russian Revolution of
1917 exponentially increased interest in Russian history, culture, and literature,
consequently increasing translations of the latter. The first direct translation
from Russian into Catalan was made by the Czech polyglot Rudolf J. Slaby in
1921: it was a volume of Pushkin’s stories.* As Slaby was not a native Catalan
speaker, his translations required intensive correction. This first instance of
direct translation contributed to raising both editors” and other literary agents’
awareness of the need to be more meticulous with Russian translations, whether
direct or indirect. Nevertheless, after editing Slaby’s second volume of Pushkin’s
prose, which included only The Captain’s Daughter (Kapitanskaia dochka, 1836; La
filla del capita, 1922), Estelrich declared in a letter to Riba, who had corrected the
book, that the text types had to be re-set and that it was the last time he [Estelrich]
would rely on “direct Slavic translations”, since he preferred “re-translations

42 Gaziel was the pen name of Agusti Calvet (1887-1964), an influential journalist,
writer and publisher; Carles Riba (1893-1959) was a skilled poet, writer and
translator; Joan Estelrich (1896-1958) was a writer, publisher and politician. The
three of them were active and prominent figures in the Catalanist movement until
the Spanish Civil War (1936-39).

43 Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Olga Savarin’, pp. 152-7.

44 Rudolf Jan Slaby (1885-1957) was a Czech linguist and translator who lived
and worked in Barcelona from 1914 to 1926. He lectured in Slavic languages
at the University of Barcelona and translated about sixty titles (fiction and
non-fiction), working into Catalan and Spanish from Czech, Russian, German,
Swedish, Ukrainian, Polish, Serbian and English (in his personal records, he also
refers to translations from French, Danish, Italian, Slovak, Slovene, Sorbian, and
Bulgarian, although these works have not been found). He also translated into
Czech from Catalan, Spanish, and Portuguese (Llanas and Pinyol, ‘Les traduccions
en el Diari Catald’, p. 41). The first ever Russian-Catalan direct translation was a
volume published in 1921 with Slaby’s versions of Dubrovsky (Dubrovskij, 1841;
El bandoler romantic), The Queen of Spades (Pikovaia dama, 1834; La dama de pique
o El secret de la comtessa), “The Squire’s Daughter’ (‘Baryshnia-krest’ianka’, 1831;
‘La pagesa fingida’), “The Blizzard’ (‘Metel”, 1831; “Temporal de neu’), and ‘The
Shot’ (“Vystrel’, 1831; ‘Un tret’) by Aleksandr Pushkin (Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les
traduccions de literatura russa’, p. 249).
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from Italian or German”.*® It is worth noting that French pivot versions were not
used on this occasion.

In 1923 a theatrical version of Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov (Brat’ia
Karamazovy, 1881; Els germans Karamdzov), adapted by Jacques Copeau and
Jean Croué for the Théatre des Arts de Paris,* was translated from French
into Catalan by Josep Maria Millas-Raurell.* The adaptation was staged in the
Romea Theatre in Barcelona, where it was first performed on 10 March 1923.
The premiére was widely advertised in print media and was preceded by a
debate on its appropriateness, since it was assumed that the play would “clash
too violently with the mindset” of the Catalan public.*® La Vanguardia’s review
of the play stated that “it is probably impossible to set on stage all the vigour
contained in Dostoevsky’s story” and that “the translation is maybe too rigid
and literarily meticulous, not sufficiently touching.”*

Dostoevsky’s next title rendered in Catalan was an indirect translation from
French of the short story “The Beggar Boy at Christ’s Christmas Tree’ (‘Mal’chik
u Khrista na élke’, 1876; ‘El pobrissé a casa de Crist el dia de Nadal’), which
was translated by David Jordi and appeared in the December 1924 issue of From
Here and There (D’aci i d’alld), a cultural magazine. More indirect translations
followed, such as The Landlady (Khoziaika, 1847; La dispesera, 1928), translated
from French by Josep Carner Ribalta and published in the Biblioteca Univers
collection. This collection was created and managed by the renowned writer
and publisher Carles Soldevila (1892-1967), who was also in charge of the D’acf
i d’alld magazine, and who was devoted to broadening and disseminating new
(from the point of view of the Catalan tradition) literary styles and authors.*® In
fact, this book was preceded in the series by Lev Tolstoy’s The Kreutzer Sonata
(Kreitserovaia sonata, 1889; La sonata a Kreutzer, 1928).

Soldevila was a Russian literature enthusiast, and was especially interested
in Dostoevsky.*! Besides Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, the series which he edited also
published works by Leonid Andreev, Anton Chekhov, Nikolai Gogol, Maksim
Gorky, Aleksandr Kuprin, and Ivan Turgenev. Nine out of the forty-six titles
published before 1936 were written by Russian authors (that is, 19.6%).5 Only
two of these books were translated directly from Russian (by Aleksei Markov,

45 Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Olga Savarin’, p. 152.

46 Jacques Copeau and Jean Croué, Les Fréres Karamazov, drame en 5 actes (Paris:
Editions de la Nouvelle Revue Francaise, 1911).

47  Els germans Karamazov, adaptation in five acts from Dostoevsky’s novel by
Jacques Copeau and Jean Croué, trans. by Josep M. Millas-Raurell (Barcelona:
Publicacions de 1’Escola Catalana d’Art Dramatic, 1923), Biblioteca Teatral.

48 Manuel Revent6s, ‘Notes Sobre Teatre. L'esfor¢ d’enguany’, La Revista, 1923, 24-25.

49 ‘Els germans Karamazov’, La Vanguardia, 13 March 1923, p. 22.

50 Montserrat Bacardi, ‘Carles Soldevila, socialitzador de la literatura’, Quaderns:
Revista de Traduccié, 8 (2002), 51-66 (p. 57).

51 Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Olga Savarin’, p. 156.

52 Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les traduccions de literatura russa’, p. 250.
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“the son of an exiled white Russian”)*® while the others were indirectly
translated via French.>* In November 1928, Soldevila’s D’aci i d’alld published a
well-documented article by Agusti Esclasans (a writer and journalist who had
translated poetry by Valerii Briusov, Ivan Bunin, and Vladimir Maiakovskii from
intermediate languages), claiming that Dostoevsky was an exceptional writer
deserving of serious consideration: “What power Dostoevsky must have in his
original language that, whether we read him in good or bad translations, he
seizes us, controls us, and amazes us!”>

In December 1928, marking the centenary of Tolstoy’s birth, an article by
Alfred Gallard about Russian literature and its reception in Catalonia was more
critical of Dostoevsky, suggesting also that Russian literature had stagnated
since the ascension of the Soviets.®® The contradictions between these articles
illustrate a key moment in the reception of Russian literature in the Catalan
cultural milieu. Interestingly, this period of efflorescence of Russian (and other
foreign) literature coincided with the last years of Primo de Rivera’s dictatorship
(1923-30). Neither censorship nor the clearly anti-Catalan character of the
regime had a discernible impact on the publishing industry. The number of
translations and overall titles kept growing, and even The Communist Manifesto
(Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei, 1848; Manifest del partit comunista, 1930), as
well as various books about Lenin, were published during those years.*”

Also in 1928, the debate about whether to avoid indirect translations became
intense. In a long article about Russian literature in Catalonia, Josep Farran i
Mayoral stated:

It is essential that translations are all direct from Russian and very
accurate about and respectful of the expressive qualities and defects
of the authors. Otherwise, as is often the case, we would offer Russian
authors only a second- or third-hand interpretation; which actually
means a falsification.”

53 Tbid., p. 249.

54 Montserrat Bacardi, ‘Carles Soldevila’, p. 57.

55 ‘Quina ha d’ésser la forga de Dostoiewski en sa llengua original, si adhuc llegit
a través de bones o males traduccions, ens empunya, ens domina i ens admira!’,
Agusti Esclasans, ‘La Forca de Dostoiewski’, D’aci i d’alld, 131, vol. XVII, November
1928, p. 387.

56 Alfred Gallard, ‘Tolstoi (1828-1928)’, La Revista, July-December 1928, pp. 99-102.

57  Jordi Chumillas i Coromina, “Traducci6 i edici6 a Catalunya durant la primera
dictadura del s. xx (1923-1930)" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Vic, 2007), p. 81.

58 Josep Farran i Mayoral (1883-1955) was an essayist, a journalist and a translator.

59 ‘Es indispensable que les traduccions siguin totes directes del rus i ben acurades
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But the very same year Dostoevsky’s Uncle’s Dream (Diadushkin son, 1859; EI
somni de l'oncle) appeared in the new world literature collection ‘A Tot Vent’
by Edicions Proa, translated from French by Prudenci Bertrana.®® This series,
directed by Joan Puig i Ferreter,® had previously published Tolstoy’s Resurrection
(Voskresenie, 1899; Resurreccid, 1928) and soon became a crucial agent in the
popularisation of Russian authors in Catalonia: thirteen books out of the ninety-
two which it published in the next eleven years were Russian titles (that is,
14.1%) .2

Nevertheless, Puig i Ferreter soon also insisted on direct translations from
Russian, since he assumed that the previous distortion of Dostoevsky’s texts via
intermediate language translations might afflict all translations from Russian.
In the first catalogue of Proa’s ‘A Tot Vent’ collection, he wrote: “regarding
the Russians, the question of direct translations has been posed. We've been
concerned about this for a long time. Today we can say it is solved”.®® So in
this series, the first direct Catalan translations of Dostoevsky’s works were to
be published in 1929: Crime and Punishment (Prestuplenie i nakazanie, 1866; Crim
i castig) by Andreu Nin and The Eternal Husband (Vechnyi muzh, 1870; Letern
marit) by Francesc Payarols.

For their professional commitment and accuracy, Nin and Payarols are
regarded as icons of literary translation from Russian into Catalan.® Born into a
poor family, Nin (1892-1937) worked as a teacher and a journalist before starting
his political career, through which he gained international visibility. He was a
prominent member of different Communist and Anarcho-Syndicalist parties
and organisations in Catalonia and abroad, including Soviet Russia, where he
joined the Trotskyist movement. While in Moscow he began translating both
fiction and non-fiction into Catalan for Proa and other publishing houses. Nin
translated works by Boris Pil'niak, Nikolai Bogdanov, Mikhail Zoshchenko,
Tolstoy, Chekhov, and Dostoevsky, amongst others.* His foreword to the Catalan
version of Crime and Punishment contains valuable comments on the author’s

Josep Farran i Mayoral, ‘La literatura russa i nosaltres II', La Veu de Catalunya, 29
August 1928, p. 5.

60 Prudenci Bertrana (1867-1941) was a modernist novelist who developed his career
outside the Catalan cultural mainstream.

61 Joan Puig i Ferreter (1882-1956), playwright and writer, was the editorial manager
of this ambitious collection of Catalan and foreign literature. He was also involved
in politics and exiled himself in France after the Spanish Civil War. His literary
works were influenced by Dostoevsky.

62 Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les traduccions de literatura russa’, p. 251.

63 Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Olga Savarin’, p. 157.

64 An extended study about the contribution of Francesc Payarols and Andreu Nin to
the Catalan literary system between 1928 and 1937, and about the specificities of
the Catalan literary milieu at the beginning of the twentieth century can be found
in Llamas, ‘Francesc Payarols and Andreu Nin'".

65 Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les traduccions de literatura russa’, pp. 256-7.
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style and gives significant information on how Dostoevsky was read in early
1930s Catalonia.® In 1930, at the very beginning of Stalin’s purges, he returned
to Catalonia, where he continued his political and literary activities until he was
killed by the Soviet secret services during the Spanish Civil War.*”

Payarols (1896-1998) was also born to a working-class family. He trained as a
teacher, later working as a bookkeeper while teaching himself German, English,
and Russian. He improved his Russian with lessons from the daughter of a
Jewish Russian émigré family living in Barcelona. This non-professional teacher
later became his wife.®® Payarols was offered his first translation commission
from Russian by Puig i Ferreter in 1928. He translated into Catalan works by
Chekhov, Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin, Tolstoy, Turgenev, and Dostoevsky.®
Since he had taught Catalan to the Soviet consul, Payarols was briefly detained
by the Francoists before the end of the Spanish Civil War. Afterwards he suffered
financial problems due to a lack of work. He was finally hired as a high-school
teacher and continued translating for years, mainly from German and into
Spanish.”

During the 1930s, there appeared translations of The Village of Stepanchikovo
and its Inhabitants (Selo Stepanchikovo i ego obitateli, 1859; Stepantxikovo i els
seus habitants, 1933) by Nin for the Proa publishing house;! and also of White
Nights (Belye nochi, 1848; Les nits blanques, 1937), translated from French by
Pere Montserrat Falsaveu for the ‘Quaderns literaris’ collection. A prospective
translation of Poor Folk (Bednye liudi, 1846) was listed as Pobra gent in the 1934
catalogue of Soldevila’s ‘Biblioteca Univers’, but never actually appeared. It is not
clear which translator was assigned to it, or why it was never realised. Payarols
claimed that he was originally commissioned by Puig i Ferreter to translate The
Brothers Karamazov, but that after he had already translated three chapters Nin
expressed his interest in taking on the project, to which Puig i Ferreter agreed.

66 Andreu Nin, ‘Proleg del traductor’ (“Translator’s Preface”) to Fedor Dostoevsky,
Crim i castig (Badalona: Proa ‘A Tot Vent’, 1929), pp. 5-11 (pp. 10-11).

67 Judit Figuerola, Andreu Nin, revolucionari i traductor (Barcelona: Publicacions de
I’Abadia de Montserrat, 2018).

68 Pilar Estelrich, ‘Francesc Payarols, traductor’, Quaderns: Revista de Traduccio, 1
(1998), 135-51.

69 Pinyol i Torrents, ‘Les traduccions de literatura russa’, pp. 256-7.

70  Estelrich, ‘Francesc Payarols’, pp. 143-45.

71 This unusual choice is defended by Llamas in his doctoral thesis: “The only
plausible explanation behind this choice is that whilst books such as The
Humiliated and Insulted, Notes from the Underground, and The Gambler (among
others) had been translated into Spanish, The Village of Stepanchikovo and its
Inhabitants had not been at that point. [...] By translating a novel not previously
available in Spanish, Proa took a risky bet in order to attract the public towards an
exclusive text. This makes sense from a marketing point of view, as translating one
of the novels mentioned above meant the Catalan text would have to compete with
its Spanish version already in the market, as well as the French in some cases”, pp.
177-78.
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It seems that the chaotic months after Franco’s coup halted this project, so the
book was never translated by any of these outstanding translators. Not until the
1960s did The Brothers Karamazov appear in Catalan (see below).”

A theatrical version of Crime and Punishment was premiéred in Barcelona
on 29 November 1936, when the Francoist military uprising was already in
progress.” The text was adapted by Josep Maria Jorda and Lluis Capdevila on
the initiative of the Young Group of the Socialist Unified Youth of Catalonia, and
was presented as a homage to the USSR in support of the anti-Fascist militias.™
The director supposedly used a French version of Dostoevsky’s book: rather
surprisingly, as Nin’s direct translation into Catalan had been available since
1929.7 There are two key elements that can help to clarify the source choice
for this adaptation. On the one hand, in November 1936 the Socialist Unified
Youth of Catalonia, which had promoted the project, was in serious conflict
with the Workers’ Party of Marxist Unification, which was then led by none
other than Andreu Nin.” On the other hand, Gaston Baty’s theatrical adaptation
of the same novel (as Crime et chitiment) had premiéred in Paris on 21 March
1933, in the Théatre Montparnasse. The dramatis personae of the French and the
Catalan versions are very similar.”” Further research is required to determine the
concrete circumstances of this translation.

After Franco’s victory in 1939, and during the harsh first decades of his
dictatorship, literature and any other cultural expressions in Catalan were
banned. In the 1960s, the Catalan cultural framework started timidly to recover,
but political and moral censorship was always present as a threat to editors” and
translators’ projects.

72  Pilar Estelrich, ‘Francesc Payarols, traductor’, p. 142.

73 Josep M. Figueres i Artigues, ‘Lluis Capdevila, corresponsal de guerra. Les
croniques al front d’Aragé (1936-1938)’, Gazeta, 2, 2010, pp. 61-71 (p. 63).

74 La Vanguardia, 1 December 1936, p. 6.

75 Ntria Camps Casals, ‘Lluis Capdevila i Vilallonga: un traductor de 1'época de
preguerra entre la memoria i 1'oblit’, Quaderns: Revista de Traduccié, 22 (2015),
181-92 (p. 184).

76  Josep Puigsech Farras, ‘Popular Front, War and Internationalism in Catalonia
During the Spanish Civil War’, Bulletin for Spanish and Portuguese Historical Studies,
37:1 (2012), 146-65 (pp. 154-55).

77 The Catalan version appears in Dostoievski, ‘Crim i cdstig, drama en tres actes’,
adapted by Josep M. Jorda and Lluis Capdevila, Catalunya teatral, 95, 1936.

The dramatis personae of Baty’s version is listed in a note on the title ‘Crime et
chatiment” in Les Célestins. Saison 1965-1966 (with no pagination). It is very likely
that this list of characters is the same as that in 1933.
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The Third Stage: The Lazy 1960s and 1970s,
the Active 1980s and 1990s

The first book by Dostoevsky to be indirectly translated into Catalan after the
Spanish Civil War was the aforementioned translation, previously cancelled
because of that war: The Brothers Karamazov (Brat'ia Karamazovy, 1881; Els
germans Karamdzov, 1961), indirectly translated from different languages by the
prominent writer and editor Joan Sales.” Sales took as his main reference text
the 1923 French translation by Henri Mongault and Marc Laval, but he also used
Cansinos Assens’s Spanish translation (in its fifth edition) as well as Italian and
English versions.” Regarding possible problems with Francoist censors due
to the nature of the book and the repression of Catalan cultural expressions
during the Fascist dictatorship ruling Spain, on 21 October 1960 the head of
the censorship section confirmed that the Catalan version of the book was
permitted.® This text was the last indirect translation from Russian into Catalan
to be published, though it was revised and amended by the translator Arnau
Barios in 2014.

From the late 1960s to the late 1990s, Josep Maria Giiell translated twenty-
one titles into Catalan, by authors like Nina Berberova, Mikhail Bulgakov,
Gogol, Ivan Goncharov, Gorky, Boris Pasternak, Iurii Trifonov, and, of course,
Dostoevsky, amongst others.®” Giiell is one of the most prolific translators
from Russian both into Catalan and Spanish. He combined a fondness for the
Russian language with his own literary activity as an expression of his personal
rebellion against Franco’s dictatorship, and as an act of Catalan patriotism.*
Giell translated into Catalan Dostoevsky’s The Idiot (Idiot, 1869; L'idiota, 1982)
for Edicions 62, The Possessed (Besy, 1872; Dimonis, 1987) for Edhasa publishing
house and The Adolescent (Podrostok, 1875; L'adolescent, 1998) for Proa. In 1972, an

78 Joan Sales i Valles (1912-83), writer, translator, and publisher, one of the renowned
figures of the Catalan literary milieu under the Franco dictatorship. After fighting
on the Republic side, Sales had to go into exile (France, the Dominican Republic
and Mexico). Once he had returned to Catalonia in late 1940s, he founded Club
Editor publishing house, where The Brothers Karamazov was to appear.

79 Cansinos Assens’s translation was first published in 1935; its fifth edition appeared
in 1953. Ivan Garcia Sala, ‘Algunes observacions en I'analisi comparativa d’Els
Germans Karamazov de Joan Sales’, in La traduccié i el mon editorial de postguerra, ed.
by Silvia Coll-Vinent, Cornelia Eisner, and Enric Gallén (Lleida: Punctum, 2011),
pp- 39-53 (pp. 40-1).

80 Lara Estany Freire, ‘La censura franquista i la traducci6 catalana de narrativa als
anys seixanta” (unpublished doctoral thesis, Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona,
2019), p. 112.

81 Figuerola, Andreu Nin, p. 245.

82 Xeénia Dyakonova and José Mateo, ‘El personatge obscé. Visita retrospectiva
als traductors de la prosa russa al catala’, Revista del Collegi Oficial de Doctors i
Llicenciats en Filosofia i Lletres i en Ciéncies de Catalunya, 2011, 63-80 (p. 76).
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allegedly direct translation of White Nights (Belye nochi, 1848; Les nits blanques)
by Francesc Pages appeared for Editorial Selecta, together with a new version
of The Landlady (Khoziaika, 1847; La dispesera).®®> Additional research is needed
to clarify further details about the translator and the translation itself. In 1984,
Laertes published Monika Zgustova’s first Catalan version of A Little Hero
(Malen’kii geroi, 1849; El petit heroi).

The Current Stage: 2000-present

In recent decades, the emergence of several independent Catalan-language
publishers, as well as the programme of grants initiated by the Russian Institute
for Literary Translation (Institut Perevoda) has established a new framework
for the translation of both classic and contemporary Russian authors into
Catalan. Moreover, the celebration of the bicentenary of Dostoevsky’s birth in
2021 marked a milestone in the history of Catalan versions of his books. Many
of the bicentenary translators are former students of Ricard San Vicente and
Helena Vidal, two prominent figures within Russian studies in Catalonia; they
co-founded the department of Slavic Studies at the University of Barcelona in the
early 1990s. All of these factors have contributed to the creation of an ecosystem
favourable to cultural interchange between Russia and Catalonia.

In this recent period, two translations of Nofes from Underground (Zapiski
iz podpol’ia, 1864) have been published: Apunts del subsol, by Miquel Cabal
Guarro in 2002 for Llibres de I'Index (revised in 2021 for Angle Editorial), and
Memories del subsol, by Raquel Ribé in 2004 for Destino. A theatrical adaptation
by Carlota Subirés of Ricard Altés’s translation of White Nights (Belye nochi, 1848;
Nits blanques, 2002) was staged at the Teatre Lliure in 2003. A translation of The
Gambler (Igrok, 1867; El jugador) by Reyes Garcia Burdeus and Teresa Camaries
appeared in 2006 for 3i4 Edicions. In 2008, Arola Editors published a translation
of The Grand Inquisitor (Velikii inkvizitor, 1879; EI gran inquisidor) by Anna Soler
Horta and Nina Avrova. The selection The Crocodile and Other Stories (EI cocodril i
altres narracions) was elected, edited, and translated by Margarida Ponsati-Murla
in 2010 for Accent Editorial.* The masterpiece Notes from the House of the Dead
(Zapiski iz mértvogo doma, 1862; Memories de la casa morta) was translated into
Catalan by Jaume Creus in 2011 for Adesiara. In 2015, Angle Editorial published

83 Editorial Selecta was founded in 1946; it was one of the first publishing houses
permitted to print books in Catalan after the Spanish Civil War, including both
translations and titles written originally in Catalan.

84  This volume includes ‘A Nasty Story” (‘Skvernii anekdot’, 1862; “Un episodi
vergony6s’), ‘Bobok’ (‘Bobok’, 1873; ‘Bobok’), ‘Another Man’s Wife and a
Husband Under the Bed” (‘Chuzhaia zhena i muzh pod krovat’iu’, 1848; ‘L'esposa
d’un altre i el marit sota el llit"), and “The Crocodile” (“Krokodil’, 1865; ‘El
cocodril’).
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a new version of White Nights (Belye nochi, 1848; Les nits blanques) in my own
translation.

In the year of the bicentenary of Dostoevsky’s birth (2021), the following
translations were issued: the compilation The Dream of a Ridiculous Man (EI
somni d'un home ridicul) by Marta Nin (a distant relative of Andreu Nin) for
Comanegra,® a translation of The Double (Dvoinik, 1846; El doble) by Xénia
Dyakonova for Quid Pro Quo, a new translation of Crime and Punishment
(Prestuplenie i nakazanie, 1866; Crim i castig) for Bernat Metge,* a translation of
A Gentle Creature (Krotkaia, 1876; Manyaga) for Angle Editorial as well as the
first Catalan version of Poor People (Bednye liudi, 1846; Pobres) for Cal Carré, all
of them my own. In 2022, theatrical adaptations of my versions of Crime and
Punishment and A Gentle Creature were staged.*” Finally, in 2023 my translation
of Summer Notes on Winter Impressions (Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechiatleniiakh,
1863; Notes d’hivern sobre impressions d’estiu) was published by Angle Editorial
and a first volume of Dostoevsky’s selected letters (Letters 1838-1867; Cartes
1838-1867) was published by Edicions del Crater.

Conclusion

Fedor Dostoevsky entered the Catalan literary scene on the back of aesthetic
trends that arrived from France and Germany in the last decades of the
nineteenth century. At that time, translations were in French and, to a much
lesser extent, German, with the very first Catalan versions of Dostoevsky’s
works were apparently translated from German. Even after the 1917 Russian
Revolution, translations from Russian were mostly indirect and translators still
preferred to use French pivot versions. When the first direct translations of
Dostoevsky’s works were published in 1929 (Crime and Punishment by Nin and
The Eternal Husband by Payarols), the notion arose that Dostoevsky’s style was
crucial and needed to be preserved in any translation. In the years that followed,

85 This volume includes Novel in Nine Letters (Roman v deviati pis'makh, 1847; Una
novel-la en nou cartes), ‘A Weak Heart’ (“‘Slaboe serdtse’, 1848; “Un cor debil’),

‘An Honest Thief” (‘Chestnii vor’, 1848; ‘Un lladre honest’), ‘A Gentle Creature’
(‘Krotkaia’, 1876; ‘Una noia docil’), and “The Dream of a Ridiculous Man’ (‘Son
smeshnogo cheloveka’, 1877; ‘El somni d"un home ridicul”).

86 My translation of Crime and Punishment into Catalan was awarded the 2021
Barcelona City Prize for Translation, hugely increasing the book’s visibility. It has
proven to be a long-standing bestseller, and has made a major contribution to the
revival of all Dostoevsky’s works.

87  Crim i castig (Crime and Punishment), adapted and directed by Pau Carri6, was
staged in Barcelona at Teatre Lliure from 23 February 2022 to 3 April 2022; Orgull
(Pride), adapted from Manyaga (A Gentle Creature) by Andreu Benito, Ramon Vila
and Oriol Broggi, and directed by Oriol Broggi, was staged in Barcelona at Teatre
la Biblioteca from 13 October 2022 to 13 November 2022.
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only one more indirect translation appeared: Joan Sales’s version of The Brothers
Karamazov in 1961.

Since then, many of Dostoevsky’s works have been rendered into Catalan,
but some outstanding issues remain: while there are three direct translations of
White Nights, two of Notes from Underground, and two of Crime and Punishment,
it is still impossible to read a direct translation of The Brothers Karamazov, for
example. Similarly, there is still no Catalan version of The Humiliated and Insulted
(Unizhennye i oskorblennye, 1861) or of Netochka Nezvanova (1849), to name just
a few of his well-known works. It would also be of special interest to translate
both the fiction and non-fiction material contained in the different volumes of
A Writer’s Diary (Dnevnik pisatelia, 1873-81), since these texts would be both
philologically and philosophically relevant to current Dostoevskian debates.
The second and final volume of Dostoevsky’s selected letters will be published
in 2024-25, in my own translation.

In the near future, I hope to publish further research on the following topics:
the reasons and circumstances behind the cancellation of Poor Folk in 1934; the
original text for the theatrical version of Crime and Punishment in 1936; the life
and times of the translator Francesc Pages; and, last but certainly not least, an
in-depth analysis of the source texts for the first Dostoevsky translations into
Catalan (The Landlady and An Honest Thief), along with some biographical details
about their translator, Juli Gay. Finally, in the context of the project on “Francoist
Censorship and Russian Literature (1936-1966)’, I expect to develop a new
research angle on the different levels of censorship that afflicted Dostoevsky’s
translations in Catalonia until 1966.
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Russian Literature in Estonia between
1918 and 1940 with Special Reference
to Dostoevsky?

Anne Lange and Aile Moldre

Translation is “a cultural practice interacting with other practices in a historical
continuum”.? This definition by Theo Hermans foregrounds the need to
understand translation as a social phenomenon dependent on its cultural and
political environment, in both synchronic and diachronic perspectives. Our
study of translations of Russian literature in Estonia between the two world wars
originates from this premise.

Since Estonia had been part of Imperial Russia and therefore subject to its policy
of Russification, Estonian intellectuals of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries received schooling in Estonia only in the Russian language. This period
of Russification in Estonia has been conditionally defined as lasting from the
second half of the 1880s until 1905.° It was aimed at unifying the Russian Empire
and standardising administration, while also ending the autonomy of the Baltic
provinces, which derived from the privileges of the Baltic-German nobility.
Historian Toivo U. Raun has distinguished between administrative (e.g. judicial
or police reforms) and cultural (linguistic, educational, or religious) changes.

1 The research for this chapter was supported by an Estonian Research Council
Grant held by Prof. Daniele Monticelli at Tallinn University (‘“Translation in
History, Estonia 1850-2010: Texts, Agents, Institutions and Practices’ (grant no.
PRG 1206), https://translationinhistory.tlu.ee/en/people/.

2 Theo Hermans, Translation in Systems. Descriptive and System-oriented Theories
Explained (Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing, 1999), p. 118.

3 EaJansen, ‘Aleksander III venestusreformid ja Eesti avalikkus’ [‘Russifying
Reforms of Alexander III and the Estonian Public Opinion’], Acta Historica
Tallinnensia, 3 (1999), 39-65 (p. 39).
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Russification led to the introduction of Russian as the language of administration
at all but the lowest levels and as the language of education at all levels, from
primary schools to the University of Tartu, by the end of the nineteenth century.*
Estonian-language private schools and elementary education were allowed only
after the 1905 Revolution in Russia. While, before Russification, few Estonian
intellectuals were Russophone, afterwards the Russian language was widely
used, enabling Estonians to study in Russian universities, primarily in St
Petersburg. Studying abroad fostered interest in Russian culture and stimulated
translation from Russian.

After Estonia became an independent state in 1918, Estonian became the
official state language. It was now used at all levels of the educational system.
According to the 1934 law on public secondary schools, English, German,
French, and Russian were taught as foreign languages. Secondary school
students were supposed to learn two foreign languages.®* While in the 1920s,
German was usually the first foreign language of choice, secondary school
language policy changed over the years and on 27 November 1936, English
was decreed the first foreign language in secondary schools.® The Russian
language, as an elective subject, held a rather marginal position. The 1934
census demonstrated that 17.5% of the 1,126,413 residents of Estonia knew the
Russian language. This figure included ethnic Russians living in Estonia (8.1%
of the total population).” Thus translations from Russian were needed because
“the language of its masterpieces is not understood or not understood in its
details”.® Russian literature remained available in the original, as the contents
of the public libraries of Tartu, the university town of Estonia, show. Even in
1939, after twenty years of national independence with Estonian as the state
language, 43.4% of its literature was in Russian. The situation was different
elsewhere: in Tallinn, the share of Russophone literature was only 23.5%, and in
Paide, a small town in central Estonia, it was 2.3%.° The average percentage of

4 Toivo U. Raun, ‘Part Four: The Estonians’, in Russification in the Baltic Provinces and
Finland, 1855-1914, ed. by Edward C. Thaden (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1981), pp. 287-356.

5  ‘Keskkoolide seadus’ ["Law of Public Secondary Schools’], in Eesti rahvahariduse ja
kultuuriala korraldus [ Organisation of Estonian Public Education and Culture], ed. by
Aleksander Kurvits (Tallinn: Riigi Triikikoja Triikk ja Kirjastus, 1938), pp. 105-11.

6  Riigi Teataja [ State Gazette], 98 (1936), p. 2078.

7 Kadri Koreinik and Ténu Tender, ‘Eesti keeltest rahvaloendustel’ ["Languages of
Estonia in Censuses’], Emakeele Seltsi aastaraamat, 59 (2013), 77-102 (p. 86), http://
do0i:10.3176/esa59.04.

8  August Annist, ‘Meie iseseisvusaegne tolkeklassika ja Eesti Kirjanduse Selts’
[‘Translations of Canonical Texts in our Years of Independence’], Eesti Kirjandus,
5 (1939), 198-221 (p. 199). All translations from non-English sources, including
Tammsaare’s fiction, are by the present authors unless otherwise indicated.

9  Aliide Tuisk, ‘Avalikud raamatukogud’ [“Public Libraries’], in Eesti Statistika.
Recueil mensuel du Bureau Central de Statistique de I'Estonie, 221:4 (1940), 161-66 (p.
162).
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literature in Russian in Estonian public libraries was 23.5% in towns and 4.0% in
the countryside, where 95.1% of literature was in Estonian.™

This chapter will begin with a survey of translations of Russian literature made
between 1918 and 1940. Our focus is on translations published as separate books. We
will then discuss the impact of Fedor Dostoevsky on the poetics of Anton Hansen
Tammsaare, a major Estonian prose author of the first half of the twentieth century
and a translator of Dostoevsky. We view Tammsaare as an author and translator
working in the interculture of his own artistic endeavours," besides those authors
he read and translated, who in turn influenced his own novels.

Translations of Russian Literature in 1918-40

The establishment of the independent Republic of Estonia in 1918 was followed
by the War of Independence (1918-20), in which Estonians resisted invasion by
Soviet Russia. The book market was empty after the war, creating a great need
for diverse types of publication. Thus, state legislation and a financial support
system from public funds set the preconditions for publishing activities. Many
private publishing firms were established, and title production increased
considerably. Although economic crises, especially the Great Crash of 1929,
had a temporary negative impact on the publishing industry, annual growth
continued throughout the period. Output increased from 658 titles in 1920 to
1660 titles in 1939."* This increase ensured a constant influx of new texts and
re-prints. Adaptation to market fluctuations led to a decrease in print runs (that
is, the number of copies of a book printed at one time) and a shift in the selection
of texts for publishing. Smaller print runs increased printing costs and the
nominal prices of books, which, in turn, also reduced the number of purchases.
This effect can also be seen in the dynamics of publishing translations of literary
fiction for adults. During the short, local economic crisis in the early 1920s, the
number of translations decreased from ninety-five titles in 1924 to fifty-six in
1925. The publishing of translations quickly recovered, reaching 148 titles in
1929. Yet another economic crisis at the beginning of the 1930s led to a decline
(seventy titles in 1933), followed by an increase during the economically stable
second half of the 1930s when the number of translations increased to 140
titles in 1936." Translation publishing was also affected by Estonia’s signature
of the Berne Convention in 1927, which complicated the process for obtaining

10  Tuisk, ‘Avalikud raamatukogud’, p. 163.

11  Anthony Pym, Method in Translation History (Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing,
1998), pp. 177-92.

12 Eestikeelne raamat 1918—1940: Eesti retrospektiivne rahvusbibliograafia [ Estonian Book
1918-1940: Estonian Retrospective National Bibliography], ed. by Anne Ainz and Leili
Tenno, 4 vols (Tallinn: Eesti Rahvusraamatukogu, 2012-13), I (2012), p. 102.

13 Aile Méldre, ‘Ilukirjanduse télked 20. sajandi esimese poole Eesti ja Soome
raamatutoodangus (1900-1940)" [‘Translations of Belles-Lettres in the Book
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translation licences; new royalty requirements could be challenging for smaller
publishers.

In 1918-40, translations of literary fiction (excluding books for children)
from the Russian language ranked fourth by number of titles (136), coming
after translations from English (570), German (465) and French (199).** The
publication of translations from Russian had been increasing in Estonia since the
1880s. In view of the predominantly peasant readership, preference was initially
given to translations of folktales and a limited selection of works by canonical
writers.”® In the early twentieth century, attention turned to contemporary
authors, such as Anton Chekhov, Maksim Gorky, and especially Lev Tolstoy.
Although the aesthetic programme of the influential Young Estonia literary
movement, established in 1905 with the aim of modernising Estonian culture,
focused first and foremost on the French, Scandinavian, and Italian literatures,
its members took an interest in new trends within Russian literature—primarily
Symbolism—as national borders do not determine literature.’® In the first
decades of the twentieth century, these translations were not published as
separate books but in collections or periodicals. For example, short stories by
Fedor Sologub and Valerii Briusov were included in the collection of translations
Selected Pages (Valitud lehekiiljed, 1912) by Friedebert Tuglas (1886-1971), one of
the leaders of the Young Estonia movement. Translation of Symbolist authors
was part of the Europeanising characteristic of Estonian literary development in
the early twentieth century.”

The Republic of Estonia’s relationship with Russian culture was ambivalent.
On the one hand, the Russification experienced in tsarist Russia and the
fight against the Bolsheviks during the War of Independence had provoked
animosity towards anything originating in Russia. On the other hand, the
Estonian intelligentsia, educated through the Russian language and often in
Russian universities, was curious about the development of Russian literature
and culture. The writer and translator Johannes Semper (1892-1970) argued in
a 1922 article that, following independence, Estonian observers could compare
and assess different cultural phenomena more neutrally. Estonia’s position

Production of Estonia and Finland during the first half of the 20th Century
(1900-1940)"], Methis, 9-10 (2012), 88-103 (p. 96).

14 The figures are calculated based on the Estonian national bibliography database
ERB, available at: https://www.ester.ee/search~S595*est. In 1940, only books issued
by the publishers from the independent Republic of Estonia during the first half of
the year are included in the statistics.

15  Sergei Issakov, Arhiivide peidikuist [ From the Caches of Archives] (Tallinn: Eesti
Raamat, 1983), pp. 274-75.

16 Pascale Casanova, ‘Literature as a World’, New Left Review, 31 (2005), 71-90.

17 Lea Pild, ‘Kiisimus “vene mojust” Friedebert Tuglase artiklis “Valeri Brjussov”’
[‘The Question of Russian Influence on Friedebert Tuglas’ article “Valeri
Brjussov”’], Methis, 1-2 (2008), 178-85 (p. 183), https://doi.org/10.7592 /methis.
v1i1-2.482.
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between Europe and Russia obliges the nation to take an interest in successive
Russian cultural trends.'® The social context of translation has been discussed by
Johan Heilbron and Gisele Sapiro, who distinguish between political, economic,
and cultural dynamics that affect the relations of exchange. Translation activity
is dependent on the space of reception and social demand, as shaped by relevant
intermediaries.’” The Estonian case demonstrates the relative autonomy of
cultural exchange from political factors, facilitated by various intermediary
agents and readers’” demand for Russian literature. Literary translations from
Russian steadily began to appear. As a rule, the number of Russian titles issued
per year corresponded to the total output of translated literary fiction, relative
to the economic situation. For example, only one fiction book translated from
Russian was published between 1933 and 1935, compared to thirteen such titles
in 1939.

By examining the genres and authors published in translation, we can
distinguish between literary trends in the 1920s and 1930s. Translations of
plays accounted for more than half (57%) of all translations from Russian
during the 1920s. The same applied to translations from German, but not so
much to translations from English, French, and other languages. Thus, plays
were primarily translated from historically dominant, familiar literatures. The
repertoire of professional theatres, however, was quite varied and not focused
solely on German or Russian plays. Theatrical activity thrived during this
period: besides the seven professional theatres in Estonia at the time, there
were also many amateur theatres. Numerous song and drama societies had
already been established during the rise of Estonian nationalism in the second
half of the nineteenth century and these activities increased during the years of
independence, when the number of amateur theatrical associations exceeded
300.% Plays were performed during social events organised by societies in
community centres and schools for the general public, often followed by dancing.
Therefore, comedies and farces dominated the choice of plays that were also
popular in professional theatres at that time. The most popular Russian author
was Arkadii Averchenko, five of whose comedies were published in Estonian
between 1918 and 1925. Plays were often translated by actors or directors, whose
translations could be rather dilettante. It was customary to publish the scripts
of plays performed in professional theatres, often as cheap mimeographed

18 J. Semper, ‘Vene tulevasest kultuurist’ [‘About the Future Culture of Russia’],
Kirjandus-kunst-teadus: ' Pievalehe” erileht, 23 March 1922, p. 97.

19 Johan Heilbron and Giseéle Sapiro, ‘Outline for a Sociology of Translation: Current
Issues and Future Prospects’, in Constructing a Sociology of Translation, ed. by
Michaela Wolf and Alexandra Fukari (Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: Walter
Benjamins, 2007), pp. 93-107.

20 Jaak Réhesoo, Eesti teater: iilevaateteos. 1, Uldareng: “Vanemuine”, “Estonia” [ Estonian
Theatre: Overview. 1, General Development: The Theatres “Vanemuine”, “Estonia” |
(Tallinn: Eesti Teatriliit, 2011), p. 219.
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reproductions, enabling performances to be staged all over the country and to
be read by wider audiences. The leading publisher specialising in plays was
T. Mutsu Theatrical Publishing House, which also issued translations from
Russian.

However, the list of drama translations was not confined to comedies.
For example, the dramatisation of Fedor Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment
(Prestuplenie i nakazanie, 1866) by J. A. Delier, translated by the poet and theatre
critic Artur Adson (1889-1977), was published by the Drama Theatre (Tallinn)
in 1921. Adson was a literary adviser to the Drama Theatre in the early 1920s.
He also translated Leonid Andreev’s symbolist drama The Life of Man (Zhizn’
cheloveka, 1906), published in Estonian in 1921 (re-printed in 1927). Comedies
by Nikolai Gogol were translated by writer Richard Kullerkupp. During the
1930s, audiences’ theatrical tastes changed, pivoting towards more serious
drama. Meanwhile, new works by Estonian authors superseded the abundance
of translated plays.

Prose translations were dominated by stories and novellas, although several
Russian novels were also issued during the 1920s. Among the authors translated
were Aleksandr Kuprin, Evgenii Chirikov, Mikhail Artsybashev, Ivan Bunin, and
other émigrés from Russia. The few publications from Soviet writers included
a collection of short stories by Panteleimon Romanov and Lev Gumilevskii’s
novel Dog Alley (Sobachii pereulok, 1926), both of which critiqued the supposed
extinction of moral values during the social upheaval in the Soviet Union in the
1920s. Both writers were well known in Soviet Russia in the 1920s and 1930s
but later condemned by official criticism and soon forgotten. They were not
canonical Soviet authors who created highly politicised texts in accordance with
the Communist Party line. The topic of moral conflict, different attitudes towards
love and family were also treated in Nikolai Nikitin’s novel The Crime of Kirik
Rudenko (Prestuplenie Kirika Rudenko, 1927), which was published in Estonian by
Loodus in 1933. Nikitin’s later fate was different; he adopted the official Soviet
line, receiving the Stalin Prize in 1951. Loodus also included works by Aleksei
Tolstoy, Aleksandr Neverov, and Lev Nikulin in their fiction series after the early
1930s.

Reviewing the collection of feuilletons published under the cover title
Agitator (Agitaator) by Mikhail Zoshchenko, issued in Estonian in 1928, the writer
and translator Oskar Truu stated that in addition to his interesting characters,
Zoshchenko'’s depictions of everyday life under Communist rule were politically
relevant to Estonian readers.?' Similarly, Russian emigrants read Soviet authors
not only for aesthetic pleasure, but out of curiosity, or for informative-cognitive
interest as the literary scholar Sergei Isakov put it.*? Russian émigré-run

21 O. Truu, ‘M. ZostSenko: Agitaator’ ['M. Zoshchenko: Agitator’], Eesti Kirjandus, 4
(1930), 200-01.

22 Sergei Isakov, Kul'tura russkoi emigratsii v Estonii 1918-1940: Stat'i. Ocherki.
Arkhivnye publikatsii [ The Culture of Russian Emigrants in Estonia in 1918-1940:
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publishing houses in Latvia (such as Literatura, Knizhnaia Lavka Pisatelei,
Zhizn’ i Kul'tura, and M. Didkovskii), in addition to those Latvian publishers
who issued books in Russian (e.g. Gramatu Draugs), provided some of the
channels through which Russian-language books reached Estonia. Zoshchenko,
Romanov, and Il'ia Ehrenburg were the most popular Soviet writers for Russian-
language publishers in Latvia, with the largest number of titles.” Their works
also attracted the attention of established Estonian publishers of literary fiction
like Loodus, Noor-Eesti, or Valik, who then commissioned translations into
Estonian.

Some works by Soviet Russian writers were translated and produced by
individuals who were interested in a particular author or subject. For example,
the poet Jaan Kurn was among the first translators of Vladimir Maiakovskii
in Estonia. The latter’s Futurist poems inspired Kurn's own literary output,
published under the pseudonym Ralf Rond. Kurn’s translations of Maiakovskii’s
poems were published as A Cloud in Trousers (Pilv piiksten, 1930), which included
mainly pre-revolutionary lyrics by the poet. Reviewing this collection for an
Estonian literary journal, the philologist Johannes Silvet criticised the quality of
the translation, but welcomed the publication of Maiakovskii in Estonian.*

After the 1920s, the distribution of Soviet literature and Soviet-approved
canonical Russian writings was organised by the All-Union Society for Cultural
Relations with Foreign Countries, whose representative joined the Soviet
Embassy in Estonia in 1927. Books and periodicals published in the Soviet
Union were delivered to various Estonian cultural organisations as well as to
several prominent intellectuals.”® As an authority from a Communist country,
its activities were politicised and ideological considerations left their mark
on cultural exchange. The society also organised trips for Estonian writers to
the Soviet Union; they brought back Soviet books, and published overviews
of trends in Soviet literature and their travel impressions in Estonian literary
journals. These imported books, however, did not stimulate translations of Soviet
literature. The poet Johannes Vares-Barbarus (1890-1946), known for his leftist
views, visited Moscow in 1928. In a letter to Johannes Semper, Vares-Barbarus
admits that even the most popular works were quite boring and unattractive
to readers, especially poetry “where I found very few eye-catching and heart-
healing lines”.?

Articles. Overviews. Archival Publications] (Tallinn: Aleksandra, 2011), p. 107.

23 Isakov, Kul'tura russkoi emigratsii v Estonii, p.110.

24 7J.Silvet, ‘V1. Majakovski. Pilv piiksten’ [“V1. Maiakovskii. A Cloud in Trousers’],
Eesti Kirjandus, 10 (1930), 490-92.

25 Karl Martinson, ‘Eesti kirjanike suhteid Noukogude Liiduga kahel séjaeelsel
aastakiimnel’ [‘The Contacts of Estonian Writers with the Soviet Union during the
Two Pre-War Decades’], Keel ja Kirjandus, 12 (1972), 731-42 (p. 734).

26 Jaak Valge, Punased. I. [The Reds] (Tallinn: Tallinna Ulikooli Eesti Demograafia
Instituut; Rahvusarhiiv, 2014), p. 278.
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Several Estonian organisations (libraries, museums, scientific organisations)
maintained direct contact with their Soviet counterparts and acquired Soviet
publications through exchange or purchase. Some publishers had business
contacts with the Estonian-language publishing houses that operated in the
Soviet Union, issuing books for the more than 154,000 Estonians resident there.
Although the trade focused on Estonian-language books, the Estonian publishers
were also interested in Russian-language publications.” Following the shift
to Socialist Realism during the 1930s, the monotonous new Soviet literature
created under conditions of strict censorship remained distant and alien to
Estonian readers. Thus, no such books can be found among the publications
of established publishers. However, some notable works of Socialist Realism
were issued by small, leftist publishing houses. For example, the publishing
house Soprus (Friendship), which issued publications by the Estonian Socialist
Workers” Party and its youth organisation, brought out Gorky’s novel Mother
(Mat’, 1906) in 1936. It was translated by the writer and youth organisation
leader Nigol Andresen; Gorky was one of his favourite authors. The text was
acquired through the All-Union Society for Cultural Relations with Foreign
Countries, and the Estonian print run of the book was significant (2000 copies),
distributed mainly among the working class via cultural and other societies
without the mediation of bookstores.?® Another example is the novel And Quiet
Flows the Don (Tikhii Don, 1928-32) by Mikhail Sholokhov, published in Estonian
in 1936-37. Both volumes were translated by August Koit and issued by the
publishing house Kalev; the latter had been founded in Tartu in 1936 by left-
wing students aiming to translate and publish Soviet literature.

However, from the end of the 1920s and especially during the second half
of the 1930s, the focus of translations of Russian literary fiction remained on
nineteenth-century classic authors. By that time, living standards in Estonia and
the level of education had risen, and readers’ preferences shifted to novels. In
order to study the wishes and expectations of its readership, Loodus conducted
a survey in 1928 among readers of its fiction series Looduse universaal-biblioteek
(LUB, 1927-31; Universal Library of Loodus). Just over two and a half thousand
respondents named more than 700 writers whose works they wished to see
included in the series. The five most popular authors were Knut Hamsun, Henrik
Ibsen, Jack London, Lev Tolstoy, and Fedor Dostoevsky. Other Russian authors
among the top forty were Maksim Gorky, Nikolai Gogol, and Ivan Turgenev.?
Thus, the results demonstrate Estonian readers” demand for Russian literature.

27  Aile Moldre and Tiiu Reimo, ‘Publishing Activities of Estonians in St. Petersburg
before the Second World War (1918-1937)’, Knygotyra, 50 (2008), 114-31 (pp.
124-26).

28 Nigol Andresen, ‘Maksim Gorki ja Eesti’ [‘Maksim Gorky and Estonia’], Looming,
8 (1961), 12, 1227-245 (p. 1241).

29 JXK.,“LUBi” ankeedi tulemustest’ ['Results of the LUB Survey’], Kirjanduslikke
Uudiseid, 19 (1928), 3, 6-8 (p. 6).
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These sought-after writers’” works were afterwards published in various
series by Loodus, as well as other literary publishers. The circle of published
canonical writers was not limited to the favourite authors of the survey
respondents, but also included Ivan Goncharov, Vladimir Korolenko, Anton
Chekhov, Mikhail Lermontov, and Aleksandr Pushkin. A selection of Pushkin’s
poetry (published as Valik luulet, or Selected Poems, by the Estonian Literary
Society in 1936) was compiled by the outstanding literary scholar Ants Oras
(1900-82), who also translated most of the poems included. This collection was
the only book of “classic” Russian poetry published in the period 1918-40. The
hundredth anniversary of Pushkin’s death in 1937 was widely celebrated in
Estonia both by Russian emigrants and Estonian cultural organisations, which
arranged lectures, exhibitions, festive meetings, concerts, and other events.

Publications of Russian literature, however, culminated with the Complete
Works (Kogutud teosed) of Dostoevsky in fifteen volumes, issued in 1939-40.
Dostoevsky appealed to Estonian readers while enjoying popularity in the West.
As literary scholar Lea Pild has stated, certain Russian classics were considered
part of the Western European literary canon in the translation culture of the
period. According to Iurii Lotman, introducing external cultural structures into
the world of a given culture assumes the existence of a common language. For
communication to occur, the receptive culture must ‘interiorise’ the image of
the exterior culture within its own world. This process is inevitably dialectical
and contradictory, with levels of meaning lost on both sides.*® Pild argues that
the modes of interiorisation of Russian classics gradually became established in
Estonia and associated with the latter’s ‘native’ heritage.”

This is in line with Maria Tymoczko’s proposal to enlarge the concept of
translation beyond its usage in ordinary speech (where it primarily means
interlingual translation, the reproduction of a text in another language), to
include the concept of transculturation.® The latter is broadly defined as the
transmission of cultural characteristics from one cultural group to another,
encompassing the spread of literary systems that are integrated with previous
practices. The poetics of writing have always changed, everywhere, under the
influence of texts written in another language. The world republic of letters (to
use Pascale Casanova’s formulation) enters into relation with national practices,
since literature does not recognise the “political and linguistic boundaries

30 lurii Lotman, Culture, Memory and History: Essays in Cultural Semiotics, ed.
by Marek Tamm, trans. by Brian James Baer (Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2019), pp. 76-77.

31 Lea Pild, ‘Télkimine kui interioriseerimine: Friedebert Tuglas Aleksei Tolstoi
romaani “Peeter Esimene” tolkijana’ [ “Translation as Interiorization: Friedebert
Tuglas as Translator of the Novel Peter the First by Aleksei Tolstoy’], Tolkija Hiil, 6
(2018), 136-48 (p. 136).

32 Maria Tymoczko, Enlarging Translation, Empowering Translators (Manchester and
Kinderhook, NY: St. Jerome Publishing, 2007; repr. 2010, 2014), pp. 107-39.
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of nations”.® One author’s technique ramifies and becomes a performative
part of another’s repertoire, ‘transculturated” to the extent that it ceases to be
perceived as alien. Verse metres, for example, whether learned from the original
or a translation, become integrated within various literary cultures without
having originated within them. Translation, understood as transculturation, is
instrumental in shaping the receiving culture.

Tammsaare and Dostoevsky: Direct References

Transculturation is particularly relevant to the poetics of Fedor Dostoevsky in the
work of Anton Hansen Tammsaare (1878-1940), who has always acknowledged
the influence of Dostoevsky on his imaginary landscape. Born into a peasant
family in central Estonia, Tammsaare attended local parish schools, then a
private secondary school in Tartu, and later Tartu University, where he studied
law. In 1911, he began to suffer serious health problems; he also started writing
cultural criticism for Estonian periodicals while publishing his own fiction. From
1919, he was a professional writer. In 1928, interviewed on his fiftieth birthday,
Tammsaare admitted that Dostoevsky, with his “excruciating” psychology, had
convinced him that literature is capable of representing human realities beneath
their overt manifestation.* In 1934, after completing his iconic pentalogy Truth
and Justice (Tode ja 6igus, 1926-33), he expanded this statement in an interview
with Elsa Heporauta, a Finnish writer and journalist. Here he attributed
his decision to write a panoramic account based on the ideas that had both
motivated and hampered the Estonian people during the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries to his reading of Crime and Punishment (in Russian).
He had been a student at the time (1898-1903) at the private Hugo Treffner
School in Tartu (then known as Iurev). Reading the novel “depressed and
shocked me,” he told Heporauta. “I had never read a book like this before, and
our own literature, in comparison with it, seemed suddenly trivial—it seemed
so cold and careless about men and all living creatures.”*

The seeds for Tammsaare’s ambitious idea to encompass the mental
landscapes of his people took another quarter of a century to mature before
he began writing Truth and Justice. This fictional work had to be a pentalogy,
Tammsaare had decided long before, “because we have to fight with four forces:
land, God, society, and ourselves, and then comes surrender, resignation.”*

33 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by Malcolm DeBevoise
(London and Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004), p. xi.

34 Harald Tammer, ‘A.H. Tammsaare juubeli eel’ [“Before the Jubilee of A.H.
Tammsaare’], Pievaleht, 26 January 1928, p. 6.

35 Elsa Heporauta, ‘Huomattavinta eliméassani?’ [‘Of Importance in my Life?’],
Suomen Kuvalehti, 34 (1934), 1206-207.

36 Ibid., p. 1207.
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The New York Estonian émigré magazine Our Way (Meie Tee) summed up
Tammsaare’s synopsis of the pentalogy thus:

We begin like moles digging the earth and trusting in God. Gradually we
unbind ourselves from land and God, construct a sophisticated society
and, looking for personal happiness, build our houses even on sand or
between winds and water so that they collapse next moment. People
perish, cultures perish, and we begin again from land, trusting in God.*””

The stimulus to translate Dostoevsky came to Tammsaare in November 1922
when the Estonian Writers’ Union, acting with publisher Albert Org, announced
a competition for the translation of world literature. Tammsaare signed a contract
to translate Crime and Punishment by 1 July 1923. The translation was completed
on time and Tammsaare won the competition, but the publisher went bankrupt.
Only in 1929 was the manuscript issued by the Loodus publishing house, which
had bought the rights. The only contemporary review of Tammsaare’s translation
in an Estonian daily, by novelist Albert Kivikas (1898-1978), stated that Russian
literature had become remote from Estonian readers’ experience. Kivikas listed
three possible factors for this: boredom (since Russian had long been the main
compulsory language in schools); political developments in Soviet Russia; and/
or the then-fashionable cultural orientation towards Western literatures. The
reviewer added, however, that Dostoevsky’s novel, as “one of the most typical
and deepest examples of Russian literature” is of greater importance for younger
generations no longer exposed to Russification.®

Contemporary reviews are revealing sources for the context of translations.
Kivikas” words demonstrate that Tammsaare was translating in a milieu not
unanimously receptive of his work. Buthehad alwaysbeen writing and translating
against the tide, working not for the multitude but rather to advance artistic
consciousness independently of capricious commercial fashions. Tammsaare’s
1931 translation of Joseph Conrad’s Lord Jim (1900) had also received guarded
reviews, correctly predicting a limited readership. Yet Tammsaare, convinced
that “a book can save many a moment from transience”, used his introduction to
Lord Jim to urge readers towards authors who re-create the moral and emotional
atmosphere of a specific place and a time.* Tammsaare, a polymath who read
English, French, German, and Russian, effectively inhabited Casanova’s titular
“world republic of letters”. He wished “to patiently retie the threads that link
these two universes [the world and literature], which otherwise are condemned

37 Andres Pranspill, ‘Tammsaare “Tode ja 6igus”’ [“Tammsaare’s Truth and Justice'],
Meie Tee, 12 (1934), 5-6 (p. 5).

38 Albert Kivikas, ‘F.M. Dostojevski Kurit66 ja karistus’ [‘FE.M. Dostoevsky’s Crime
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Holm"’], Vaba Sona, 1 (1914), 3942 (p. 39).
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to exist in parallel without ever meeting each other”.** As the above-mentioned
readers’ survey by Loodus indicates, he was not alone in his quest; Estonian
audiences wanted more translations of Ibsen, Tolstoy, and Turgenev.

Many authors have been compared to Tammsaare (Shakespeare, Goethe,
Nietzsche, Oscar Wilde, Joseph Conrad, and Knut Hamsun, among others)
but Dostoevsky remains his preeminent influence. In 2014, Mihkel Mutt,
a contemporary Estonian cultural critic and novelist, published an article
entitled “Tammevsky and Dostosaare” examining the similarities between these
two writers.*! Both, he argues, wrote about a cross-section of their respective
societies with emphasis on the middle classes; their narratives share common
motifs, which Tammsaare had gained from reading Dostoevsky. For example, in
Tammsaare’s 1917 story ‘Shades’ (‘Varjundid’), a character (significantly called
Sonia, like Crime and Punishment’s Sonia Marmeladova) reads Dostoevsky’s The
Insulted and the Injured. As Sonia is dying of tuberculosis, she admits that she
should not read a depressing text like this, “but—I want to [...] A few pages here
or there—I have read it before—and I am already intoxicated”.* There are also
thematic parallels with Dostoevsky in Tammsaare’s Truth and Justice: Tiina, a
character who arrives in the second volume of the pentalogy, is crippled like Liza
Khokhlakova in The Brothers Karamazov (Brat'ia Karamazovy, 1881). Thanks to an
apparent miracle, she stands on her feet. There are further parallels between
Tiina and Crime and Punishment’s Sonia, who share a deep and innocent faith in
God, Christ, and angels. Yet another analogy: a major character in Tammsaare’s
pentalogy has a troubled daydream about the eyes of abeaten dog, just as the eyes
of a beaten horse trouble Raskolnikov in his dream. Although these references
to Dostoevsky are overt, all Tammsaare’s sentences are undeniably his own.
The recycling of Dostoevskian motifs does not impinge on Tammsaare’s stylistic
autonomy. Tammsaare must have perceived his own homage to Dostoevsky as
excessive, since he removed from his initial manuscript of Truth and Justice a
scene where Indrek Paas, the main hero of the second volume, reads Crime and
Punishment with a reaction similar to Sonia’s response to a different novel of
Dostoevsky in ‘Shades’. This deleted passage can be found in Tammsaare’s draft
manuscript, which is preserved at the Estonian Literary Museum in Tartu.

The Weltanschauungs of Dostoevsky and Tammsaare are still not easily
compatible. “Even a great mind of worldwide significance like Dostoevsky
becomes boring when he starts advocating his only remedy that can redeem us,
and forgets to depict, to create”, Tammsaare wrote in 1914.* His admiration for
Dostoevsky was limited to the latter’s poetic devices; he distanced himself from

40 Casanova, World Republic, p. 348.

41 Mihkel Mutt, “Tamjevski ja Dostosaare’. https://www.looming.ee/artiklid/
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the Russian author’s religious and nationalist views.* “History has shown that
the human race is somehow or other progressing in every sphere”, Tammsaare
stated in 1906.* His own optimistic convictions did not prevent his characters
from struggling with highly Dostoevskian questions about the presence of God,
or their nation’s destiny. However, being born into similar circumstances and
equivalent milieus, Dostoevsky and Tammsaare both went on to experience
analogous psychological phenomena and social turmoil, which each writer
reflected through his characters. We will discuss this textual reflection of reality
in the next section.

Dostoevsky and Tammsaare: Poetic Similarities

Since he translated Crime and Punishment in 1923 before beginning Truth and
Justice in 1925, Tammsaare was well versed in Dostoevsky’s literary devices,
including that “completely new type of artistic thinking” which Bakhtin
called polyphony.* This multi-voiced metaphor of composition is also apt for
describing Tammsaare’s poetics, although the latter could not possibly have
encountered Bakhtin’s ideas, nor did he later read the initial 1929 version of
Bakhtin’s essay on Dostoevsky.*” Tammsaare distilled his own literary technique
from reading and translating Dostoevsky.

When reading Dostoevsky and Tammsaare side by side, one is struck by
the carnivalisation of dialogue in their novels. Complete strangers with vastly
different social backgrounds engage in lengthy conversations to clarify their
understandings of prevalent discourses, often conflicting with conventional
hierarchies. These conversations relativise established mental and behavioural
patterns by bringing together ideas from various spheres of life, relevant for each
character at that moment in the plot. Dostoevsky’s characters inhabit an eccentric
and elevated atmosphere of scandal: “Dostoevsky takes much dramatic licence,
employing chance encounters and messengers, eavesdropping, and accelerated
action”.*® The wild party in the cellar flat of a caretaker in the second volume of
Tammsaare’s Truth and Justice, where people come together “by pure chance”
is no different: there are seamstresses, shop-assistants, students from a nearby

44 Ilmar Vene, “Tammsaare ja Dostojevski. Maailmapiltide kérvutus’ [“Tammsaare
and Dostoevsky. Comparison of their Weltanscahuungs’], Keel ja Kirjandus, 5
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46 Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, ed. and trans. by Caryl Emerson
(Minneapolis, MN and London: University of Minnesota Press, 1984; repr. 1999),
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47  For this information we are indebted to Maarja Vaino, a leading Tammsaare
scholar, who is also the director of the A. H. Tammsaare Museum in Tallinn.

48  Victor Terras, A History of Russian Literature (New Haven, CT and London: Yale
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private school, and its headmaster, too. The narrator of the novel comments:
“[A] human being is sometimes like a thunderstorm: it is coming and coming
to flood us, and we all wonder from where it is coming, and then it turns aside
for some reason and there is no rain anymore even if we need it, no rain at all.
Why? No one knows”.#

The characters in the private school (in Truth and Justice) where most of the
action takes place include people who have moved to Estonia from elsewhere
in tsarist Russia. They spend their time in an inebriated atmosphere outside the
confines of ordinary life. The discussions between two teachers at the school
(Voitinskii, a Pole, and Slopashev, a Russian) verge on bathos as they debate
profound questions over vodka: “But when we all are eternal, me, you, Goethe,
Schiller, Gogol, Pushkin, well, if the two of us, these two creatures of God, the
dogs of God, are eternal like God himself, why should we then believe in God
and his angels, and why couldn’t God and his angels believe in us?”* The most
carnivalesque character in the novel is Maurus, the private school’s Estonian
headmaster. He, like Porfirii Petrovich from Crime and Punishment, cannot stand
still; he runs up and down the classroom, talking and gesticulating constantly.
His thoughts jump hectically from one subject to another; he goes off on tangents
when speaking to his students and staff: “A young man must be always polite,
always deferential,” he tells Indrek, the protagonist of the novel, at their first
meeting:

Therefore always—Herr Headmaster, Herr Maurus, Herr Lehrer. In Herr
Maurus’s house everyone is polite, Herr Maurus has a polite house. But
wait, wait! Where can we put you to bed? Where can we find you a room?
Yes, polite, deferential. Latin and politeness, these two govern the house
of Herr Maurus. Latin! Romans loved space; they loved a lot of space.
Herr Maurus is teaching Latin, but he has not so much space as a Roman
had.”

This is as erratic as Porfirii Petrovich’s discourse in Crime and Punishment.
For example, having asked Raskolnikov to pardon him his pedestrian habits
(Part 4, Chapter 5), Porfirii Petrovich adds: “I suffer from my sedentary life...
I always intend to join a gymnasium; they say that officials of all ranks, even

49 A H. Tammsaare, Tode ja 6igus. 1I jagu [ Truth and Justice. Part 2] (Tartu: Noor-Eesti
Kirjastus, 1929), p. 415. We will use this volume for our examples in order not to
introduce too many unfamiliar storylines, and because its action takes place in a
city and at a time when Estonia was still part of tsarist Russia, and thus closest to
Dostoevsky’s settings.

50 Tammsaare, Tdde ja digus, p. 144.

51 Ibid., p. 28.
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Privy Councillors, may be seen skipping gaily there; there you have it, modern
science... yes, yes ...”*

Maurus, who established his private school to offer Estonian boys secondary
education (in Russian, the only possible language of instruction under
Russification), is well aware that he is “living in a foreign country, living in
Germany that is situated in Russia [ ...] speaking a foreign language because [he
does not] have a language that [he] can use”.” The German teacher’s description
in the novel of life under Russification for Estonians living in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries aptly expresses the atmosphere that Tammsaare
is trying to capture. As mentioned above, Maurus is depicted mostly through
his conversation, always addressed to others, reacting randomly to momentary
ideas. “Herr Maurus does not want to become famous for having killed God”,
he says in the novel after Indrek publishes a blasphemous pamphlet, renouncing
God. Maurus expels Indrek from his school:

[... B]ecause he knows that he cannot resist God. Herr Maurus is old,
he knows. But [Indrek] Paas is tall and dumb like a rock, he does not
know. He trusts his height like the Philistine giant who was slaughtered
by little David. Herr Maurus knows: God will tell the inspector, the
inspector the director, the director the curator, the curator the minister,
and the minister the tsar that He will be killed. And then the tsar tells
the minister, the minister the police and the gendarmes that gods are
being slaughtered at Herr Maurus’s. Tell me now, can old Maurus fight
the tsar and his police and gendarmes! Can he fight the lightning and
angels of God once they come? Therefore, the tall Paas with his fame
must go. Go and live where there is neither tsar nor faith. Go to France
with its president and revolution. Go there. But Herr Maurus will stay
in Russia, under the generous wings of the Russian eagle, because an
Estonian loves his tsar and his eagle.>*

Tammsaare’s characters are not spokespersons for their author; in keeping with
Bakhtinian polyphony, they possess their own words and voices, often dissonant
from their author’s. The consciousness of his characters is presented as remote
from Tammsaare’s; they encounter each other at events where they interact but
remain emotionally and intellectually separate.

Maurus’s student Indrek Paas undergoes several important influences:
discussing Darwin, Nietzsche, and Marxism with his fellow students, a life-
changing lesson on cosmography, and, most decisively, the death of the girl
he loves. He subsequently shares his belief in the death of God in the school

52 Fedor Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, trans. by Constance Garnett. https://
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newspaper Truth. He is then expelled from school by Maurus. Indrek sits on
his suitcase in the street until Mrs Vaarmann, the caretaker, invites him into
her cellar flat. Indrek explains to her the reasons for his expulsion, which her
daughter, the crippled Tiina, overhears. Tiina, waiting for God’s angels to heal
her, breaks down in despair, and Indrek, realising the effect of his words on the
girl, retracts them. He tells Tiina that she will get well, because God is living and
will send his angels to cure her. At this point Tiina stands up and takes her first
steps. The apparent miracle juxtaposes Indrek’s newly adopted credo with the
need to show compassion to the little girl. Thus, abstract dialectics fade from
Indrek’s consciousness because of his interaction with another mind, albeit one
he barely understands:

Indrek had renounced everything but now he was kneeling on the
floor as if he were bowing down before the one whom he had recently
renounced. But there was one thing he felt good about: he had conquered
himself because of the crying little child. He forgot his own sorrow and
pain; he gave up the truth born out of the blood of his heart to console the
miserable and unhappy girl. What else could he have done? Even God
could not do much more if he were there.®

Maurus’s school accepts students and instructors regardless of age or nationality
because not many Estonians can pay the fees. The school includes Russians,
Germans, Poles, and Jews alongside Estonians; therefore, the multiple voices
crowding Tammsaare’s dialogues may appear chaotic. Only in the light of his
artistic endeavour can one “begin to understand the profound organic cohesion,
consistency, and wholeness” of his poetics—as might be said of Dostoevsky.*
Tammsaare was not aiming to create generic character archetypes, but rather
reactive personalities sensitive to both mental and social events. The extradiegetic
narrator of Truth and Justice does not describe the characters from his own
monologic point of view; instead, his imagination fosters dialogic interaction
between numerous consciousnesses. This quotation from Bakhtin about
Dostoevsky’s poetics is equally applicable to Tammsaare: “The consciousnesses
of other people cannot be perceived, analysed, defined as objects or things—one
can only relate to them dialogically. To think about them means to talk with them;
otherwise they immediately turn to us their objectivized side: they fall silent, close up,
and congeal into finished, objectivized images” [original italics].” Tammsaare
neither affirms nor denies the contradictory opinions of his characters; he simply
integrates them into his narrative.®®

The third aspect of poetics shared by Tammsaare and Dostoevsky (besides
carnivalisation and polyphony) is their use of lexical repetition. ‘Suddenly’
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(vdrug) is the most commonly reiterated word in Crime and Punishment; it is
meticulously reproduced in Tammsaare’s translation. The Estonian equivalent
‘akki’ is also frequent in Truth and Justice, and its function is analogous: “dkki’
marks the seemingly unreasonable impulses of characters who suddenly realise
they should do something or suddenly feel something without saying a word;
“akki’ is the adverb of intuitive understanding that establishes the psychological
rhythm of the ideas that possess the characters.

A companion word to “dkki’ in Tammsaare’s novels is ‘aga’ (‘but’). It recurs
to such an extent that the critic Arne Merilai has called Tammsaare’s idiolect
“an epic but-mantra” that hypotactically structures not only Tammsaare’s
syntax but also his philosophy. His characters repeatedly undergo abrupt or
paradoxical insights or experiences that alter their previous decisions. Indrek,
attending the funeral of an Estonian national hero with his headmaster Maurus,
listening to the strange intonation of the pastor, and observing his always
voluble headmaster silently kneeling, suddenly feels a tenderness he cannot
explain.¥ Another example: on the journey home to his father’s farm for the
summer vacation, Indrek meets a neighbour his father has never tolerated, and
to whom he has never talked. Surprising himself, he suddenly greets the man
and has a conversation with him.® Intuitive reactions to events are of equal
importance in plot development for both Dostoevsky and Tammsaare, and are
often introduced by the adverb ‘suddenly’.

Tammsaare’s Translation of Crime and Punishment

Tammsaare’s translation of Crime and Punishment, first published in 1929, was
reissued in 1939, 1958, 1987, 2007, and 2020. The translation has stood the test
of time; no retranslation has yet been commissioned. Sensitive to the internal
rhythm of Dostoevsky’s text, Tammsaare’s translation preserves the original
arrangement of sentences and their rhythmic punctuation. In Tammsaare’s
version, form is as important as content because structural equivalence (linguistic
differences excluded) was the established norm of translation in Estonia during
the 1920s and 1930s. “In its essence, a piece of art is an organism that cannot be
divided,” Gustav Saar, an Estonian cultural critic, wrote.®® He continued:

Form in art is not the surface [...] but the sensual cover of animated ideas,
the visible part of mental activities, and its rules depend on its dynamic
relationship with the subject matter [...]. Destroying the outward form
cannot keep intact the inward one, the feel of life of the work, because the
content floods in only with the lava of the form.®
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Estonian translation practice during this period thus recoded the formal plane
of the source text as closely as possible, and since Estonian word order is flexible,
the syntax of other languages can be reproduced, resulting in texts with a barely
perceptible foreign intonation. Translators and editors at this time did not strive
for idiomatic and fluent Estonian, unlike now.

Comparing two Estonian translations of Dostoevsky’s The Brothers
Karamazov (Aita Kurfeldt’s 193940 version and Virve Krimm’s 2015-16 text),
we reach a similar conclusion: Kurfeldt “follows [ word-for-word] a Dostoevsky
phrase or his long syntactic construction, even preserving his word order.”®
This literalism, the same critic continues, is not a symptom of the translator’s
‘dilettantism” but can be viewed as her attempt to reproduce the “broken accent
of the narrator of The Brothers Karamazov.”* The same can be said of Tammsaare’s
translation of Crime and Punishment—its clumsy phrases do not violate the rules
of Estonian grammar per se. Instead, they draw attention to the incompleteness
and uncertainty of Dostoevsky’s fictional world. As the translation preserves
the conceptual poetics of Dostoevsky, there has been no need for retranslation.

Although Tammsaare’s text has never been replaced, it has been edited. The
1939 edition was not sent to him for revisions, even though Tammsaare was still
alive. Instead, it was edited by a proof-reader from Loodus who changed the
spellings of Russian names, in line with modified transliteration norms. The 1958
edition, which included redactions and notes based on the 1957 Soviet version of
the original with critical apparatus, replaced certain lexical items then perceived
as archaisms. Vello Tarnaste (1929-99), the editor of this edition, had himself
translated numerous books from Russian. The 1958 edition of Tammsaare’s
translation included a translation of a new afterword by the contemporary
Soviet critic Boris Riurikov. The lengthy paratext acknowledges the realistic
depiction of the life of humiliated classes in ruthless capitalist society but sees
Dostoevsky’s inability to believe in the revolutionary socialist ideas of his time
as “the greatest tragedy of his life”.® The readers of Crime and Punishment are
encouraged to distance themselves from the reactionary religious teaching
of the novel that is “alien to us, [...] the fighters, workers, builders [...] who
incessantly battle with the forces of the old world and build a bright future”.%

The 1987 edition updated Tammsaare’s lexis once again and expanded the
critical apparatus, now based on translations of notes from the 1970 Soviet

63 Lea Pild, ‘Jutustajateksti muutlikkus Fjodor Dostojevski romaani “Vennad
Karamazovid” eestikeelsetes tolgetes’ [‘Variations in the narration in the Estonian
translations of Fedor Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov'|, Methis. Studia
humaniora Estonica, 25 (2020), 68-94 (p. 70).

64 Ibid.

65 B. Rjurikov, ‘F. M. Dostojevskist ja tema romaanist “Kuritoo ja karistus”” [‘On EM.
Dostoevsky and his novel Crime and Punishment’], in Fjodor Dostojevski, Kuritié ja
karistus (Tallinn: Eesti Riiklik Kirjastus, 1958), pp. 560-82 (p. 563).

66 Ibid., p. 582.
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edition of Dostoevsky’s novel. This time the afterword, entitled ‘Love and
Mercy’, was penned by Peeter Torop, an Estonian Slavist scholar and Dostoevsky
specialist, then lecturing on Dostoevsky at Tartu University. The 2007 reprint
appeared in a series for classical novels from world literature; it reproduced
the 1958 redaction while omitting the redactions made in 1987, the notes, and
Riurikov’s afterword. The latest edition, in 2020, updated the vocabulary and
spelling again but refrained from tampering with the general style of the text
out of respect for Tammsaare’s poetics of translation, as the editor says in his
preface.” As we can see, every new edition of Tammsaare’s version of Crime
and Punishment has conformed to evolving contemporary usage of Estonian as
well as to Russian transliteration practices; editing was motivated by the wish
to add available paratexts so that Crime and Punishment could be used in schools
(where it is a compulsory part of the literature curriculum).

Mihkel Samartiiitel, a contemporary Estonian author, has carefully
compared Tammsaare’s original translation with the edited 1987 version in his
blog Lottery (Loterii). Acknowledging that languages do change within decades,
he concludes that “a publishing house could think of reissuing the old Crime and
Punishment, the examples given here leave an impression that the initial version
[of the translation] is more alive [...]. The [1987] redaction has impoverished
the language or perhaps centralized it? [...] The first translation is more poetic,
more sensitive; the later version more pedagogical and straightforward, seeking
clearer formulations”.%

Aare Pilv, a researcher, author, and translator who redacted the latest edition
of Tammsaare’s translation and collected information on previous editions for
his Acta nubis blog entry on Crime and Punishment, highlighted some lexical
changes in the 2020 text in personal correspondence with us, relevant to
Raskolnikov’s inner dialogue. In the penultimate paragraph of Chapter 7 (Part
6), Dostoevsky—and Tammsaare, following him—presented this as free indirect
speech (in both the first and third person).® Fearful of confusing readers, in later
editions these passages are in the first person. The mingled narrative technique
must have also perplexed Constance Garnett, whose translation is purely in
third-person free indirect speech (deictics in bold):

He fell to musing by what process it could come to pass, that he could be
humbled before all of them, indiscriminately—humbled by conviction.
And yet why not? It must be so. Would not twenty years of continual

67 Aare Pilv, ‘Redigeerija kommentaar’ [“Editor’s Comment’], in Fjodor Dostojevski,
Kuritéé ja karistus (Tallinn: Helios, 2020), pp. 5-6 (p. 6).

68 See Mihkel Samariiiitel’s blog post, ‘Feodor/Fjodor Dostojevski—Kurit66 ja
karistus I (1929/1987)’, 29 August, 2009. https://loterii.blogspot.com/2009/08/
feodor-fjodor-dostojevski-kuritoo-ja.html.

69  For the original, see F. M. Dostoevsky, Prestuplenie i nakazanie, in Sobranie sochinenii
v piednadtsati tomakh (Leningrad: Nauka, 1988-96), V (1989), p. 493.


https://loterii.blogspot.com/2009/08/feodor-fjodor-dostojevski-kuritoo-ja.html
https://loterii.blogspot.com/2009/08/feodor-fjodor-dostojevski-kuritoo-ja.html
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bondage crush him utterly? Water wears out a stone. And why, why
should he live after that? Why should he go now when he knew that it
would be s0?”

Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky use both persons:

He fell to pondering deeply by what process it might come about that he
would finally humble himself before them all without reasoning, humble
himself from conviction? But, after all, why not? Of course, that is how
it should be. Won't twenty years of unremitting oppression finish him
off completely? Water wears away stone. But why, why live in that case?
Why am I going now, if I know myself that it will all be precisely so, as if
by book, and not otherwise!™

In Tammsaare’s initial translation, the passage relies on both first- and third-
person pronouns:

Deeply thought he about the question:-—How could the process look
like that he would be tamed in front of them all without any discussion,
tamed in his convictions! But so what, why not? Of course, it must be like
that. Wouldn't twenty years of incessant suppression smash you finally?
Water wears out even a stone. But why, why to live then, why am I going
now when I know that it all will be exactly like this, as by the book and
not otherwise!

[Stigavasti motles ta [he] kiisimuse iile jarele:—Missuguse arenemise
kaudu voiks nonda siindida, et ta [he] 16puks kdigi nende ees ilma
igasuguse arutamiseta taltsub, oma veendumustes taltsub! Aga mis siis,
miks mitte? Muidugi, nonda see peabki olema. Kas kahekiimneaastane
vahetpidamatu rohumine ei rusu sind [you] 16plikult? Vesi s66b
kivissegi augu. Aga milleks, milleks siis elada, milleks ma [I] siis praegu
lahen, kui ise tean, et see kdik tuleb nimelt ndnda, nagu kirja jarele, mitte
teisiti!]”

Of interest here is the fact that Tammsaare also used a second-person deictic
pronoun (“Wouldn't twenty years of incessant suppression smash you finally?”)
that is absent in the original Russian text, and Pilv has kept this pronoun:

70 Fedor Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, trans. by Constance Garnett (London:
Heinemann, 1914). https://www.gutenberg.org/files/2554/2554-h /2554-h.
htm#link2HCHO0038.

71 Fedor Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, trans. by Richard Pevear and Larissa
Volokhonsky (London: David Campbell Publishers, 2002), p. 520.

72 FM. Dostojevski, Kuritid ja karistus, trans. by A.H. Tammsaare (Tartu: Loodus,
1929), p. 647.
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He [ta] deeply thought about it: “‘What could be the process with the
help of which I [ma] will be finally tamed in front of all of them without
any discussion, convincingly! But why not? Of course, it must be like
that. Wouldn't twenty years of incessant suppression smash you [sind]
finally? Water wears out even a stone. But why, why to live then after
that, why am I [ma] going now when I know myself that it all will be
exactly like this, as by a book and not otherwise’.

[Ta [he] jéi stigavalt m&tlema selle tile: ,Milline on see protsess, mille
kaudu ma [I] 16puks koigi nende ees juba ilma igasuguse arutamiseta
taltsaks saan, veendunult! Aga miks siis mitte? Muidugi, nonda see
peabki olema. Kas kahekiimneaastane vahetpidamatu rohumine ei rusu
sind [you] 16plikult? Vesi uuristab kivissegi augu. Ent milleks, milleks
siis elada pérast seda, milleks ma [I] siis praegu ldhen, kui ise tean, et see
kaik tuleb nimelt nénda, nagu kirja jargi, mitte teisiti!”]

The comparison shows that translators and editors tend to modify the narrative
technique of the original if they find it uncustomary themselves or believe their
readers may be unfamiliar with it. This is one of the “trials of the foreign” that
all translations have to face.”

Pilv mentions one other significant amendment to the latest edition of the
translation. He points to Dostoevsky’s subtle hint regarding the association of
Raskolnikov’s name with the raskolniki, schismatics dissenting from the Russian
Orthodox Church. In Chapter 2 of Part 6 of Crime and Punishment, Porfirii
Petrovich says of Mikolka, the man who confesses to the murder he did not
commit, “A izvestno li vam, chto on iz Raskolnikov [...]”; in Garnett’s translation
“And do you know he is an Old Believer [...]?”; in Pevear and Volokhonsky’s,
“And do you know he’s a schismatic?”.” In Tammsaare’s original translation,
‘raskolnik’ (‘packo/ibHUK’) became ‘vanausuline’ (‘Old Believer’); while in the
2020 redacted version, Pilv simply transliterates the word ‘raskolnik’, thus using
the Russian loan word already present in the Estonian lexicon. Pilv explains: the
word has its role in the texture of the novel. Porfirii Petrovich, already knowing
the real culprit, still plays his cat-and-mouse game and continues “but not
because he is a raskolnik””® (in Tammsaare’s translation “but not the true one”).
Since etymologically, ‘raskolnik” means ‘one with a split head” or even “a splitter
of heads’, the use of this word in the context of the fictional Raskolnikov’s axe-
murder is undeniably meaningful—as Dostoevsky’s character names often are.”

73 Antoine Berman, L épreuve de I'étranger: Culture et traduction dans 'Allemange
romantique (Paris: Gallimard, 1984).

74  FM. Dostoevsky, Prestuplenie i nakazanie, p. 429. See also Dostoevsky, Crime and
Punishment [online], trans. by Constance Garnett; and Dostoevsky, Crime and
Punishment, trans. by Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky, p. 454.

75 F.M. Dostoevsky, Prestuplenie i nakazanie, p. 429

76 See Aare Pilv’s blog “Acta nubis’, especially the post ‘Fjodor Dostojevski
“Kurit6o ja karistus”’, 12th Dec. 2012. http://aarepilv.blogspot.com/2020/12/


http://aarepilv.blogspot.com/2020/12/fjodor-dostojevski-kuritoo-ja-karistus.html?m=0

66 Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context

This is the essence of Hermans’ idea of literary interactions within a “historical
continuum”, as we cited at the start of this essay.

Conclusion

Although the quantity of individual books translated from Russian was relatively
modest, translations of Russian literature were represented consistently in
Estonian book production between 1918 and 1940. Besides numerous plays
(predominantly comedies) printed in the 1920s, the selection of translations
also included prose by contemporary Russian writers, both émigré and Soviet.
Works by Soviet authors introduced new topics and literary styles to Estonian
readers. The official attitude towards Soviet Russia might have been cautious,
but Soviet cultural developments intrigued those adult Estonians who had
been educated in tsarist Russian times. During the later 1930s, readers turned
to nineteenth-century Russian literary classics. It was considered important
to introduce the best examples of world literature to the young generation of
Estonians who, having studied no Russian at school, relied on translations.
At the same time, major works of Socialist Realism were published by leftist
organisations primarily for distribution among the working class. Thus, the
output of translations from Russian was quite diverse, combining entertaining
and educational books. Publications of intellectual interest and political
propaganda were targeted at different strata of readership, whether issued by
established commercial publishers or other organisations.

According to studies of the reading public, the most renowned and widely known
Russian classics—Tolstoy and Dostoevsky—also appealed to wider audiences.
While the impact of Russian classics on the general public in pre-Second
World War Estonia cannot be accurately established, the impact of Dostoevsky
on the poetics of Anton Hansen Tammsaare, the classic Estonian novelist, is
discernible in the latter’s public statements and literary work. Tammsaare’s
use of carnivalesque and polyphonic dialogue, his adoption of ‘suddenly’ as
an adverb of intuitive recognition, and the many motifs in his fiction which pay
homage to scenes in Dostoevsky’s novels are all clear tokens that Tammsaare
and Dostoevsky belong together in the “world republic of letters”.

fjodor-dostojevski-kuritoo-ja-karistus.html?m=0.
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Finland

The Pendulum of Translating Russian
Literature in Finland

Tomi Huttunen, Marja Jinis, and Pekka Pesonen

Introduction

The title of this article indicates how steeply the quantity of translations of
Russian literature published in Finland has varied over time. Proximity to
Russia has shaped Finnish history, including the arts, literature, and cultural
activities; it is a factor that cannot be neglected in understanding Finland’s past,
present, and its future. The publication of translations of Russian literature has
been most intensive when Finnish-Russian relationships are tranquil, and has
declined markedly at times of conflict. Since the Russians are neighbours of the
Finns, Russian literature has answered Finnish questions such as: what is Russia?
What are the Russians like, and how can we understand Russian history? Few
educated Finns have mastered the Russian language, so those individuals who
did have played an important role as mediators and translators. This role has
proven to be particularly crucial when Finnish-Russian relations have cooled or
become hostile.

Pascale Casanova’s The World Republic of Letters (2004) deals with the
inequalities of the international literary space, always dominated by literatures
with a long history from widely known languages, and with the difficulties
faced by literatures in a language with a very limited readership.! Finnish
obviously belongs to the latter category, and thus literary translation has played
a substantial role in the development of Finnish literature. Although Casanova
discusses the role and work of translators, her scope is limited, and is primarily

1 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by M.B. Debevoise
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004).
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concerned with the translation of literary works from the cultural periphery into
the languages of the centre.? This article considers translation in the opposite
direction, that is, into peripheral languages.

Finnish Language, Finnish Literature, and
Translation in the Grand Duchy

For more than a century (1809-1917), Finland was an autonomous Grand
Duchy within the Russian Empire. Previously, it had been the Eastern province
of Sweden; Swedish was the language of education, administration, and culture.
As a Grand Duchy, during the nineteenth century, Finnish language and cultural
identity were reinforced, partly due to the separation from Sweden and partly
because Russia initiated a new distance from Swedish language and influence.
Another significant factor was the popularity of European nationalist ideas
among educated Finns.? The Finnish language advocates were called Fennomans;
they were devoted to making Finnish language, spoken by the majority of the
people, into a fully-fledged medium of administration, education, and culture.
Ironically, most of the Fennomans spoke Swedish as their mother tongue.

Two Swedish-speaking Finns, Eric Gustaf Ehrstrom (1791-1835) and Carl
Gustaf Ottelin (1792-1864), were Fennoman intellectuals who emphasised the
importance of the Finnish language in Finland. They were the very first Finnish
university students to receive a scholarship to study Russian in Moscow, which
they did in 1812.* During their stay in Russia, which coincided with the dramatic
historical events of Napoleon’s invasion and the burning of Moscow, they studied
and actively practiced Russian. They even made the first-ever translations of
Nikolai Karamzin’s poetry into Swedish without using any bridge language.’

2 Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, pp. 142—46.

3  Pascale Casanova mentions the ‘Herder effect’ in connection with nineteenth-
century demands to create or revive a national language in many smaller
European countries. She mentions Finnish as an example of a language that
existed almost entirely in oral form. Her ideas about the role of writers and
intellectuals in constructing a national identity in adherence to emergent national
norms can be applied to Finland; see Casanova, pp. 28-29.

4 Kari Ketola, Ryssin koulussa. Suomalaiset Vendjin stipendiaatit autonomian aikana
1812-1917 [In the Russian School: Finnish Scholarship Students in Russia during the
Autonomy 1812-1917] (Helsinki: Finemor, 2007), pp. 23-25. The system of the
Moscow scholarships had an enormous impact on Russian language studies in
Finland during the nineteenth century.

5  See Nils-Ake Nilsson'’s introduction in Frin Karamzin till Trifonov. En bibliografi
over rysk skonlitteratur i svensk Gversittning av Mirta Bergstrand [From Karamzin
to Trifonov: A Bibliography of Russian Literature in Swedish Translation by Mirta
Bergstrand] (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1985), pp. 11-17. There were several
Swedish translations of Karamzin prior to Ehrstrom’s and Ottelin’s, all effected via
French or German versions.
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Returning to Finland, they published the first grammar of Russian language
in Swedish, and Ehrstrém also taught Russian at the Royal Academy of Turku
(now the University of Helsinki). Among his students was the exceptionally
talented young Elias Lonnrot (1802-84), who would later compile the Finnish
national epic, the Kalevala. As a student of Ehrstrom’s, Lonnrot translated one
of Karamzin’s poems into Swedish in 1824. Karamzin was thus well positioned
to become the very first Russian writer translated into Finnish; one of his short
stories, rendered by an unidentified translator, appeared in 1830.6

The conflict between proponents of Finnish and of Swedish as Finland’s
official language was heated, but the Fennomans slowly strengthened their
position. Swedish became, and remains today, the second official language.
The Finnish Literature Society was established in 1831 by a group of young
scholars and writers, among them Elias Lonnrot and the Finnish-Swedish
poet J.L. Runeberg (1804-77). Its bold programme aimed to promote Finnish
literature by: (a) collecting existing Finnish-language literature, (b) collecting
and publishing Finnish folklore, and (c) promoting the production of Finnish
literature and of translations into Finnish (both fiction and non-fiction).” The
society recommended that foreign literary works chosen for translation into
Finnish should include both classics and contemporary literature.

Besides the Swedish-speaking Fennomans’ initiatives, others sought to
familiarise Finnish speakers with Russian literature through translation.
Many translators of Russian literature came from families that had lived in
St Petersburg after Finland became a Grand Duchy in 1809. Among the first
literary intellectuals in Finnish St Petersburg was Thomas Friman (1821-86),
who spent his life in the capital of the Russian Empire. Friman was a notable
individual in the city’s Finnish literary life, a teacher in the Finnish school and
Theological Academy, and a newspaper editor. As early as the 1840s, he made
several translations for Finnish newspapers, rendering texts by Iakov Grot,
Nestor Kukol'nik, or Vladimir Odoevskii, for example. Grot, who was the first
full Professor of Russian language and literature at the Imperial Alexander
University (of Helsinki), became personally familiar with some leading Finnish
writers (e.g. Runeberg and Lonnrot) and served as a key mediator between the
literatures.

In St Petersburg, the descendants of Finnish artisans, servants, and traders
also learned Russian while attending the city’s Finnish school, and some became
translators of Russian literature. One was Samuli Suomalainen (1850-1907), son

6  The short story ‘Peasant Flor Silin” was published on 26 June 1830 in the
newspaper Turun Wiikko-Sanomat.

7 Irma Sulkunen, ‘Finnish Literary Society as a Promoter of Literary Translation in
the 19th century’ [‘Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura ulkomaisen kirjallisuuden
kaannattajana 1800-luvulla’], in Suomennoskirjallisuuden historia [ History of
Translation in Finland], ed. by H.K. Riikonen and others, 2 vols (Helsinki: SKS,
2007), 1 (2007), pp- 127-29 (p. 127).
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of a Finnish goldsmith, who studied under the above-mentioned Thomas Friman.
Thanks to his background, Suomalainen was considered a suitable mediator for
the “strange world” of Russian literature.® His first published translation from
Russian to Finnish was Pushkin’s The Captain’s Daughter (Kapitanskaia dochka,
1836; Kapteenin tytir, 1876). However, even earlier in 1876, the short story “The
Inn” (“Postoialyi dvor’, 1852) by Ivan Turgenev had appeared as an independent
volume. The following decade proved to be a golden age for literary translation
into Finnish. Many works by Gogol, Turgenev, Pushkin, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy,
and Ivan Goncharov were translated for the first time during the last decades
of the nineteenth century. Suomalainen’s translation of Nikolai Gogol’s Dead
Souls (Mertvye dushi, 1842) as Kuolleet sielut (1882) is a classic among Finnish
translations of Russian literature; it has been republished several times, with the
latest edition appearing in 2008.

Translations of Gogol’s works by Samuli Suomalainen were read aloud in
a literary salon (named the Elisabet Circle, after its central figure) in the town
of Kuopio in Eastern Finland. The history of this salon makes for an interesting
case study in the popularity of Russian literature in Finland. It was led by
Elisabet Jarnefelt (1839-1929), daughter of the celebrated sculptor Peter Clodt
von Jiirgensberg, who retired to his Finnish estate after enjoying a distinguished
career in St Petersburg. Elisabet married Alexander Jarnefelt, a Finnish army
officer educated in Russia, later a high administrative officer in the Grand Duchy
and a provincial governor.’ In her salon, she inspired contemporary young
Finnish writers to discover and admire Russian literature, particularly Tolstoy,
by reading aloud existing translations; she even shared works not yet available in
Finnish by translating them aloud on the spot. Elisabet Jarnefelt greatly admired
Russian Realism; she introduced her young followers, among them the novelist,
playwright, and early supporter of women'’s rights Minna Canth, to Vissarion
Belinskii’s concept of types as the basis of Realist literature. Elisabet Jarnefelt’s
literary salon, however, rejected the emergent school of Modernism.

Finland established a network of public libraries in the 1880s; translations
of Russian literature amounted to 13% of all acquisitions of foreign literature.’
Dostoevsky’s The House of the Dead (Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, 1862), Gogol’s Dead
Souls, and Turgenev’s A Nest of the Gentry (Duvorianskoe gnezdo, 1859) and First

8  Thisis a quotation from an article in Aamulehti on 21 December 1886. Cited by
Outi Paloposki and Sari Kivistd, ‘Samuli Suomalainen’, Suomennoskirjallisuuden
historia, 1, pp. 207-11 (p. 208).

9  The children of Alexander and Elisabet Jarnefelt also became prominent figures
in the history of Finnish culture: Armas Jarnefelt was a composer, Eero Jarnefelt a
painter, and Arvid Jarnefelt a writer, the most prominent follower of Lev Tolstoy’s
ideas in Finland. Their daughter Aino married the composer Jean Sibelius.

10 In the 1860s, Finnish state authorities recommended that municipal and rural
schools open libraries, not only for use by pupils. This was the origin of Finland’s
public library system; by the 1880s, libraries were subsidised by municipalities and
the state.
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Love (Pervaia iubov’, 1861), with two collections of short stories by Lev Tolstoy,
were among these acquisitions.!" Arvosteleva kirjaluettelo (The Critical Catalogue
of Books), the main source for determining Finnish libraries’ acquisition policy,
distinguished between works appropriate for less educated readers using
rural libraries, and those that required “a more sophisticated readership”.
Recommendations for acquiring translations of Russian literature followed
these guidelines. For instance, Lev Tolstoy’s Childhood, Boyhood and Youth trilogy
(Detstvo, otrochestvo, iunost’, 1852-56) and War and Peace (Voina i mir, 1869;
translated as Sota ja rauha by livari Wallenius in 1905) were recommended
“primarily for public libraries of more developed regions”.!?

‘Icy Times’ and ‘Oppression’

While Finnish was now firmly established as Finland’s principal language, the
attempt to make Russian an official national language had failed. Finland had
become a well-organised society with thousands of schools where the language
of the empire was not taught.! Political turmoil in Europe and unrest in Russia’s
peripheral regions hardened Russian attitudes towards Finland’s autonomy
within the Empire. In 1899, Nikolai Bobrikov, the newly appointed Finnish
Governor-General, declared in his February Manifesto that imperial state
legislation should be enacted in Finland. Finnish people saw this decision as an
end to their autonomy. It was followed by a language manifesto in 1900: Russian
should become the official language of administration. The February Manifesto
led to widespread demonstrations in Finland, although Tsar Nikolai II forbade
protests. The period from 1899 to 1905 is known as ‘Icy Times’ (‘routa-aika’) and
even the ‘Oppression’ (‘sortokausi’) in Finnish historiography.”” The newly “icy’
attitude to Russia, including its literature and language, now made compulsory
in secondary schools, affected translation policy. However, the works of Russian
writers considered anti-tsarist, such as Lev Tolstoy and Maksim Gorky, were

11 Eija Eskola collected data of acquisitions of translated literature in six municipal
libraries in 1880-1890. Eija Eskola, Rukousnauha ja muita romaaneja. Suomennetun
kaunokirjallisuuden valinta yleisissd kirjastoissa 1880-1939 [ The Rosary and Other
Novels: Selection of Literature, Translated into Finnish, for Public Libraries in 1880-1939]
(Jyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan yliopisto, 1991), p. 12.

12 The Critical Catalogue was established in 1902 to assist in acquiring books for public
libraries. The critical comments were given in short articles, written by librarians,
teachers, literary critics, and others. The catalogue had no board of editors or
editor-in-chief, only a secretary responsible for its compilation. It served librarians,
especially those not professionally trained, and was not well known among
literary circles or readers.

13 Eskola, Rukousnauha, p. 44.

14 David Kirby, A Concise History of Finland (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2006), p. 123.

15 Kirby, Concise History, p. 130.
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translated and published widely. Tolstoy’s didactic and social writings were
translated into Finnish earlier than his great novels, and he had devoted followers
in Finland—the most active of them was Arvid Jarnefelt, the son of Alexander
and Elisabet Jarnefelt. Gorky supported the Finnish people’s fight against tsarist
oppression and received a triumphant welcome when he visited Finland to see
the performance of his play The Lower Depths (Na dne, 1902; translated as Pohjalla
by Iisakki Lattu) at the Finnish National Theatre in Helsinki in 1903.

During the 1910s, the view of Russia as an oppressor continued to weaken
interest in Russian literature. Among the few exceptions were Eino Kalima
(1906-72), a former student of Konstantin Stanislavskii at the Moscow Arts
Theatre, who later ran the Finnish National Theatre. Kalima is known for his
translations of Tolstoy and Chekhov (and for his productions of the latter’s
plays). He stated bitterly in his memoirs that there was hardly any other
civilised European country, where “splendid Russian literature” was as ignored
and under-valued as in Finland.’ His first Finnish translation of Tolstoy’s
Anna Karenina (1878), published in 1910-11, was met with contempt by V.A.
Koskenniemi (1885-1962), an influential poet and cultural figure, who wrote:
“Tolstoy’s characters lack the higher intellectual life. [...] They do not possess
the balance between activity and passivity, reason and heart, which is significant
to Western cultural ideals”."”

In the 1910s, no novels or plays by Russian authors were listed as favourites
by readers using public libraries.’® Yet it was only a few hours by train from St
Petersburg to the Karelian isthmus and Eastern Finland. Many holiday resorts
and summerhouses (dachas) were visited by Russian writers and artists in the
early 1900s. Kornei Chukovskii’s dacha ‘Chukokkala’ in Terijoki was a gathering
place for artistic and literary circles from St Petersburg in 1912-17." However,
Finnish writers were apparently not invited to these gatherings, although some
young enthusiastic Swedish-speaking Finnish writers did obtain and share
information about Russian Modernism.*

16  Eino Kalima, Sattumaa ja johdatusta [ Accidents and Guidance] (Helsinki: WSOY,
1962), pp. 270-71.

17  V.A. Koskenniemi, ‘Anna Karenina. Oriens an Occidens’, in Aika [Time], 12 (1912),
pp- 15-25.

18 Eskola, Rukousnauha, p. 78.

19 Lidiia Chukovskaia lists, among the visitors to Kornei Chukovskii’s dacha, the
prominent writers and poets Maksim Gorky, Vladimir Maiakovskii, Viktor
Shklovskii, Leonid Andreev, Anna Akhmatova and Nikolai Gumilev. See Merja
Suomi, Metamorphoses of a Text within Stalinist Context: Kornei Chukovskii’s ‘A High
Art’ in the 1930s (Tampere: Juvenes, 2016), p. 9. See also Natalia Baschmakoff,
‘Avant-Garde Encounters on Karelian Bedrock (1890s-1930s)’, in A Cultural History
of the Avant-Garde in the Nordic Countries (1900-1925), ed. by Hubert van den Berg,
Irmeli Hautamaéki, and others (Amsterdam and New York: Rodopi, 2012), pp.
351-70.

20 See Ben Hellman, Tomi Huttunen, Tintti Klapuri and Lauri Piispa,
‘Finlandssvenskarna som férmedlare av rysk kultur pa 1920- och 30-talen’
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Independent Finland

After heated debates about how and whether Finland should remain part of
Russia, now ravaged by strikes and revolutions, the Finnish Head of State,
Pehr Evind Svinhufvud, travelled to Petrograd in December 1917 to negotiate
and confirm Finland’s sovereign independence from the Council of People’s
Commissars. But there was no agreement between opposing political parties
in Finland, and thus a Finnish civil war broke out in January 1918. The Reds
(Socialists) were defeated, and the Whites, supported by German troops,
celebrated their victory in early May.?' The existing negative attitude towards
Russia, including Russian culture and literature, primarily provoked by the
tsarist regime’s oppressive politics towards Finland at the beginning of the
century, was aggravated by the new situation. Soviet Russia represented the
ideology that had triggered the Civil War in Finland and revolutions elsewhere
in Europe. Russian culture was rejected in the newly independent Finland. The
closed border made it impossible to follow developments on the Soviet side.
This negative attitude towards Russian literature was reflected in the acquisition
records of public libraries. In the 1910s, translations of Russian literature
comprised 11% of all acquisitions, but in the 1920s their share fell to 2%. In the
1930s no translations of Russian literature were listed among readers’ favourites.

Russian Modernism

In Finland, not much was known about the avant-garde forms of literature,
arts, theatre and cinema in Soviet Russia after the revolution and the early
1920s, even though Russian printing presses had been sending legal-deposit

[‘Finnish Swedes as Mediators of Russian Culture in the 1920s and 30s’],
Finsk Tidskrift, 3—4 (2017), 75-78, http:/ /www.finsktidskrift.fi/wp-content/
uploads/2018/01/ft_3417_paino.pdf.

21 The leaders of the defeated Reds fled across the Eastern border to Soviet Russia,
accompanied by many ordinary workers who found it difficult to re-establish
themselves in Finland after participating in the Civil War. The Finnish language
played a significant role in the linguistic situation of Soviet Karelia, necessitating
the translation of both personal documents and fiction from Russian into Finnish.
This continued in the 1920s and early 1930s, but when Stalinist repression
intensified in the mid-1930s, it lost its position. Translation into Finnish was
resumed in the 1960s, and translations of Russian literature were again distributed
and read in Finland also. See Marja Janis and Tamara Starshova, ‘Cultural and
Political Contexts of Translating into Finnish in Soviet/Russian Karelia’, in
Domestication and Foreignization in Translation Studies, ed. by Hannu Kemppanen
and others (Berlin: Frank & Timme, 2012), pp. 189-207.

22 Eskola, Rukousnauha, p. 55, p. 61.
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copies—among them many Futurist rarities—to the Helsinki University Library.?
Regarding Russian literature, the Finnish press published mainly ‘bad” or sad
news from Bolshevik Russia, such as information about the tragic deaths of the
poets Aleksandr Blok and Velimir Khlebnikov. Word about new and interesting
literary developments came via various routes, often dependent on certain
active individuals, very often with a transnational identity. The journalist Rafael
Lindqvist (1867-1952) was a Swedish-speaking Finn who translated major works
by Tolstoy, Gorky, and many Russian and Soviet poets, also Modernists. His
translations, although into Swedish, were published in Finland. His ideological
views were Suecophile, i.e., he was a member of the pro-Swedish movement in
Finland. He also became known as an anti-Semite (he translated the Protocols
of the Elders of Zion into Swedish). As we know today, Modernism in Swedish
literature was initiated not in Sweden, but among Finland’s Swedish-speaking
minority.® Thus it is not surprising that Russian Modernism was mediated into
Swedish not only by Lindqvist, but also by a Swedish-speaking Finnish poet,
Edith Sédergran (1892-1923). A notable translator of Igor Severianin’s poetry,
she was born and educated in St Petersburg.?® Another transnational mediator,
Antti Tiittanen (1890-1927), an Ingrian Finnish refugee,® was an exceptionally
active journalist and writer who published articles about Russian literature
and theatre. He also translated poems and short stories. His main influences
were Aleksandr Blok and Nikolai Evreinov. Tiittanen’s fate remains unknown;
he disappeared during his daily walk in Helsinki in January 1927. The Finnish
newspapers suspected that right-wing political activists kidnapped him. Another
highly active mediator was Henry Parland (1908-30), who also died young,
aged just twenty-two. From a multi-lingual family in Vyborg and educated
partly in St Petersburg, Parland succeeded in introducing contemporary Russian
Modernism to Finland, especially within Finno-Swedish cultural circles. While
living in Kaunas, the interim capital of Lithuania, he acquainted himself with
local poets and with Russian avant-garde authors, like Iurii Olesha and Anatolii
Mariengof. Their writing influenced his own unfinished experimental novel
project titled Sonder (To Pieces), published posthumously in 1932.

23 Tomi Huttunen and Tapio Pitkdranta, ‘The Futurism Collection at the National
Library of Finland in Helsinki’, in International Yearbook of Futurism Studies, ed. by
Gtinther Berghaus and others (Berlin: de Gruyter), 9 (2019), 297-308.

24 Lars Kleberg, ‘'The Advantage of the Margin’, in Swedish—Polish Modernism:
Literature—Language—Culture, ed. by Malgorzata Anna Packalén and Sven
Gustavsson (Stockholm: KVHAA / Almqvist & Wiksell International, 2003), pp.
56-89.

25 Hellman and others, ‘Finnish Swedes as Mediators of Russian Culture in the 1920s
and 30s’, pp. 76-78.

26 Ingrian Finns are descendants of the seventeenth-century Finnish-speaking,
predominantly Lutheran settlers on the South-Eastern shore of the Gulf of
Finland; after 1918 until 1922, a considerable number of so-called ‘tribe refugees’
(Ingrians and East Karelian people) fled Soviet Russia for Finland.
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Contemporary Russian poetry was described in Finnish in an article by the
young literary critic Olavi Paavolainen (1903-64) in his 1929 volume of essays
In Search of Modern Times (Nykyaikaa etsimdssi). According to Paavolainen,
Aleksandr Blok, Vladimir Maiakovskii, and Sergei Esenin represented the
trinity of ‘Faith, Hope and Love’ amid the tragedy of the revolution. Paavolainen
describes Blok’s 1918 poems ‘The Scythians’ (‘Skify’) and ‘The Twelve’
(‘Dvenadtsat’) as examples of irresistible poetic power, breaking the political
wall which rose around Russia after the revolution.” Maiakovskii introduced
Futurism in good time: nowhere else than in revolutionary Russia has Futurism
been more intensely developed. For Esenin, Paavolainen argued, the revolution
was a tragedy, since it denied Russia’s essential status as a peasant country. In
Search of Modern Times was widely disseminated and influential.?®

Translations of the Classics

While a negative attitude towards contemporary Russian literature tended to
prevail, the prominent Finnish publishing house Werner Séderstrom (founded
in 1878) nonetheless launched a project to translate Russian classics. Since the
first translations of Russian literature had appeared, mainly during the 1880s,
their importance had changed; and so had the Finnish literary language. When
these translations were first published, they represented contemporary foreign
writing; but by the 1920s, they were classics of world literature. All Dostoevsky’s
major works were now translated into Finnish. Some translators, like V.K.
Trast (1878-1953) and Ida Pekari (1894-1986), were descendants of Finns
who had lived in St Petersburg. Tolstoy’s radical thoughts on equality made
some readers suspicious that his work might have partly incited the Russian
Revolution. Arvid Jéarnefelt, son of Elisabet Jarnefelt and a prominent follower
of Tolstoy’s ideas in Finland, questioned these thoughts in his article ‘Should
Tolstoy be Considered the Father of the Russian Revolution?”.? The quantity
of both published literatures originally written in Finnish and of translations
into Finnish declined in the 1930s. From 1900 to 1929, these were at parity,
but the proportion of translations fell in the 1930s, remaining at a lower level

27  Olavi Paavolainen, Nykyaikaa etsimissi [In Search of Modern Times] (Helsinki:
Otava, 1929, reprinted 1990), pp. 196-225 (p. 196).

28 For a survey of Russo-Finnish literary interactions in the early twentieth century,
see also E.G. Soini’s Vzaimoproniknovenie russkoy i finskoy literatury v pervoj polovine
XX veka [ The Permeation of Russian and Finnish Literature in the First Half of the 20th
Century] (Moscow: 1aSK, 2017), 2nd edn, esp. Chapter One, “Vospriiatie russkoi
literatury v sisteme kontaktnykh sviazei” (pp. 46-90), which has a subsection on
Rafael Lindqvist.

29  Arvid Jarnefelt, ‘Onko Tolstoi pidettava Vendjan vallankumouksen isana?’
[‘Should Tolstoy Be Considered Father of the Russian Revolution?’, published in
the literary periodical Sininen kirja [Blue Book], 8 (1928), 7-17.
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until the 1950s.*° Many factors have been cited to explain this, such as Finland’s
signature of the Berne Convention in 1928, forcing publishers to pay royalties
for acquiring translation rights; nationalistic tendencies and isolationism, also
noted in many other newly independent states in Central and Eastern Europe;
and the Finnish government’s promotion of patriotism, the agrarian lifestyle
and the Lutheran church as the essential values of Finnish life.» New radical
currents in contemporary European literature as well as interesting tendencies
from Soviet literature, however, were discussed in several liberal and left-wing
cultural publications in both Finnish and Swedish.

When publishers were accused of neglecting to publish translations,
they resorted to commissioning anthologies. ‘Golden Books’ from several
literatures—anthologising the Scandinavian, German, English, French, Italian,
and Spanish and Portuguese classics—were issued in the 1930s.*> Russian
literature comprised one third of The Golden Book of Slavic Literatures (1936). In
his Editor’s Introduction, V.K. Trast called Ivan Turgenev the foremost master
of style, and Tolstoy the greatest thinker. He claimed that in Russian literature,
ideologies and social questions are more important than artistic aspirations and
aesthetic perfection; Trast credited Vissarion Belinskii with this hierarchy.*® In
1943, the librarian Helle Kannila, who was primarily responsible for developing
the Finnish public library system, published an overview of translations of
literature in the first half of the twentieth century. Kannila concluded her article
by observing that Russian literature was well represented in translation before
World War I, but that Soviet Russian literature understandably failed to resonate
with Finnish readers.*

New Kinds of Contact, New Kinds of Translation

After the short “Winter War’ (1939-40) between Finland and the Soviet Union,
and following Finland’s involvement in World War II as an ally of Germany

30 Erkki Sevénen, [‘Tkkunat auki, ikkunat kiinni! Suomennoskirjallisuuden asema
ja luonne 1920—ja 1930—luvuilla’ [‘Open the Windows, Close the Windows!
The Position and Character of Translated Literature in 1920s and 1930s’], in
Suomennoskirjallisuuden historia, 1, pp. 382-93 (p. 384).

31 Ibid., p. 382.

32 The series editors were prominent literary critics Rafael Koskimies and Martti
Haavio; each anthology had its own dedicated editor.

33 VK. Trast, “"Vendjan kirjallisuus’ ['Russian Literature’], in Slaavilaisten
kirjallisuuksien kultainen kirja [ The Golden Book of Slavic Literatures], ed. by V.K. Trast
(Helsinki: WSQY, 1936), pp. 2-30 (p. 30).

34 Helle Kannila, ‘Télld vuosisadalla ilmestyneen kaunokirjallisuuden
suomennoksista’ [“Translations of Literature during this Century’], in
Kirjallisuudentutkijain seuran vuosikirja VII [ Yearbook of the Society of Scholars of
Literature VII], ed. by Rafael Koskimies and others (Helsinki: SKS, 1943), pp.
79-110 (p. 106).
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from 1941 to 1944, the country managed to withdraw from conflict in September
1944. What followed can be described as the “problematic early years of a new
relationship with the Soviet Union”.® As a condition for ending hostilities,
Finland had to allow the presence of a Control Commission formed by the Allies,
but led by Soviet politicians. This regulated internal politics. Political parties
with far-left ideologies, including the Communist Party (prohibited since the
Civil War ended in 1918), were allowed to function openly. In March 1945, a
coalition of far-left parties managed to attract nearly a quarter of the votes in the
parliamentary election. Attitudes towards Russian culture and literature changed
in many ways. Anti-Soviet literature could no longer be published. Conversely,
publications of both Soviet classics and new Soviet literature were encouraged.
What followed was a short but astonishing efflorescence of translations from
Russian in 1945 and 1946, when about 20% of all new literary translations
were from that language. A new, openly far-left, publishing house called
Kansankulttuuri (People’s Culture), commissioned most of these translations.
Maksim Gorky’s Mother (Mat’, 1906) was published for the first time in book
form in Finnish in 1944 and received substantial attention. Among the authors
to be translated in the 1940s were Mikhail Sholokhov, Vasilii Grossman, Nikolai
Ostrovskii, Leonid Leonov, Aleksei Tolstoy, Konstantin Simonov, I'ia Ehrenburg,
and Konstantin Paustovskii. Ehrenburg and Paustovskii became very popular
among Finnish readers when their respective memoirs came out in the 1960s.

The first anthology of Russian poetry in Finnish, The Russian Muse (Vendjin
runotar), appeared in 1946. Its editors described the history of Russian poetry
and poetic language from Pushkin to the Soviet poets in their foreword.* This
anthology was not fully comprehensive, since it neglected Russian Modernism,
but it did include a wide variety of Russian poetry and poets. The editors
claimed that Russian poetic metre had returned to traditional forms, as if
Modernist experimentation had ended.” Some contemporary poets to feature
were Aleksandr Tvardovskii and Evgenii Dolmatovskii, whose poems were
linked to the ‘Winter War’. The editors wrote: “We can say that Tvardovskii,
and especially Dolmatovskii, who participated in the Taipale River battles, write
poems with a truly human message, where along with the heroism of Soviet
soldiers, the tough resistance of Finnish soldiers and the majestic austerity of
the war is described”.?®

The radical turn towards interest in Soviet culture and literature was short-
lived, and it did not affect literary institutions like publishing houses, the press,
or cultural foundations. Interest in classic Russian literature persisted among

35 Kirby, A Concise History of Finland, p. 206.

36 Lauri Viljanen and Valentin Kiparsky, ‘Johdanto’ [‘Preface’] in Vendjin runotar [ The
Russian Muse], ed. by L. Viljanen and V. Kiparsky (Helsinki: WSQOY, 1946), pp.
5-19.

37 Ibid., p. 15.

38 Ibid., p. 16.
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Finnish readers, however, and during the 1950s new editions of translations of
Russian classics were regularly issued.” In 1947, the Soviet Union and Finland
signed a treaty of friendship, co-operation, and mutual assistance, which differed
from Eastern European mutual assistance treaty models and thus assured
relative freedom to Finland, for instance via entry into the Nordic Council and
the United Nations. However, the Soviet Union maintained firm control over
Finland, occasionally affecting the latter’s cultural life as well.

The Thaw and Afterwards

Interest in Soviet literature was enhanced by irregular dramatic changes. ‘The
Thaw’—the time after Stalin’s death, named after Ehrenburg’s novel (Ottepel’,
1954; published in Finnish as Suojasii in 1963 in Ulla-Liisa Heino's translation)—
led to looser control over cultural politics and the emergence of new styles in
Soviet literature. Vladimir Dudintsev’s novel Not by Bread Alone (Ne khlebom
edinym, 1956; Ei ainoastaan leivistd, 1957) was a sensation in Finland as well as in
other countries but is now almost forgotten. It was translated by Juhani Konkka
(1904-70), who also translated Gogol, Dostoevsky, and Pasternak (among
others) into Finnish. Another sensation—both in Finland and elsewhere—was
the Nobel Prize given to Boris Pasternak, author of Doctor Zhivago (Doktor
Zhivago, 1957), in 1958. In the same year, Juhani Konnka’s translation of the
novel (Tohtori Zivago) appeared and became a bestseller. Later, Pasternak’s
poetry was also translated and published, both in anthologies and as a separate
collection. Gorky’s selected writings were published in Finnish in four volumes
in the 1950s, an honour given to few world writers. Translations of Mikhail
Sholokhov’s Quiet Flows the Don (Tikhii Don, 1926-40) and Virgin Soil Upturned
(Podniataia tselina, 1932) were also popular among Finnish readers.

Only a few collections of Russian poetry were published in Finnish between
the 1950s and 1970s. An exception was Vladimir Maiakovskii’s poetry, translated
by the Finnish poet Arvo Turtiainen (1904-80), and now considered a classic
example of poetry translation into Finnish. In the 1960s and 1970s, Evgenii
Evtushenko’s poetry was widely translated and enjoyed by Finnish readers.
His fame at that time was almost phenomenal, surpassing most other poets in
Finnish translation. Paradoxically, during the late Soviet period, Evtushenko

39 Jarl Hellemann, the head of the publishing house Tammi, writes about the
strong traditions of Russian literature in Finland: when Finnish readers are
asked about their favourite writers, they mention Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, Chekhov
and Gogol, whereas Scandinavian writers have lost the position they acquired
at the turn of the nineteenth century and the early twentieth. Jarl Helleman,
‘Kéaannoskirjallisuuden vuosisata’ [‘Century of Translated Literature’] in Kirjan
rantaviiva [ The Beachline of Literature], ed. by Jussi Nuorteva (Helsinki: Gaudeamus,
1988), pp. 84-95 (p. 92.)
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was a famous and sensational poet because he discussed problematic topics, but
his fame dwindled when those topics ceased to be relevant.

Interest in Russian Modernist prose and, later, also in Modernist poetry
started in the 1960s. Some works by Andrei Belyi, Isaak Babel, Boris Pil'niak, Iurii
Olesha, and Evgenii Zamiatin were translated. Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master
and Margarita (Master i Margarita, 1940) was translated as The Devil Comes to
Moscow (Saatana saapuu Moskovaan, 1969). The Finnish title was initially credited
to the translator, Ulla-Liisa Heino (1934-2023), but in fact—as she has shown—
it was the publisher’s idea. Bulgakov’s novel has since been reprinted several
times and remains the most popular twentieth-century Russian novel in Finland.
It has also been staged in numerous Finnish theatres. Not even Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn’s works have achieved success on the scale of Bulgakov’s novel.

Solzhenitsyn began to be translated in the 1960s, a significant process for
Finnish translation and publishing policy. One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich
(Odin den’ Ivana Denisovicha, 1962; Ivan Denisovitsin pdiivd, 1963) was swiftly
translated into Finnish by Markku Lahtela (1936-80), immediately after the
original text appeared in the Soviet Union. Solzhenitsyn’s next works were
published outside the Soviet Union. Finnish translations of Cancer Ward (Rakovyi
korpus, 1968; Sydpdiosasto, 1968) and The First Circle (V kruge pervom, 1968;
Ensimmiinen piiri, 1970) were issued in large print runs. Both were translated by
Esa Adrian (1939-2007), who specialised in translating Russian Modernism and
dissident literature for Finnish readers. They became popular bestsellers, selling
tens of thousands of copies. The Soviet Embassy in Finland tried to prohibit
the translation and publication of Solzhenitsyn’s works but succeeded only in
persuading Finnish authorities at the last minute to stop the release of The Gulag
Archipelago (Arkhipelag Gulag, 1973-78; Vankileirien saaristo, translated by Esa
Adrian) by the Tammi publishing house. Tammi had published all previous
Finnish translations of Solzhenitsyn’s works. The first volume of Archipelago was
then published by a small publishing house in Sweden instead (Wahlstrém &
Widstrand in Stockholm), but it could still be bought and read freely in Finland.*
Solzhenitsyn’s works were very popular in the 1960s and 1970s in Finland (and
internationally), but interest in them has since faded. However, new editions
of his major works have been republished in Finland, most recently The Gulag
Archipelago in 2012.4

Very few works by Russian emigrant and dissident writers were published
in Finland in the 1960s and 1970s, and far fewer than in other Western countries,
where interest in contemporary Russian literature was largely supported by

40 The fact that although The Gulag Archipelago was not published by a Finnish
publishing house, the Finnish translation of the book published in Sweden could
be freely distributed, read and discussed, demonstrates the Finns’ relative freedom
and self-determination from Soviet authorities.

41  Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, The Gulag Archipelago [ GULAG: Vankileirien saaristo],
trans. by Esa Adrian (Helsinki: Silberfeldt, 2012).
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the writings of dissident and emigrant authors. ‘Finlandisation* affected the
translation policy of Soviet literature, particularly in the 1970s, when translations
of contemporary Soviet literature were published more than ever before. Several
Finnish publishing houses joined forces to launch a new publishing project,
‘Soviet Literature’; books published in this series had a standardised cover
design and logo. Eventually, eighty-four titles were issued over ten years. Four
volumes of poetry called Soviet Lyrics (Neuvostolyriikkaa) were published in this
series between 1975 and 1986; they introduced classics of Russian poetry from
the beginning of the twentieth century, starting with Symbolists and ending
with contemporary poets, most of them appearing for the first time in Finnish.
Later the poetry of these authors—Anna Akhmatova, Osip Mandel’shtam, Boris
Pasternak, and Iosif Brodskii—was published separately, translated by Finnish
poets. Dissident or unofficial Russian literature has not been widely published
in Finland. Vasilii Grossman’s Life and Fate (Zhizn’ i sudba, 1960; translated by
the prolific Esa Adrian as Eldmd ja kohtalo in 1984), depicting the 1930s and the
wartime Soviet Union, was much discussed, as was Vladimir Voinovich’s The
Life and Extraordinary Adventures of Private Ivan Chonkin (Zhizn" i neobychainye
prikliucheniia soldata Ivana Chonkina, 1969; Sotamies Ivan Tsonkinin seikkailut, 1979,
translated by Riitta Pyykké (b. 1953)) and its sequels. Fiction by Nikolai Gogol,
Fedor Dostoevsky, Lev Tolstoy, and Anton Chekhov has been published in
new translations in recent decades—and this is a continuing trend. Chekhov’s
correspondence, published in three volumes with detailed commentaries, has
attracted much attention from Finnish readers.

After the Soviet Union

During perestroika, many translations of Russian books popular in the Soviet
Union appeared, but they attracted few readers in Finland and were quickly
forgotten. This cannot be said of translations of prose by the Absurdist writer
Daniil Kharms whose stories were first issued in Finnish in 1988 in a collection
of short stories entitled Hazards (Sluchai). This collection has been republished
many times, included on school curricula, and staged in many theatres. In the
2000s, more collections of Kharms’s work were translated.

Included among authors whose works have been translated into Finnish
in recent decades are later avant-garde, dissident, and postmodernist Russian

42 This term was first applied by commentators and politicians outside Finland to
warn about certain measures of Soviet control. After the collapse of the Soviet
Union, when the Treaty of Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual Assistance was
buried, it has been adopted in Finnish discussions of recent history to assess the
extent to which Finns conceive themselves as having practised self-control in their
relationship towards Russian interference in Finnish political and cultural life. See
Kirby, A Concise History of Finland, p. 245, p. 272.



Finland 81

writers such as Evgenii Popov, Vladimir Sorokin, and Viktor Erofeev. Andrei
Bitov’s Pushkin House (Pushkinskii dom, 1987; Puskinin talo, 1983) and Venedikt
Erofeev’s Moscow-Petushki (Moskva-Petushki, 1973; Moskova-Petuski: runoelma,
1990)* have been treated as classics of contemporary Russian literature; both
were translated into Finnish by Esa Adrian. The author (and former head of
Finnish PEN) Jukka Mallinen (b. 1950), who participated actively in the cultural
and literary exchange between post-Soviet Russia and Finland, made many of
the translations of 1990s prose and poetry. However, apart from publications in
periodicals, the 1990s witnessed very few translations of Russian literature until
the appearance of such best-selling writers as Viktor Pelevin. The translation
of his novels into Finnish was obviously motivated by his prior success across
Europe. This shows that the market economy has become influential in Russian-
Finnish literary relations, which were traditionally governed by bilateral
developments.

Two Russian prose writers have proved exceptionally popular among readers
in the 2000s. Aleksandra Marinina’s detective novels have become extraordinary
best-sellers, while Boris Akunin’s historical detective fiction has also dominated
sales. Both are constant record breakers in the Russian literary market. Meanwhile,
it has become obvious that more popular and internationally successful Russian
contemporary fiction is now being translated into Finnish. Thus, Russian
literature is no longer seen by Finns as consisting solely of psychological realism,
or of religiously, philosophically, or intertextually challenging texts. This is
reflected in the recognition of the fantasy novel series by Sergei Luk’ianenko
and Dmitrii Glukhovskii, for example. Meanwhile, prose by women writers
has gradually gained visibility in contemporary Russian fiction. Following
the success of Tat’iana Tolstaia’s and Liudmila Petrushevskaia’s short stories,
it is obvious that Liudmila Ulitskaia, Dina Rubina, and Elena Chizhova have
acquired many devoted readers in today’s Finland. Sergei Dovlatov, whose prose
had already become immensely popular in Russia during the 1990s, enjoyed
a more recent spike in readers. Two books translated by the poet and scholar
Pauli Tapio (b. 1986) in 2012—The Suitcase (Chemodan, 1986; Matkalaukku) and
Ours (Nashi, 1983; Meikildiset)—initiated a series of exceptionally best-selling
translations which at the time of writing comprises five titles. The current trend
for autofiction, along with the high quality of these translations, may have
encouraged this phenomenon.

Conclusion

The recent history of Finnish translations of Russian literature vividly
demonstrates that, during the 1990s, the few works translated were most often

43 Also translated into English with the title Moscow to the End of the Line by H.
William Tjalsma (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1994).
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chosen according to and as a result of their success in the European book
market. This also remained the case in the early 2000s, when the number of
translations remained rather small. However, the situation changed rapidly in
the 2010s, when translation activity suddenly became much more intense than
in the previous decades. This may reflect the fact that Russia and its turbulent
political situation were constantly present in newsfeeds, as during the so-called
‘winter of demonstrations’ of 2012-13 and, even more so, after the annexation of
Crimea and the beginning of the war in Ukraine in 2014. On the other hand, this
was perhaps merely a reflection of a new generation of translators making their
debuts in the publishing arena.

For 2015, the Helsinki Book Fair had chosen Russia as its theme country. While
this decision was not accepted unanimously in Finnish society, more than thirty
contemporary Russophone writers still came to advertise their oeuvres at the
Book Fair—legitimately representing the diversity of Russian-language literature
both ideologically and aesthetically. This achievement naturally encouraged
Finnish publishing companies to have new Russian authors” works translated
and thus further boosted translation activity. New names were identified during
Book Fair discussions, and Finland soon began to increasingly publish—along
with other Nordic countries—new Russian literature. Consequently, Finnish
translations of Guzel Iakhina’s Zuleikha (Zuleikha otkryvaet glaza, 2015; Suleika
avaa silminsd, 2016, translated by Kirsti Era), Mariia Stepanova’s In Memory
of Memory (Pamiati pamiati, 2017; Muistin Muistolle: Romanssi, 2020, translated
by Mika Pylsy) and Oksana Vasiakina’s The Wound (Rana, 2021; Haava, 2023,
translated by Riku Toivola) constituted the very first translations of these novels
outside Russia. Typically for the cultural periphery, these examples show that
individual translators’ cultural sensors are still evidently the most important
factor influencing the translation of Russian literature in Finland, as was the
case at the very beginning of Russian-Finnish translation history in the early
nineteenth century, or in the 1920s, for example. At the same time, Russia’s
escalation of military aggression in Ukraine has initiated many discussions of
ethics within Finnish publishing companies, which will most probably lead to a
decrease in translation activity in the future.

To return to Casanova’s idea of the world republic of letters, we emphasise
the importance of examining events on the periphery of any literary space.
Translating literature from many different major languages into less widely
spoken languages has played a remarkable role in making the periphery aware
of the developments in the international literary space. In small literary and
linguistic spaces like Finland, translators are not just a minority of benevolent
polyglots. They are a choir of masters of many languages and cultures,
including their own. In Finland, translations have played a crucial role in the
development of Finnish literature. This article has examined just one aspect of
literary translation in Finland: that of works from Russia, the country’s largest
neighbour.
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“May Russia Find Her Thoughts

Faithfully Translated”: E. M. de

Vogué’s Importation of Russian
Literature into France

Elizabeth F. Geballe

Introduction

Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié (1848-1910), a French diplomat, literary critic,
travel writer, archaeologist, and philanthropist is known primarily in the
Slavic intellectual community for bringing the pantheon of nineteenth-
century Russian writers to French and then to West European attention. After
acquiring first-hand knowledge of Russia, and of Russian, as a diplomat in
Saint Petersburg, and marrying a Russian (Aleksandra Annenkova), de Vogiié
turned his attention to literature.! His Le Roman russe (The Russian Novel),
published in 1886 and translated immediately into English and German, was
both epoch-making and canon-forming.? It offered biographies of Aleksandr

1 For a more detailed summary of de Vogiié’s introduction to Russian culture and
language, see Anna Gichkina, Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiié, ou comment la Russie
pourrait sauver la France (Paris: 'Harmattan, 2018), esp. Chapter IV, pp. 77-94.

2 The study comprised five articles that had been published in the Revue des Deux
Mondes between 1883 and 1886 and one article, on Pushkin, that had appeared
in the Revue bleue in 1886. Although several studies of Russian literature were
published in the years preceding de Vogiié’s book—including Ernest Dupuy’s
Les Grands maitres de la literature russes au dix-neuviéme siécle (1885) and Charles
Turner’s Studies in Russian Literature (1882)—neither achieved the widespread
relevance that Le Roman russe did. In Russomania, Rebecca Beasley explains that
“while Dupuy and Turner provided straightforward introductions to the novelists,
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Pushkin, Nikolai Gogol, Ivan Turgenev, Fedor Dostoevsky, and Lev Tolstoy,
while also summarising their plots, sketching their relationships to Realism,
and generalising about the Russian character. Ostensibly designed to redirect
the trends of French Naturalism, de Vogiié’s study cast Russian literature as
“the great alternative, a paragon of decency and truthfulness with a moral edge,
qualities calculated to warm the hearts of the late Victorians.”* Though many of
these chapters had been published in previous years, in slightly different forms,
they cemented de Vogiié’s reputation. Even in the current edition of France’s
Larousse literary encyclopaedia, de Vogtié is credited with having “discovered
for French audiences” the major works of Russian literature.*

For the purposes of this essay, I acknowledge de Vogiié’s achievements as a
critic and cultural ambassador who set the expectations of the French reading
public, butI grant more importance to his role as a translator. In the final sentence
of Le Roman russe, de Vogiié expresses his hope that Russia will find in his study
a sincere expression of its national virtues: “May she find her own thoughts
faithfully translated, and recognize, without too much disparagement, the image
of herself, ever before my eyes” [“Puisse-t-elle y retrouver sa pensée fidélement
traduite et se reconnaitre, sans trop y mécomptes, d 'image qu’elle m’a laissé dans les
yeux”].> Metaphorical as his ‘translation’ may be here, de Vogiié’s oeuvre—when
it concerned Russia—persistently grappled with both practical and theoretical
issues of translation. Though a version of Tolstoy’s “Three Deaths” (“Tri smerti’,
1859) was the only complete translation published by the French scholar (‘Trois

they stopped short of arguing for the contemporary significance of the Russian
novel. In contrast, Vogiié argued that the Russian novel offered a moral and
spiritual corrective to the materialism of French literature.” See Rebecca Beasley,
Russomania (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020), p. 15.

3 Rachel May, The Translator in the Text (Chicago, IL: Northwestern University Press,
1994), p. 21.

4 Larousse, Eugéne Melchior, vicomte de Vogiié, https:/ /www.larousse.
fr/encyclopedie/litterature/Eug%C3%A8ne_Melchior_vicomte_de_
Vog%C3%BC%C3%A9/171945. FW.] Hemmings, although he believed French
audiences would have discovered the splendours of Russian literature without
de Vogiié’s help, credits the French author with establishing the feverish cult of
Dostoevsky and Tolstoy: “The prestige of the periodical in which he was writing,
his own eloquence, and evident sincerity—all these must be allowed to have given
great impetus to the rapid popularisation of Tolstoy and Dostoevsky in France
after 1886”. See EW.]. Hemmings, The Russian Novel in France 1884-1914 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1950), p. 30.

5  Inthe course of this essay, I cite French passages from de Vogiié’s original text:
Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié, Le Roman russe (Paris: Librarie Plon, 1886). English
translations are from Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié, The Russian Novel, trans. by
Colonel H. A. Sawyer (London: Chapman and Hall, 1913). The lines cited here
are from p. 347 of Le Roman russe, p. 332 of Sawyer’s translation. In cases where
Sawyer did not translate the French passage cited—his translation is slightly
abridged—I provide my own translations. All other translations are my own,
unless otherwise indicated.
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Morts’, 1882), he translated all the quotations scattered throughout Le Roman
russe and used the latter study—and a separate article in the Revue des Deux
Mondes—as a platform to evaluate the work of other translators.® It would be
misleading to suggest that de Vogiié introduced the French public to Russian
literature for the first time, since other translators preceded him. By 1886, the
French public could access, among other texts, translations by Prosper Mérimée
(1803-70) of Pushkin’s ‘The Queen of Spades’ (‘Pikovaia dama’, 1834), ‘The
Hussar’ (‘Gusar’, 1833), and ‘The Bohemians’ (“Tsygany’, 1827), Gogol’s ‘The
Inspector General’ (‘Revizor’, 1836) and Dead Souls (Mertvye dushi, 1842); a
translation by Victor Derély (1840-1904) of Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment
(Prestuplenie i nakazanie, 1866); translations by Louis Viardot (1800-83) of
Pushkin’s The Captain’s Daughter (Kapitanskaia dochka, 1836) and of Gogol’s
‘Taras Bulba’ (‘Taras Bulba’, 1835) and other stories; translations by Charles
Morice (1860-1919) of Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov (Brat’ia Karamazovy,
1880) and of other works by the same author; Tolstoy’s War and Peace (Voina i
mir, 1867) translated by Princess Iréne Paskévitch (1835-1925); translations by
Ernest Charriére (1805-65) of Gogol’s Dead Souls and Turgenev’s A Sportsman’s
Sketches (Zapiski okhotnika, 1852); and translations by Ely Halpérine-Kaminsky
(1858-1936) of Tolstoy’s “The Death of Ivan Il'ich” (‘Smert” Ivana Il'ycha’, 1886),
‘Three Deaths’, ‘Kholstomer’ (‘Kholstomer’, 1886), Andrei’s death in War
and Peace, and Nikolai Levin’s death in Anna Karenina (Anna Karenina, 1878),
grouped in a collection enticingly called Death (La Mort, 1886).” By including
translated extracts from all these authors, including Maksim Gorky, however,
de Vogiié’s survey covers most ground. Indeed, as Jean-Louis Backes points out
in a recent article on Le Roman russe, if one were to collect de Vogiié’s translated
citations, “one could compile an interesting anthology of 19th-century Russian
literature” .

My choice to single out de Vogiié from the above list of translators has less to
do with the volume of his output than with the authority which he was granted

6  Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié, ‘Les Livres russes en France’, Revue des Deux Mondes,
78 (1886), 823—-41.

7 Vladimir Boutchik helpfully divides this group into three categories. The first
consists of translators like Iréne Paskévitch, née Irina Vorontsova-Dashkova—
Russian aristocrats who had mastered French and who were motivated by national
pride. The second group includes Mérimée and Charriere—French writers who
had lived in Russia and were perhaps inspired to translate by a desire to improve
their Russian language skills. The third group—a generation removed from the
first two and including Halpérine-Kaminsky, Morice, Derély, and Neyroud—
consisted of more professional translators, though they varied in their fidelity
to the original texts. See Vladimir Boutchik, La Littérature russe en France (Paris:
Honoré Champion, 1947), pp. 13-34.

8  Jean-Louis Backes, ‘Eugeéne-Melchior de Vogiié et Le Roman russe’, in LAppel de
I'étranger: Traduire en langue francaise en 1886, ed. by Lucile Arnoux-Farnoux, Yves
Chevrel, and Sylvie Humbert-Mougin (Paris: Presses Universitaires Francois-
Rabelais, 2015), pp. 213-28 (p. 219), https://doi.org/10.4000/books.pufr.11309.
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by editors and the reading public at large. In his Method in Translation Theory
(1998), Anthony Pym, focusing especially on translations into French at the end
of the nineteenth century, remarks that by those years “translation had become
just one of several methods for the transmission of knowledge”.? De Vogiié, who
had served at the French Embassy and written for the Revue des Deux Mondes
and was soon to be elected to the Académie Francaise, was what Pym might
refer to as an “active efficient cause”—an individual translator who acquires
enough power and influence to intervene in literary history.’® Such power
allowed de Vogiié to determine and shape processes of literary transculturation
that are often addressed in the passive voice. In What Is World Literature? (2003),
David Damrosch, for example, submits that “works of literature take on a new
life as they move into the world at large, and to understand this new life we
need to look closely at the ways the work becomes reframed in its translations
and in its new cultural contexts”.! In too many cases, such “reframing” is a
hazy historical process, shaped by translators, editors, publishing pressures (the
Franco-Russian alliance of the early 1890s creating a higher demand for Russian
literature, for example), the literary marketplace, and the cultural zeitgeist.
This case study, however, tracks what could almost be considered a one-man
show of canon formation, and the ‘reframing’ can easily, though not solely, be
credited to de Vogiié. The latter was a mediator who sacrificed the time he might
have spent translating to focus on the critical [re]framing of Russian novels: in
addition to his books and articles, he penned prefaces to Dostoevsky’s Notes
from the House of the Dead (Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, 1861) and The Idiot (Idiot,
1869), to Tolstoy’s War and Peace, to Nikolai Nekrasov’s poetry, to works by Ivan
Krylov, Denis Fonvizin, and Fedor Tiutchev. Unlike Constance Garnett, who
was far more prolific than her French counterpart but by and large refused to
write prefaces to her English translations, de Vogiié shaped the expectations of
the French reading public in his non-fiction.'? In the following microhistorical
case study, I will track the interventions de Vogiié made in Le Roman russe, his
translation of Tolstoy, his reviews of other contemporary translations, and his
prefaces to translated Russian works. Taking into account de Vogiié’s highly
personal and idiosyncratic motivations, I focus primarily on how, as a literary
critic, he defined the otherness of Russian literature and how, as a translator, he
modelled a reaction to it.

9  Anthony Pym, Method in Translation History (London and New York: Routledge,
1998), p. 174.

10  Pym, Method in Translation History, p. 161.

11 David Damrosch, What Is World Literature? (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2003), p. 24.

12 Constance Garnett (1861-1946) was by far the most prolific translator of Russian
literature in the U.K. Translator of some seventy volumes of Russian literature,
Garnett made available—often for the first time—works by Gogol, Dostoevsky,
Chekhov, Tolstoy, Turgenev, and Goncharov.
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Anguish, Despair, Hangovers: The Language of
Moral Suffering

The animating force behind de Vogiié’s articles, and, as I hope to show,
his translations, is his dissatisfaction with fin-de-siécle French Naturalism.
Concentrating on what the Russian realists can teach their French counterparts,
de Vogiié dismisses Russian poets from his canon, using translation as a
convenient excuse to do so: “Russian poets are not and will never be translated”
(“Les poetes russes ne sont et ne seront jamais traduits”).”* He turns instead to
prose writers like Gogol, Turgenev, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, and later, Gorky, to
demonstrate how they document human suffering. Though de Vogiié has a soft
spot for the landscapes evoked in Russian literature, the passages he chooses to
translate are by and large accounts of physical torment and bodily deterioration:
from Gogol he highlights the execution of the Cossacks in ‘Taras Bulba’ (‘Taras
Bulba’, 1835); from Turgenev, the half-dead hag attempting to sing in ‘A Living
Relic’ (‘Zhivye moshchi’, 1874); from Dostoevsky, the death of Mikhailov in
Notes from the House of the Dead and of the student in Poor Folk (Bednye liudi, 1846);
from Tolstoy, Prince Andrei’s battlefield injury and the carnal reality of war in
War and Peace. In an essay called ‘Russian Books in France’ (‘Les Livres russes
en France’) for the Revue des Deux Mondes in 1886, which was not included in
Le Roman russe, de Vogtié—though he jokes that nervous people will hesitate to
enter libraries full of macabre Russian titles—admits that Halpérine-Kaminsky
beat him to the idea of grouping Tolstoy’s death tales into one collection. Taken
together, de Vogiié’s translation choices—and I include his version of ‘Three
Deaths'—suggest that he was trying to put these scenes in dialogue with the
morbid trend in French literature that was, in his view, initiated by Stendhal and
perfected by Gustave Flaubert.”® By demonstrating the deficiencies of French
Naturalism, de Vogiié hoped to facilitate the welcoming of Russian literature by
French readers.

De Vogiié can be as hard on the mercilessness of the Russian realists as he is on
his own compatriots; Tolstoy’s “The Death of Ivan II’ich’ makes him want to turn
away, as if from the “last convulsions of a dying animal” (“derniéres convulsions
d’une béte mourante”).’* However, de Vogiié rejoices that their prose generally
combines laboratory-style Realism with “moral intention” (“intention morale”)

13 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 36. De Vogiié later furthers this thought: “I remember
having seen a firefly brought home between two leaves of a small copy of Onegin
by a young girl just returned from Naples. It was an infinitesimal particle of
a glorious Italian night, but all the charm of its luminiferous light departed
the moment it had been touched. Thus would perish Russian poetry were I to
transpose it in these pages” (ibid., p. 45).

14 De Vogiié, ‘Livres russes en France’, p. 838; p. 829.

15 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. Xxxvi.

16 De Vogiié, ‘Livres russes en France’, p. 829.
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or “moral inspiration” (“inspiration morale”).”” In his preface to Notes from the
House of the Dead (Souvenirs de la maison des morts, 1886), de Vogiié welcomes
the salutary effects of “moral suffering”’—something he cannot find in French
literature.”® It is a point that other contemporaneous translators make as well:
in his preface to La Mort, Halpérine-Kaminsky insists that the physical deaths
depicted therein are attended by “moral suffering” (“les souffrances morales”);*
Charriere, in his preface to a French translation of Turgenev’s A Sportsman’s
Sketches, speaks of the “moral suffering” (“souffrance morale””) of both characters
and readers.”’ The moral dimension of Russian Realism encourages, according
to de Vogué, a feeling of charity and pity in readers: “Realism becomes odious
when it ceases to be charitable” (“Le réalisme devient odieux dés qu’il cesse d’étre
charitable”).?' For de Vogiié, the characters that populate Russian literature—
especially those in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy—are meant to inspire “that mystical
feeling of compassion towards an unfortunate being” (“cet état mystique de
compassion prés d'un étre malheureux”).?

However, it is precisely the language of moral suffering that de Vogtié finds
nearly impossible to translate. Over and over again, as he attempts to display the
inner life of fictional characters, the French scholar questions the very possibility
of cross-cultural understanding. In the context of Gorky, ‘foska’ becomes the
impediment, just as ‘poshlost” did for Nabokov in his book on Gogol.? De Vogiié
recognises that ‘toska’—roughly translated as ‘anguish’ or ‘yearning’—is the
“national variety of the oldest human evil” (“variété nationale du plus vieux mal
humain”), while emphasising its untranslatability.** Translating into French, he
repeatedly italicises ‘toska’, revelling in its foreignness: “But where does this
toska come from?” (“Mais d’o1i vient cette toska?”); “Suddenly toska, like a bullet
to thehead” (“Tout de suite la toska, comme une balle dans le front”) . In Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy, the verbal culprit is ‘otchaianie” : “that state of mind for which I try
in vain to find an equivalent into French” (“cet état de coeur et d’esprit pour lequel
je m’efforce vainement de trouver un equivalent dans notre langue”) ?® Noting that the

17 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. xxxix.

18 Th. Dostoievsky, Souvenirs de la Maison des Morts, trans. by M. Neyroud (Paris:
Librarie Plon, 1886), pp. i-xvi (p. viii).

19  La Mort, ed. by M. E. Halpérine (Paris: Librairie Académique Didier, 1886), pp.
i-viii (p. vii).

20 Ivan Tourgéneff, Mémoires d'un Seigneur Russe, trans. by Ernest Charriére (Paris:
Librarie Hachette, 1883), pp. v-xix (p. xi).

21 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 45. De Vogiié also accuses Gustave Flaubert of
having forgotten that moral infirmity, just like physical infirmity, “is worthy of
compassion” (“est digne de compassion”) (p. xxxiii).

22 Ibid., p. 25; de Vogiié, Russian Novel, p. 246.

23 Vladimir Nabokov, Nikolai Gogol (New York: New Directions, 1961), pp. 63-64.

24 Eugene-Melchior de Vogiié, ‘Maxime Gorky: L'oeuvre and I’'homme’, Revue des
Deux Mondes, 4:3 (1901), 660-95 (p. 676).

25 Ibid.

26  De Vogtié, Roman russe, p. 227; de Vogié, Russian Novel, p. 225.
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term generally means ‘despair’ (désespoir), de Vogiié complains that this word
too is ‘untranslatable’ (intraduisible) and that:

[...] the dictionary is a poor money changer at any time, and never
gives the exact value, handing over the foreign coins in return for yours
without reference to their own intrinsic fiscal value. As a matter of fact,
to give that word its true value, one ought to smelt down twenty others,
such as: despair, fatalism, savagery, asceticism and what not. [...] Itis the
allurement and the terror of the country where reigns sheer madness,
where the excesses of life are preferred, where everything can be borne
except the average lot, where the people, for choice, desire annihilation
rather than moderation. Poor Russia!?’

De Vogiié finds that the Russians have much more complex ways, “a whole rich
vocabulary” (“tout un riche vocabulaire”), to express “the nausea on days after
drinking” (“la nausée des lendemains d’ivresse”), for which the French only have
the vulgar “j’ai le mal aux cheveux” (literally ‘my hair hurts”).?® Underlying
de Vogiié’s dwelling on the untranslatability of such forms of suffering as
depression, melancholy, and even hangovers is the fear that compassion—the
hallmark of Russian Realism—might be beyond French audiences.?

This spectre of untranslatability is woven through Le Roman russe, giving
rise to larger problems. “In truth, I am in despair when I think of trying
to explain these people to our own” (“En verité, le désespoir me prend quand
j'essaye de faire comprendre ce monde au notre”) de Vogiié laments, referring to
Dostoevsky’s characters.®* The critic’s ‘despair’, however, functions to preserve
the foreignness of the original texts that is lost in so many translations of the
period. In an essay on the analytics of translation, French translation theorist
Antoine Berman describes translation as “the trial of the foreign” (“I'épreuve
de I'étranger”), where ‘the foreign’ is a manifestation of cultural otherness that
can be either domesticated or preserved in translation.®® Advocating for a
foreignising approach—for “open[ing] up the foreign work to us in its utter

27  De Vogiié, Roman russe, pp. 291-92; de Vogiié, Russian Novel, pp. 281-82. Anna
Gichkina, in her monograph on de Vogiié, notes that the French critic was the
first specialist on Russia to try to explain the emotion. She finds in his journals
evidence that he explained ‘otchaianie’ to himself as “a consecration of oneself to
ennui,” the refined pleasure of combating oneself. See Anna Gichkina, Eugéne-
Melchior de Vogiié, p. 83.

28 De Vogiié, ‘Maxime Gorky,” p. 679.

29 Hemmings goes so far as to suggest that de Vogiié was fooling himself in his
search to find compassion in Tolstoy, who “never himself sheds tears over the fate
of his characters” (Russian Novel in France, p. 46).

30 De Vogtié, Roman russe, p. 238; de Vogtié, Russian Novel, p. 235.

31 Antoine Berman, ‘Translation and the Trials of the Foreign’ in The Translation
Studies Reader, ed. by Lawrence Venuti (London and New York: Routledge, 2012),
pp- 240-53 (p. 240).
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foreignness”—Berman argues that in the Western tradition, the individual
essence of foreign texts is “radically repressed”.*

I would suggest that de Vogiié, in calling attention to the untranslatable,
is effectively exposing the foreign.*® Adopting in his essays all the strategies
that, according to Berman, foreignising translators would use—italicisations,
footnotes, in-text commentary—de Vogtié disturbs the deceptively fluid currents
of cross-cultural transmissions.* Anticipating Berman and other proponents of
foreignising translations in his preface to “Trois Morts’, de Vogiié addresses the
violence that foreign texts should wreak on the translating language. Justifying
his ‘servile’ translation, de Vogiié asserts: “one shouldn’t hesitate to abdicate the
genius of one’s own language, to de-ossify it in a way, in order to adapt it to the
skeleton of another language” (“il ne faut hésiter, je crois, a abdiquer le génie de sa
propre langue, a la désosser, en quelque sorte, pour l'adapter au squelette de la phrase
étrangere”).® In thus guiding the public’s taste, de Vogiié was also responsible
for popularising other translations that emphasised the foreignness of Russian
literature. In 1879, he ended his admiring review of the first French translation
of War and Peace (accomplished by Princess Iréne Paskévitch) with a warning,
which reads almost like an endorsement, that “no French reader, in reading
these pages, could doubt that he owes them to a foreign pen” (“nul Frangais, en
lisant ces pages, ne pourra se douter qu’il les doit a une plume étrangere”).* In 1886,
de Vogiié remarked in ‘Les Livres russes en France’ that Halpérine-Kaminsky,
in translating Turgenev’s On the Eve (Un Bulgar d la Veille, 1886), had managed to

32 Berman, ‘Translation and the Trials of the Foreign’, pp. 240—-41.

33 Elsewhere, de Vogiié asserts that the translator “must remain enslaved to foreign
thought” (“doit rester esclave de la pensée étrangére”). See de Vogiié, ‘Livres russes en
France’, p. 839.

34 De Vogiié’s 1888 review of a performance of Tolstoy’s ‘The Power of Darkness’
(‘“Vlast’ t'my’, 1886), is perhaps where his pessimism about the possibility of
translation reaches its apex. In it, he laments the translation of Tolstoy’s title,
dialogue, idioms, and genre, reminding his readers that translations are not clothes
that can be tailored to fit the same thought. See Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiié, ‘La
Puissance des Ténebres’, Revue des Deux Mondes, 86 (1888), 426-50 (p. 430).

35 Léon Tolstoi, “Trois Morts’, trans. by E. M. de Vogtié, Revue des Deux Mondes, 52
(1882), 913-25 (p. 913). De Vogiié was occasionally resigned about the inability of
the French tongue to accommodate the nuances of Russian literature. In his essay
on Maksim Gorky, he promises several translated quotes from the author, only to
offer the following caveat: “These quotes will only give an approximate idea of
the original. I translate and our old language, with its sharp contours, is desperate
when forced to render the chaotic richness, the spontaneous liberty, the nuances
and the blur of the evolving idiom that each Russian writer kneads at his will”
(“Elles ne donneront qu’une idée approximative de l'original: je traduis et notre vielle
langue aux contours si nets est désespérante, lorsqu’on veut lui faire rendre la richesse
désordonnée, la liberté primesautiére, les nuances et le flou de 'idiome en formation que
chaque écrivain russe pétrit a sa guise”). See de Vogiié, ‘Maxime Gorky,” p. 673.

36 Eugene-Melchior De Vogiié, ‘Essais et notices’, Revie des Deux Mondes, 33 (1879),
pp- 972-74.
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“impart to our language a little of the master stylist’s magic” (“faire passer dans
notre langue un peu de la magie du maitre styliste”).’” And in his preface to Charles
Neyroud'’s translation of Dostoevsky’s Notes from the House of the Dead, de Vogiié
muses that:

There is one means of taming the public and we use it all too frequently:
that of strangling the translations of foreign works in order to ‘adapt’
them to our tastes. We have ruthlessly discarded several of these helpful
fantasies and awaited a version of Notes from the House of the Dead that is
at least a faithful version of the Russian text.?®

De Vogiié’s exaggerated angst about untranslatability in The Russian Novel could
be read as a performance of his own mastery of Russian. But, taken together
with his reviews, his non-fiction essays propose that Russian literature should
challenge its readers. The foreignisation model in general, and the foreignisation
of moral suffering in particular, requires that French readers not only be aware of
their linguistic distance from Russian texts, but also gauge their own emotional
capacity to respond to the characters in those texts. I turn to this aspect of
transculturation next.

Translation and Compassion

In the face of all this foreignness, which he admirably embraces, de Vogiié
resolves to foster understanding for characters whose moral/spiritual
constitution defies translation. His individual translations, while preserving
the foreignness outlined above, deviate from their originals when they insist
upon the humanity of those who might otherwise be too foreign for pity. In
"Trois Morts’, this impulse towards compassion manifests itself in contrasting
references to the same character: where Tolstoy drily refers to “the invalid”
(“bol'noi”), de Vogiié writes “I’homme” (“the man”).* When he translates an
excerpt from Notes from the House of the Dead, the same impulse has de Vogiié
report that a prisoner “was atoning in prison for an irreparable crime” (“expiait
en Sibérie un crime irremissible”) while Dostoevsky’s narrator says merely that
he was sent to Siberia “for an extremely important crime” (“3a Ype3BBEIYAHHO
BakHOe IpecTymieHHe”).* And when Raskolnikov tells Sonya that he is
bowing down before “human suffering” (“cTpajaHue dYejioBedecKoe”),

37 De Vogiié, ‘Livres russes en France’, p. 840.

38 Dostoievsky, Souvenirs de la Maison des Morts, p. xiv.

39 Tolstoi, “Trois morts’, p. 920; Lev Tolstoi, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 90 vols (Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel’stvo ‘Khudozhestvennaia Literatura,” 1928-1964), V
(1931), p. 59.

40 De Vogtié, Roman russe, p. 229, my emphasis; F. M. Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii, 30 vols (Leningrad: Nauka, 1972-1990), IV (1972), p. 33.
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de Vogiié has him prostrate himself before “the suffering of humanity” (“Ia
souffrance de I’humanité”).*' T would argue that in each of these cases, de Vogiié is
accomplishing one of the goals that he sets out in The Russian Novel: to restore the
etymological meaning of compassion, which he defines as “to suffer with and
through another” (“souffrir avec and par un autre”).* While in theory de Vogiié
celebrated the Russian national forms of moral suffering—so foreign to Western
audiences—in practice he needed to make such forms globally available for
empathy. The tension between de Vogiié’s theoretical interest in foreignisation
and his practical turn to what one might call ‘emotional domestication” reaches
its apex in the Dostoevsky chapter. De Vogiié’s approach for most of Le Roman
russe is thoroughly estranging—he mulls over ‘otchaianie’, fumbles while trying
to explain Dostoevsky’s characters, and struggles with Dostoevsky’s “terrible
realism” (“réalisme terrible”)®—but in the final pages the French critic finds
himself compelled to take a different approach. In his culminating meditations
on the author, he invokes a claim Dostoevsky made once to him: “We are blessed
with all the talents of the whole world—even more—that of Russia; therefore
we are able to understand you, but you are incapable of understanding us”
(“Nous avons le génie de tous les peuples et en plus le génie russe; donc nous pouvons
vous comprendre et vous ne pouvez nous comprendre”). Disgruntled and challenged
by what he sees as Dostoevsky’s arguments in favour of the supremacy of the
Russian race, de Vogiié accepts the challenge: “May his shade forgive me, for
I am now going to show the contrary” (“Que sa mémoire me pardonne; j’essaye
aujourd’hui de lui prouver le contraire”).** He thus implies that none of the
preceding pages—in which he discusses the novels, ofchaianie, and Dostoevsky’s
personality—were part of his project to ‘understand’ the Russian author.
Instead, he offers in his last five pages descriptions of Dostoevsky’s two funerals:
the private one in the author’s home and the public procession in the streets of
Saint Petersburg. Structurally, de Vogiié’s essay implies that Dostoevsky is only
interpretable—and therefore translatable—in death.*

41 Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, VI (1973), p. 246; de Vogtié, Roman russe, p.
251.

42 De Vogtié, Russian Novel, p. 246; de Vogtié, Roman russe, p. 250. Compassion is
also what drives de Vogiié’s critical evaluations. He finds that Nikolai Levin’'s
death in Anna Karenina is far more touching than the death of Ivan IIich because
Konstantin Levin, serving as intermediary, promotes readers who “think and
tremble with him” (“pense et tremble avec lui”). See de Vogiié, ‘Livres russes en
France’, p. 330.

43 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 230; de Vogiié, Russian Novel, p. 228.

44 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 270; de Vogiié, Russian Novel, p. 263.

45 And in fact, there is a hint of this assumption in the Tolstoy essay too, when de
Vogiié declares that writing about the living author is too difficult: “How can
one write of greatness before the last pinch of dust has rotted away, or before the
individual has been transformed into an abstract image [...]? It is difficult; but I
see him before me so great that I believe him dead”. De Vogitié, Russian Novel, p.
273.
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I would suggest that in the final paragraphs of de Vogiié’s study, the ‘foreign
body” of literature is literalised, and Dostoevsky’s corpse becomes the text
that needs to be translated. Confronted by Dostoevsky’s dead body, de Vogiié
struggles tojudge the author’s “moral value” (“valeur morale”) just as he struggled
to find the ‘valeur morale’ of Crime and Punishment.*® However, in the context of
the funerals, de Vogiié is able to make the dead Dostoevsky—that is, the moral
suffering he represents—translatable in two ways. First, unconsciously or not,
he draws on a pre-eighteenth-century definition of ‘translation” that existed in
both English and French. The word ‘translation’—from the Latin ‘translatio” (‘to
carry across’)—referred to the transfer of bodies between two sites, and usually
implied the remains or relics of a saint being transferred from one monastery
or church to another.”” I turn to this medieval definition of translation partly
because Dostoevsky—as described by de Vogiié—is characterised as a secular
saint: de Vogtié refers to the author’s final “apotheosis” (“apotheose”), the
mourners take the flowers alongside his body as “relics” (“reliques”), and when
the lights sputter and go out in the room where the corpse is being visited,
“there only remained the uncertain light given by the small lamp hanging
before the holy images of the Saints” (“il ne resta que la lumiére de la petite lampe
appendue devant les images saintes”).*® Carried like a saint to his place of burial,
Dostoevsky is, in de Vogtié’s conception, translated more easily than his oeuvre
ever could be.

Secondly, de Vogtié uses both funerals to emphasise the pity that the Russian
author inspired from his public: “He had spent himself for this people and
evoked in them feelings of pity [...]” (“Il avait épanché sur ce people et réveillé en
lui de la pitié [...]”).* As if afraid that he himself will not be able to muster this
pity and charity in himself—and therefore, in his own eyes, fail Dostoevsky’s
challenge—de Vogtié turns, in his final lines, from literary criticism to translation:
"I could find no other words of farewell than those the student addressed to the
young girl, words which summed up Dostoyevsky’s faith and now come back
to him, ‘It is not before thee I kneel—I prostrate myself before the sufferings of
all humanity”” (“Je ne trouvai d’autre adieu que les mots de I'étudiant a la pauvre
fille, les mots qui résumaient toute la foi de Dostoievsky et devaient lui revenir: ‘Ce
n'est pas devant toi que je m’incline; je me prosterne devant toute la souffrance de

U'humanité’”).® In this case, de Vogiié merges to such an extent with a fictional

46 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 277.

47  Cecilia Feilla, who writes about this particular meaning in the letters of Abelard
and Héloise, points out that the saint’s body was often accompanied by an
official ‘letter of translation’. See Cecilia Feilla, ‘Translating Communities: The
Institutional Epilogue to the Letters of Abelard and Heloise’, The Yale Journal of
Criticism 16.2 (2003), 363-79.

48 De Vogiié, Roman russe, pp. 273-74; de Vogtié, Russian Novel, pp. 265-66.

49  De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 277; de Vogiié, Russian Novel, p. 269.

50 De Vogiié, Roman russe, p. 277; de Vogtié, Russian Novel, p. 270.
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character that he becomes a radical example of Lawrence Venuti’s “invisible”
translator, completely abandoning his role of mediator.® Moreover, borrowing
Raskolnikov’s words, and using his own translation rather than Derély’s more
literal rendering, de Vogiié universalises Dostoevsky’s suffering. His linguistic
and contextual translation of Crime and Punishment provides the ultimate means
of judging Dostoevsky, of pitying him, and, therefore, of understanding him.
Translation, in other words, facilitated compassion where criticism had failed.

Conclusion

As de Vogiié’s fellow critic and translator, Téodor de Wyzewa, noted in 1887,
“De Vogtié profoundly sensed the French public’s unconscious desire for
a restoration of spiritual life”.5 Thanks to his social standing, linguistic skill,
and travel experiences, de Vogiié’s restoration of spiritual life was most
famously achieved in the realm of literary criticism. “With The Russian Novel,”
Gichkina writes, “the richness of the Russian literary tradition was, for the
first time, presented to the French public in a way that was both accessible and
captivating”.® The appearance of de Vogiié’s collection of essays in 1886, which
had been tantalisingly heralded for the preceding three years in the Revue des
Deux Mondes and the Revue bleue, and which offered quality translations of
key passages in Russian literature, spawned a Russian fever. Gichkina cites the
example of War and Peace, which had sold 550 copies within five years of its first
French translation in 1874. After de Vogiié’s study of Tolstoy was published in
1884, however, over two thousand copies of the same translation were printed
for each of the next four years.>* The Russian Novel itself received rave reviews,
one hailing it as “a masterpiece of French criticism”.%

But the ‘restoration of spiritual life” anticipated by de Vogiié was not to be
accomplished through literary criticism, as influential as his essays were. From
the pen of a cultural ambassador who had captured public attention through his
essays and novels, de Vogiié’s translations ultimately did far more than introduce
the French reading public to the spectrum of Russian realist authors, and, in fact,
actively contradicted his theoretical views. De Vogiié maintained that “the task
of the translator is to place clear glass, invisible if possible, between our eyes and
the unknown landscape” (“le souci du traducteur doit étre d’interposer une vitre

51 See Lawrence Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility (London: Routledge, 1995), pp.
1-34.

52 Téodor de Wyzewa, ‘Les Russes, notes’, La Revue Indépendante, 2 (1887), 65-91 (p.
69).

53  Gichkina, Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiié, p. 174.

54 Ibid., p. 166.

55 André Hallays, ‘Le Roman Russe par le vicomte E.-M. de Vogiié’, Journal des débats
politiques et littéraires, Sept. (1886), p. 3. See Gichkina, Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiié, pp.
177-81, for a more complete summation of reviews garnered by The Russian Novel.
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limpide, invisible s'il se peut, entre nos yeux et le paysage inconnu’”).% It has been my
contention that de Vogtié revelled in the blurriness of this window, highlighting
the impossibility of understanding the Russian character. As a practising
translator, however, he promoted compassion as a means of overriding that
impossibility. As a literary critic and amateur translation theorist, he objected
that the word ‘otchaianie’ is untranslatable. As the translator of “Three Deaths’,
however, he did translate the term—as “despair” (“désespoir”), apparently
finding it adequate for capturing pathos.” And as a critic, he applauded the
French translations produced by Halpérine-Kaminsky, Morice, and Derély.
But as an active translator, he proffered his own versions of key passages from
Russian novels. When France, and on its heels Western Europe, suddenly
became infatuated with the nineteenth-century Russian novel, it was because
de Vogiié had glorified literary suffering. But it was also because his translations
and metatextual commentaries gave French readers the language to empathise
with that suffering.

56 De Vogtié, ‘Livres russes en France’, p. 840.
57  Tolstoi, Sobranie sochinenii, V, p. 61; Tolstoi, “Trois morts’, p. 921.
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Mann’s View of Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy in Times of War and Peace:
Doctor Faustus (1947)!

Elizaveta Sokolova

Russian culture was truly meaningful to Thomas Mann (1875-1955), the
celebrated German writer (laureate of the 1929 Nobel Prize for Literature), who
lived in exile in the USA from September 1938 onwards, and who undoubtedly
belonged to Pascale Casanova’s list of “great cosmopolitan intermediaries”
who determine the world literary canon and its development in their time.?
Mann significantly “surpassed the other German writers of his generation” in
“the fullness of his spiritual connections with Russian literature”.> Reflections
of the creative thought and biographies of many Russian writers are clearly
distinguishable in his work, to the extent that some scholars emphasise the
essential and even ‘salvific’ role of Russian literature in Mann’s own development
as a great writer of the twentieth century, “a holy literature indeed”.*

1 Some elements of this article previously appeared in Russian in E. V. Sokolova,
“Povorot k Dostoevskomu” u Tomasa Manna: “Doktor Faustus” (1947)’, in Vestnik
kulturologii, 4: 99 (2021), 96-113, https://doi.org/10.31249 /hoc/2021.04.06.

2 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by Malcolm DeBevoise
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004), p. 21.

3 Tamara Motyleva, Tomas Mann i russkaia literatura (Moscow: Znanie, 1975), p. 6.
Here and below, unless otherwise indicated, all translations into English from
Russian and German are my own.

4 “[...] aus die anbetungswiirdige russische Literatur, die so recht eigentlich die
heilige Literatur darstellt [...]”: Thomas Mann, Gesammelte Werke, 12 vols (Berlin:
Aufbau-Verlag, 1955), IX, p. 232. See also Mann, XI, p. 575. On the “salvific’ role of
Russian literature for Mann see Aleksei Zherebin, “Tomas Mann i “Iunosheskii mif
russkoi literatury””’, in Izvestiia Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk. Seriia literatury i inzyka, 72
(2013), 45-51.
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Mann’s acquaintance with Russian literature began in his early youth, made
possible by the increasingly positive reception of Russian literature in Germany
in the 1880s. He read Russian authors in German translations, which had just
begun proliferating.’ Certain Russian writers contributed significantly to this
trend, including the bilingual Karolina Pavlova (1807-93), one of the first
translators of nineteenth-century Russian literature into German; Ivan Turgenev
(1818-83), who called Germany his “second homeland”,® and later, in the
early twentieth century, Dmitri Merezhkovskii (1865-1941), a noted Russian
philosopher who settled in Paris in 1920, where he remained an important
Russian literary influence abroad, a connoisseur and a populariser of Russian
thought in Europe.” Among the first translators of Turgenev, Dostoevsky, and
Tolstoy into German, Jiirgen Lehmann singles out Wilhelm Wolfsohn (1820-65),
who “facilitated” the reception of Russian literature for readers brought up
on German classical philosophy and aesthetics.® Lehmann also acknowledges
translations by Friedrich von Bodenstedt (1819-92)—who produced an edition
of Turgenev’s short stories—although he considers von Bodenstedt less gifted
than Wolfsohn.” From the mid-1880s, translators of Russian literature into
German increased rapidly in number, thus we cannot always determine whose
translations introduced Mann to a specific text. He evidently read Tolstoy and
Turgenev in different translations. Tolstoy’s works, for example, were translated
by Raphael Lowenfeld, August Scholz, and Frida Rubiner."® Mann is known to
have read The Brothers Karamazov (Brat'ia Karamazovy, 1880) in Karl Noétzel's
translation, and Dostoevsky’s remaining novels mostly in Hermann Roll’s
versions.”! He may also have been familiar with other translations including
Raskolnikow (1882), a version of Crime and Punishment (Prestuplenie i nakazanie,
1866) by Wilhelm Henckel (1825-1910)." This was the very first translation of
a Dostoevsky novel in Western Europe, preceding Victor Derély’s 1884 French
Le Crime et le chitiment by two years. Henckel’s translations may also have
introduced Mann to the work of Anton Chekhov.

5  Jurgen Lehmann, Russische Literatur in Deutschland (Frankfurt: Metzler, 2015), pp.
63-64.

6  Lehmann, Russische Literatur, pp. 31-34. On Turgenev’s influence on Mann see,
for example, Georg Wenzel, ‘Ivan Sergeevi¢ Turgenev in Aufzeichnungen Thomas
Manns’, in Zeitschrift fiir Slawistik, 28 (1983), 889-914; Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk,
‘Turgenjew unterwegs zum Zauberberg’, in Thomas Mann Jahrbuch, 8 (1995), 53-69.

7  Lehmann, Russische Literatur, p. 65.

8  Ibid., p. 40.

9  Ivan Turgenev, Erzihlungen, 2 vols, trans. by Friedrich von Bodenstedt (Miinchen:
Rieger’sche Unversitdtsbuchhandlung, 1864-65).

10 L. N. Tolstoj, Sdmtliche Werke, 33 vols, trans. by R. Lowenfeld (Leipzig: Diederichs,
1901-07); Lehmann, Russische Literatur, p. 65.

11 Michael Wegner, ‘Zu den Teufelsgestalten bei Thomas Mann und Fedor
Dostojewski’, in Dostojewski Studies, 9 (1988), 34—43 (pp. 35-36).

12 Fjodor Dostojewski, Raskolnikow, 3 vols, trans. by Wilhelm Henckel (Leipzig:
Wilhelm Friedrich, 1882).
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Russian literature occupies an important place in Mann’s own critical
writings. He wrote three essays on Tolstoy;" one on Dostoevsky,' in which he
compares the latter with Nietzsche; and another on Chekhoyv, as its title clarifies
(Versuch tiber Tschekhov, 1954)." He was well acquainted with Merezhkovskii’s
Tolstoy and Dostoevsky (Lev Tolstoi i Dostoevskii, 1901), published in Berlin in 1919
in Carl von Giitschow’s German translation.'® Mann owed Merezhkovskii not
only the idea of contrasting Tolstoy (as a “seer of the flesh”) with the “seer
of the spirit” Dostoevsky, but also the notion that “the greater are an artist’s
creative powers, the more precisely he is able to summon the contents of
his imagination into both the reality of his life and that of his works”.”” This
informed Mann'’s admiration for Tolstoy as the embodiment of such powers. We
should also mention Maksim Gorky, whose Memories of Leo Nikolaevich Tolstoy
(Vospominaniia o L've Nikolaeviche Tolstom, 1919), according to Mann, his best
book,'® served the latter as a reliable source of information about the life and
personality of the “great writer of the Russian lands”." The first critical views on
Mann’s assessments of Russian literature and his expression of Russian motifs
in his work were offered by Alois Hofmann in German or Tamara Motyleva
in Russian.” More recently, Aleksei Zherebin also lends profound insight into
Mann’s perception of Russian literature as a whole.?! Intertextual connections
with Russian literature in Mann’s work have been studied globally, showing
that, while the universe of Mann’s Russian influences accommodated numerous
writers, Tolstoy and Dostoevsky were crucial among them.?

Despite his own “rather sceptical attitude” towards Tolstoy’s moralising and
to some of his pedagogical ideas, Thomas Mann always found in his work “the

13 Mann, Gesammelte Werke, X, Goethe und Tolstoi. Fragmente zur Problem der Humanitit,
pp. 157-73; Anna Karenina. Einleitung zu einer ameikanischen Ausgabe von Leo Tolstoi,
pp- 274-92; X1, Tolstoi. Zur Jahrhundertfeier seiner Geburt, pp. 185-90.

14 Mann, X, Dostojewski—mit Maszen, pp. 617-35.

15  Mann, XI, Versuch iiber Tschekhov, pp. 311-40.

16  Dmitri Mereschkowski, Tolstoi und Dostojewski. Leben—Schaffen—Religion (Berlin:
K. Voegel, 1919).

17  Aleksei Zherebin, ‘Nemetsko-russkaia utopiia Tomasa Manna (“Gete i Tolstoi”)’,
in Nowyi filologicheskii vestnik, 48 (2019), 273-81 (p. 279).

18 ‘Maxim Gorki hat nach Tolstoi’s Tode ein kleines Buch der Erinnerungen an ihn
verdffentlicht—sein bestes Buch, wenn ich urteilen darf’, from Mann, X, Goethe und
Tolstoi, p. 162.

19 Mann, X, Dostoewski—mit Maszen, p. 618.

20 Alois Hofman, Thomas Mann und die Welt der Russischen Literatur (Berlin:
Akademie Verlag, 1967); Motyleva, Tormas Mann.

21  Aleksei Zherebin, Interpretatsiia literaturnogo proizvedeniia v inokul’turnom kontekste
(Sankt-Peterburg: Knizhnyi Dom, 2013; ‘Nemetsko-russkaia utopiia...” (2019);
‘Tomas Mann i “Iunosheskii mif russkoi literatury”” (2013).

22 Georgy Fridlender, ““Doktor Faustus” T. Manna i “Besy” Dostoevskogo’, in
Dostoevskii. Materialy i issledovaniia, 14 (1997), 3-16; Motyleva, Tomas Mann;
Lehmann, Russische Literatur, pp. 111-29.
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highest example of epic art”.? While working on Buddenbrooks (1897-1901), he
kept Tolstoy’s portrait on his desk as a “mythical mentor” in the genre of the
epic.?* Some scholars identify Tolstoyan traits in Leo Naphta, the mystically
inclined Jesuit in Mann’s The Magic Mountain (Der Zauberberg, 1924), who
preaches “Byzantine-Asian anarchist despotism” and hence opposes the Italian
scholar Lodovico Settembrini with his codes of “classical” European humanism.?
Solomon Apt, the Russian translator of Mann'’s Joseph and His Brothers (Joseph und
seine Briider, 1933-43) and Doctor Faustus (Doktor Faustus, 1947), likens Tolstoy
to Mynheer Peeperkorn, another Magic Mountain character who represents
Mann’s “ideal of a vital solar unconsciousness” and an alternative way of life for
the novel’s protagonist, Hans Castorp.” Apt identifies the kinship between the
majestic Dutchman Peeperkorn and Tolstoy in an episode from the last chapter
of Mann’s novel, where Peeperkorn urges his listeners to look at the sky, pointing
out a soaring eagle. “'Jupiters Vogel’ [Jupiter’s bird |, says Peeperkorn, ‘flies high,
sees wide and pursues its natural prey [...]"”.” Apt finds a corresponding
episode from Tolstoy’s life in Gorky’s Memories of Leo Nikolaevich Tolstoy
(Vospominaniia o L've Nikolaeviche Tolstom, 1919), arguing that the symbolism of
the eagle shows the significance of Tolstoy’s personality to Mann.? Peeperkorn
seems to overshadow both Settembrini and Naphta in their “fighting for the
soul” of the future (in the person of Castorp) by “the very fact of his being there,
the inexplicable magic of his life force, victorious naturalness and integrity”.”
Almost the same could have been written by Mann about Tolstoy, Apt insists.*
Describing the set of tropes to which Mann “confines his stylised image of
Tolstoy”, Zherebin also notes “Herculean strength”, “unrestrained sensuality”

23 Solomon Apt, Nad stranitsami Tomasa Manna (Moscow: Sovetskii Pisatel, 1980), p.
118.

24  Solomon Apt, Tomas Mann: Biografiia (Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 1972), p. 118.

25 Lehmann, Russische Literatur, p. 117.

26 Igor Ebanoidze, “Tomas Manr, in Istoriia literatury Germanii XX veka, 2 vols
(Moscow: IMLI RAN, 2016-), I [Part 2] (2018), pp. 17-55 (p. 44).

27 Mann, II, Der Zauberberg, p. 838: “Er kreist gerade tiber uns im Blauen, schwebt
ohne Fliigelschlag in grossartige Hohe zu unseren—und spaht gewiss aus seinen
maichtigen, weitsichtigen Augen unter den vortretenden Brauenknochen—Der
Adler, meine Herrschaften, Jupiters Vogel, der Konig seines Geschlechtes, der Leu
der Liifte!”

28 Apt, Nad stranitsami Tomasa Manna, p. 120.

29 Ibid., p. 121.

30 Ilustrating Mann'’s attitude towards Tolstoy, Apt also quotes the author’s own
words, uttered, according to Mann’s daughter Erica, on 2 August 1914, after he
learned of the outbreak of World War I: “It’s a strange thing, but if the old man
were still alive—he would not have to do anything, just be in the world, just be
in Yasnaya Polyana—and the disaster would not have happened, would not have
dared to happen” (ibid., p. 123).
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and “wisdom of the ancient sorcerer”, bestowed by “the mysterious connection
of a child of nature with life in general” stimulating “mystical awe”.?!

At the same time, Mann’s attitude towards Tolstoy was not unambiguous. In
his article “Tolstoy: On the Centenary of His Birth” (“Tolstoi. Zur Jahrhundertfeier
seiner Geburt’, 1928),*> Mann portrayed the Russian writer as “an ally in his
[Mann's] own struggle against irrationalism, [...] that ideological dope having
intoxicated the whole of Europe while making Germany more and more
defenceless before the Nazis”.*® But in the early 1930s, in the second version of
his essay ‘Goethe and Tolstoy’, “der grosse Dichter des Russenlandes” (”the great
writer of the Russian lands”) was clearly opposed to the idealised figure of
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe.** According to Mann, the latter had successfully
completed the synthesis of nature and spirit in his life and work, and therefore
still remains a true educator of the German nation, leading it towards humanity.
In contrast, Tolstoy, as a native of the “element of Sarmatian savagery”, failed in
a similar task.®*® Apt emphasises that Mann, though admiring Tolstoy’s vitality
and power, questioned his spirituality. The German writer seems to be unable
to completely overcome a deep inner prejudice against what he saw as Tolstoy’s
alignment with the physical in the conflict of “vitality” and “spirit”, writing:
“What a blessed life! But so tragically, even tragicomically, blessed with power
not spirit”.3

Precisely this antithesis underlies the distinction which Mann perceived
between Tolstoy and Dostoevsky. In ‘Dostoevsky—with Moderation’
(‘Dostojewski—mit Maszen’, 1945-46) Mann opposes one dyad, Goethe and
Tolstoy, to another pair—Nietzsche and Dostoevsky—in analogy to health (both
physical and spiritual) versus illness.” In other words, the Tolstoy-Dostoevsky
contrast embodies for Mann the antithesis of spirituality to the natural creative
gift (like the contrast between sickness and wellness). This opposition is central
for Doctor Faustus, where the title character Adrian Leverkiihn personifies the
problematic relationship between genius and illness in the historical context of
the two wars waged by Germany against the rest of the world. At the same
time, Leverkiihn illustrates how the “integral ideal of an artist of genius and a
humanist intellectual” can split into antinomic pairs—"“spirit and life, life and
art, art and spirit”.*

31 Zherebin, ‘Nemetsko-russkaia utopiia...’, p. 275.

32  Mann, XI, Tolstoi. Zur Jahrhundertfeier seiner Geburt, pp. 185-90.
33 Apt, Nad stranitsami Tomasa Manna, p. 144.

34 Mann, X, Goethe und Tolstoi, p. 162

35 Ibid., p. 230.

36 Mann, XI, Tolstoi. Zur Jahrhundertfeier seiner Geburt, p. 189.

37 Mann, X, Dostojewski—mit Maszen, p. 617.

38 Ebanoidze, “Tomas Mann’, p. 51.
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Unsurprisingly, therefore, while working on Doctor Faustus (May 1943-January
1947)¥—including the last two years of World War Il—Mann admitted his own
“decisive preponderance of interest in Dostoevsky’s grotesque-apocalyptic
world of suffering” over “a usually deeper attraction to Tolstoy’s epic gift”.** The
correlation between crises in world history and Mann'’s interest in Dostoevsky
was already revealed by many authors. Georgii Fridlender points out Mann’s
turn toward Dostoevsky during World Wars I and II*' while Ekaterina Barinova
identifies three such periods: the 1890s and the First and Second World Wars.*
Mann studied Dostoevsky’s novels between 1938 and 1943, mainly reading the
1921 twenty-five volume edition of his collected works in German.* In his diaries
and letters, he mentions repeatedly “reading” and “re-reading” Uncle’s Dream
(Diadiushkin son, 1859), The Eternal Husband (Vechnyi muzh, 1870), The House
of the Dead (Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, 1862), Notes from Underground (Zapiski
iz podpol’ia, 1864), The Village of Stepanchikovo (Selo Stepanchikovo i ego obitateli,
1859), The Gambler (Igrok, 1867), The Idiot (Idiot, 1869), Crime and Punishment,
Demons (Besy, 1872), and The Brothers Karamazov.*

The edition of Dostoevsky which Mann was reading, with an introductory
article by Stefan Zweig, includes all Dostoevsky’s novels in German translations
by Karl Notzel (The Brothers Karamazov) and Hermann Roll (the remaining
novels). Thus we know that Mann’s Doctor Faustus was influenced by the
style of Karl Notzel (1870-1945), author of numerous books on the history
of Russian literature and translator of Tolstoy, Gogol, and Nikolai Leskov, as
well as Dostoevsky. Michael Wegner postulates that in 1938 Mann was already
deeply impressed by the scene from Chapter IX of Book Eleven of The Brothers
Karamazov, where the dialogue between Ivan Karamazov and the devil occurs;
later, he repeatedly re-read it.*®

In his major essay The Story of a Novel: The Genesis of Doctor Faustus (Die
Entstehung des Doktor Faustus. Roman eines Romans, 1949),* Mann mentions
having read only The Brothers Karamazov, Uncle’s Dream and The House of the Dead
by that time.*” Besides the war, a practical reason had arisen for Mann to re-read
Dostoevsky in the mid-1940s: the American publisher Dial Press had invited

39 Mann, XII, Die Entstehung des Doktor Faustus, p. 333.

40 Ibid., p. 261.

41 Georgy Fridlender, ““Doktor Faustus” T. Manna i “Besy” Dostoevskogo’, in
Dostoevskii. Materialy i issledovaniia, 14 (1997), 3-16 (p. 5).

42  Ekaterina Barinova, ‘Russkie kontsepty’ v tvorchestve Tomasa Manna v 1890-1920-kh
godakh (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Nizhnii Novgorod, 2007), p. 11.

43  Fjodor Michailowitsch Dostojewski, Simtliche Romane und Novellen, 25 vols, trans.
by Hermann Roll and Karl Noétzel (Leipzig: Insel, 1921).

44 Lehmann, Russische Literatur, pp. 117-18; Wegner, ‘Zu den Teufelsgestalten bei
Thomas Mann’, 35.

45 Wegner, ‘Zu den Teufelsgestalten bei Thomas Mann’, 36.

46 Mann, XII, Die Entstehung des Doktor Faustus, pp. 178-335.

47  Ibid., p. 228, p. 261, p. 329.
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him to write an introduction for a proposed new edition of Dostoevsky (The
Short Novels of Dostoevsky, 1945). According to the chronology given in The Story
of a Novel, Mann turned to the scene with the devil from The Brothers Karamazov
while working on Chapter XIV of Doctor Faustus, where the starting point of
his protagonist Adrian Leverkiihn’s “turn towards the devil” is to be found.
At the conclusion of that chapter, Mann’s narrator Serenus Zeitblom expresses
his confidence in Adrian’s imminent departure from the Theological faculty.*®
Mann confessed that he was studying this particular scene from Dostoevsky
at that time “with detached mindfulness”, much as he had explored Flaubert’s
Salambo before commencing work on Joseph and his Brothers.*’

Indeed, Chapter XXV of Doctor Faustus, which features Leverkiihn’s
conversation with the devil, turns out to be the climax of the whole novel,
where the storyline of Adrian’s renunciation of God also culminates. Soon after
finishing that viscerally troubling chapter on 20 February 1945,* Mann re-read
Uncle’s Dream.>* But only much later, already working on the ending of his own
novel, did he immerse himself in Dostoevsky’s Notes from the House of the Dead >
Meanwhile, Leverkiihn suffers a stroke after an unsuccessful attempt at public
confession and remains depressed for the next ten years until his death (like
Nietzsche in Turin). We thus find three main points in the “spirit degradation
storyline” central for Mann’s novel, namely its exposition (in Chapter XIV),
culmination (Chapter XXV) and the denouement (in Chapter XLVII). These
stages correlate with Mann’s records of his “reading and rereading” of
Dostoevsky’s works in The Story of a Novel.

Another correlation is also striking: Mann wrote Chapters XIV-XXV (which
chronicle Leverkiihn’s spiritual decline) soon after the tide turned for Germany
in World War II, as the Soviet army finally started to advance westwards. Just
as he was working on Chapter XIX (where Adrian’s ultimately fatal contact
with “the hetaera” Esmeralda takes place), several important cities surrendered
to the Soviet army: Minsk, Lviv, Brest-Litovsk, the “river”, which “was forced
incredibly quickly”, all of which Mann cites in one sentence. It is notable,
therefore, how much was surrendered to the “demonic forces” at exactly the
“point” in The Story of a Novel which corresponds chronologically to Chapter
XIX: as if all the debts that had not been collected in time (in previous chapters,

48 Mann, VI, Doktor Faustus, p. 172.

49 Mann, XII, Die Entstehung des Doktor Faustus, p. 228. For comparison of this scene
from The Brothers Karamazov to the conversation with the devil from Chapter XXV
of Doctor Faustus see, for example, Wegner, ‘Zu den Teufelsgestalten bei Thomas
Mann', pp. 34-43; ].N.K. Sugden, Thomas Mann and Dostoevsky: A Study of Doctor
Faustus in Comparison with The Brothers Karamazov (unpublished doctoral thesis,
University of Cambridge, 1982).

50 Mann, XII, Die Entstehung des Doktor Faustus, p. 250.

51 TIbid., p. 261.

52 TIbid., p. 329.

53 Ibid., p. 233.
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where Adrian’s own decline was only implied) were suddenly called in. From
that point, both “declines” (that of Adrian and of Fascist Germany) develop
in parallel and with increasing speed. Only two pages later, the Russians are
already “near Warsaw, threatening Memel”.>* And as in Chapter XXI, Leverkiihn
(to the horror of the humanist Zeitblom) opposes “art” to “truth”, identifying
art with cold and rational cognition, thereby striking a devastating blow to the
ideals of “holy Russian literature” in attacking Dostoevsky. It is no coincidence
that the paragraph announcing in The Story of a Novel the completion of Mann’s
work on the “conversation with the devil” (20 February 1945) says also that
the “Russians” are already thirty miles from Berlin and are gathering forces for
the final blow.® The next paragraph mentions the Yalta Conference (the new
world order) and “the end” of Germany.* The End was also the title of the article
Thomas Mann wrote at that time for the American press about the German
catastrophe.” Recovery from a catastrophe on this scale takes a lot of time, and a
three-month-long pause in the work on Doctor Faustus followed the completion
of its climactic chapter (XXV). By that time, the deadline for the introduction
about Dostoevsky had arrived, and in July 1945, shortly after the celebration of
the victorious Independence Day, a “chilled and tired” Mann, “issued 24 pages
in 12 days” so that “in the last third of the month”, having finally turned the tide
of his disease, he could “return to Faustus again”.>®

‘Dostoevsky—with Moderation’ is the title of the article, which Mann ends
by quoting his unnamed friend: “When I told a friend of my intention to provide
a preface for three volumes he said laughing: ‘Be careful! You will write a book
about him!" I was careful”, announces Mann in conclusion before returning to
his own Faustus.” However, despite all Mann’s “caution”, Dostoevsky (besides
Nietzsche and Schoenberg) is often suggested as a prototype for Adrian
Leverkiihn.® In the above-named article, Mann likens Nietzsche’s syphilis
to Dostoevsky’s epilepsy and places this “holy disease” at the centre of the
Russian writer’s personality, in which sense, Mann’s Leverkiihn mirrors not only
Dostoevsky but also Nietzsche.®! Paying minimal attention to the continuity of
ideas between Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, Mann still calls these two “brothers
in spirit”, viewing their diseases—Dostoevsky’s epilepsy and Nietzsche’s

54 Ibid., p. 235.

55 Ibid., p. 250.

56 Ibid., p. 251.

57  On the ‘national catastrophe’ of Hitlerism Mann wrote an essay ‘Germany and
the Germans’ (‘Deutschland und die Deutschen’, 1945) that may be considered a
revised version of the above-mentioned text. See ibid., p. 574, p. 575.

58 Ibid., p. 265.

59 Thomas Mann, ‘Dostoevsky—with Moderation’, in The Short Novels of Dostoeuvsky.
With an Introduction by Thomas Mann (New York: Dial Press, 1945), pp. 8-51 (p.
51).

60 Lehmann, Russische Literatur, p. 118.

61 Mann, X, Dostojewski—mit Maszen, p. 618.
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progressive paralysis—as almost the main reason for such brotherhood.®? Mann
speculates that each of them at least partially owed their breakthroughs into
the sphere of the spirit (or at least beyond the limits of human morality) to the
diseases they suffered.

Scholars quite often draw parallels between Doctor Faustus and Dostoevsky’s
The Brothers Karamazov while focusing on the conversations with the devil in
each text®® Summarising their conclusions, Jiirgen Lehmann notes many
similarities in the demonic visions (or encounters) of Ivan Karamazov and
Adrian Leverkiihn.* In both cases, the devil is depicted as both a double of the
protagonist and as an allegorical expression either of excessive intellectualism
coloured by mental illness (in Dostoevsky) or of illness as a source of creative
productivity (in Thomas Mann). Both Ivan Karamazov and Adrian Leverkiihn
seem to have been expecting the devil’s visit. At first, they try to convince
themselves that what they are seeing is mere delirium; each feels sick and weak
while speaking with their devil. Both devils express the innermost thoughts
of their interlocutors: Ivan Karamazov’s doubts about the existence of God;
Leverkiihn’s guesses about the connection between illness and creativity (much
as this topic is treated in Mann’s ‘Dostoevski with Moderation”) as well as his
reflections on the essential mediocrity of modern culture and its inevitable end.
The course of each conversation, each outwardly bland demonic interlocutor,
and even certain details of their clothing (caps, chequered patterns) echo the
end of mediocre modernity in the other text. And although Karamazov, unlike
Leverkiihn, does not reach a deal with his devil, the bargain made by the latter
diverges from the ‘classical’ Faust-context: by giving up his soul to the devil (or
tohisillness), Adrian receives in return a “dangerous gift of guaranteed genius”®
(within a fundamentally unoriginal culture), agreeing at the same time to the
absence of love and intimacy from his life. The main difference between these
two demonic conversations seems to lie in their respective degree of spirituality:
Ivan Karamazov is concerned with issues of a higher order (theodicy, the limits
of human freedom), while Leverkiihn does not leave the field of the Apollonian
and Dionysian rupture in art (remember Nietzsche again).

Doctor Faustus is compared to Dostoevsky’s Demons almost as often as to
Brothers Karamazov. For example, Georgii Fridlender identifies significant
similarity between Leverkiihn and Stavrogin, “perhaps mysteriously the most
compelling character in all of world literature” according to Mann.® The life
of Stavrogin, “the denier of the spirit”, with the “fatal consequences” of his
nihilism for “himself, the surrounding people and social life as a whole”, unfolds

62 Ibid., p. 619.

63 See Sugden, Thomas Mann and Dostoevsky; Wegner, ‘Zu den Teufelsgestalten bei
Thomas Mann”.

64 Lehmann, Russische Literatur, pp. 119-20.

65 Ebanoidze, “Tomas Mann’, p. 50.

66 Mann, X, Dostojewski—mit Maszen, p. 623.
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in Demons much as the life and the fate of Adrian Leverkiihn unfold in Doctor
Faustus.” And the spiritual nihilism (the resistance to the spirit) shown in both
novels as “a tragic phenomenon threatening all the foundations of human life”
is grounded in the loss of faith in “living life” and in God (by Dostoevsky) and
in “universal values of humanism, unshakable moral principles” (by Mann).®
Parallels may be drawn between Adrian Leverkiihn and Aleksei Kirillov (who
describes his own epileptic aura in Demons) or even the postal official Liamshin
in the latter novel—particularly through the latter’s style of playing music.®” The
Adolescent (Podrostok, 1975) has also been mentioned in connection with Doctor
Faustus—by none other than Mikhail Bakhtin.”

Yet Dostoevsky is named just once in Doctor Faustus, and even then indirectly:
Saul Fitelberg (in Chapter XXXVII) refers to Hugo Wolf’s “perplexing” statements
about him.” However, this is adequate proof that the Leverkithn was intended
to be aware of the Russian writer but not necessarily of Arnold Schoenberg or
Friedrich Nietzsche whose fates, ideas, and creative achievements were also
“appropriated” by Mann’s protagonist, although they are never named in the
novel. But if Schoenberg’s involuntary contribution to the artistic level of the
novel is indirectly confirmed by Mann in the refutation at its conclusion (added
later at the insistence of the composer himself), then Nietzsche’s contribution
remains anonymous: despite his ideological and biographical overlaps with
Adrian, he is never mentioned in the novel—as if he had never existed in
Leverkiihn’s world. Could this imply that Adrian Leverkiihn plays a Nietzsche-
like role in the global catastrophe described in Mann’s novel? If so, it looks as if
Mann had some burning questions for Nietzsche by the mid-1940s.

Salvation from “spiritual death” came to Thomas Mann in his youth via two
phenomena: Nietzsche’s rebellious philosophy and the “essence of the Russian
soul” known to him through “holy Russian literature”, as he confirmed again,
already middle-aged, in his introduction to the Russian Anthology (Russische
Antologie, 1921), a special issue of the German journal Siiddeutsche Monatshefte,
((18), February 1921), which he co-edited with the translator Alexander

67 Fridlender, “Doktor Faustus” T. Manna i “Besy” Dostoevskogo’, p. 16.

68 Ibid., p. 16.

69 See Elizaveta Sokolova, ‘Vserossiiskaia nauchnaia konferentsiia “Teksty i
konteksty”: “Doktor Faustus” T. Manna (23-24 iiunia, 2021, MGU). (Obzor
dokladov)’, in Sotsial nye i gumanitarnye nauki. Otechestvennaia i zarubezhnaia
literatura. Seriia 7. Literaturovedenie, 4 (2021), 129-46 (p. 135).

70 Mikhail Bakhtin, Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo, in Sobranie sochinenii, 7 vols
(Moscow: IMLI RAN; Russkie slovari; Iazyki slavianskoi kultury, 1996-2010), VI
(2002), p. 249 (footnote 1).

71  Mann, VI, Doktor Faustus, p. 549. ‘Nonsense about Dostoevsky” was discovered by
Thomas Mann in a letter by the Austrian composer Hugo Wolff (1860-1903), see
Mann, XII, Die Entstehung des Doktor Faustus, p. 190.
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Eliasberg.” But in the 1940s, the “German spirit” as a whole seemed to have
come very close to death—both through fascism and by its reflection in the fate
of the “German composer” Adrian Leverkiihn. So, in his final great novel, Doctor
Faustus, Mann symbolically called upon both his former “saviours”—Nietzsche
and “holy Russian literature” (now personified by Dostoevsky more than
anyone)—for help, or perhaps to be held accountable. And Dostoevsky came
to the rescue.

72 Mann, XI, Russische Antologie, p. 575; Zherebin, “Tomas Mann i “Iunosheskii mif
russkoi literatury”’, pp. 45-46. The selection, chosen and introduced by Mann,
included works by and extracts from L. N. Tolstoy, A.N. Tolstoy, Dostoevsky,
Leskov, Chekhov, Lermontov, Turgenev, Sologub, Kuzmin, and Gorky, among
others. See Andre von Gronicka ‘Thomas Mann and Russia’, The Germanic Review:
Literature, Culture, Theory, 20:2 (1945), 105-37 (pp. 108-10), https://doi.org/10.108
0/19306962.1945.11786230.
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Greece

Two Translation Periods in
Dostoevsky’s Canon Formation in
Greece (1886-1900 and 1926-54)

Christina Karakepeli

Introduction

This chapter will examine the role of translation in Fedor Dostoevsky’s reception
in Greece: a largely smooth and successful process, ever since his introduction to
Greek readers at the end of the nineteenth century.! Within the Modern Greek
literary field, Dostoevsky’s translations may be used as a case study for how
the reception of Russian literature has developed diachronically, and how (re)
translations and the agents involved in the translation process (translators,
publishers, editors) have contributed to Dostoevsky’s canonisation in Greek
culture. I will argue here that the act of translation adds to the symbolic value
of a literary work and can be a means of canonisation for a foreign author

1 In this article, I have followed Library of Congress transliteration rules for both
Modern Greek and Russian with some adjustments for ease of reading. For
example, Dostoevsky’s name, if transliterated from its Greek version, would be
radically foreignised as Phiontor Dostogiephski. I have therefore chosen to back-
translate Dostoevsky from Greek as “Dostoevskii’, with minor exceptions (e.g.
when transliterating the titles of articles or monographs), and to use Dostoevsky
otherwise, as elsewhere in this volume. The publisher Govostés and his firm
Govostés Editions should technically be transliterated as Gkovostés; however, on
their own international publicity materials, they used both forms inconsistently.
I have therefore used ‘Govostés’ in the main text and ‘Gkovostés’ only in footnote
references.

©2024 Christina Karakepeli, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647 /OBP.0340.07
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being introduced to a receiving culture.? Translations and retranslations can be
studied as an index to measure the successful reception of a particular author
within a foreign culture.® The success of the canonisation process depends on
the power of consecration that the agents involved in the translation process
hold—namely, the translators, publishers, editors, and advisors—and on the
discursive strategies they adopt when presenting the work of a foreign author to
the national readership.*

The systematic productions of (re)translations of Dostoevsky’s work that
continue with the same, if not higher, frequency today have sustained this
author’s visibility for more than a century in different socio-cultural contexts
of the Modern Greek literary field. In this chapter, I will focus my analysis on
two critical periods in the reception of Dostoevsky in Greece: namely, the last
two decades of the nineteenth century when the writer was first translated into
Greek, and the interwar and postwar period when Dostoevsky’s collected works
were first published in that language. To enable my assessment of the reception
of Dostoevsky through translation in these historical periods, I will examine
the socio-cultural factors that shaped translation and publishing choices; how
the socio-cultural context affected readers’ reception of Russian literature and
Dostoevsky; and how publishers and translators reacted to these changes.

I will suggest that Dostoevsky was introduced to Greek readers in the late
nineteenth century as an author of canonical status, and that he has retained
his position at the centre of the foreign literature canon in Greece largely
thanks to the work of Greek translators. Among Dostoevsky’s numerous Greek
translators in the nearly 150 years since he was first introduced to Greek readers
in 1886, two names stand out: Alexandros Papadiamantés (1851-1911) and
Arés Alexandrou (1922-78). Papadiamantés, an author often characterised as
the ‘Greek Dostoevsky’, wrote the first translation of Crime and Punishment into
Greek in 1889. Alexandrou’s translations of Dostoevsky—made in the 1940s
and 1950s—are considered the best available in Greek, enjoying the status of
standard editions.

2 See Lawrence Venuti, ‘Retranslations: The Creation of Value’, Bucknell Review,
47:1 (2004), 25-38; Francoise Massardier-Kenney, “Toward a Rethinking
of Retranslation’, Translation Review, 92:1 (2015), 73-85; Piet Van Poucke,
‘Retranslation History and Its Contribution to Translation History: The Case of
Russian-Dutch Retranslation’, in Perspectives on Retranslation, ed. by Ozlem Berk
Albachten and Sehnaz Tahir Giircaglar (New York and London: Routledge, 2019),
pp- 195-211.

3 Anthony Pym, Method for Translation History (Manchester: St Jerome, 1998), p. 79.

4 Pascale Casanova, ‘Consécration et accumulation de capital littéraire. La
traduction comme échange inégal’, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales, 144
(Sept. 2002), 7-20 (p. 18); Pierre Bourdieu, The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure
of the Literary Field, trans. by Susan Emanuel (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1996), p. 51 and p. 224.
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This essay will argue that Papadiamantés’s consecration and the popularity
of Alexandrou’s translations contributed to the canonisation of Dostoevsky in
Greek culture. The work of these two translators reveals the historical importance
of translation in the development of a national literary field and demonstrates
how translators—especially when they are credited—create literary value by
making foreign authors part of the receiving culture.

Nineteenth-century Translations of Dostoevsky

First Translations in Greek Periodicals (1886-99)

Greek translations of Russian literature were first published in Greek periodicals
during the second half of the nineteenth century.® The main distributors of these
translations were newspapers and literary journals. These newly established
periodicals followed European literary trends by primarily publishing French
authors and their romans populaires, a preference which waned as the century
came to a close.® During the last decades of the century, critics’ and readers’
fatigue with French popular literature (which some saw as superficial and
morally detrimental)” and a move from Romanticism towards Naturalism in
Greek literature, created the need for a new literary model that could appeal
to the late nineteenth-century Greek reader. This literary vacuum was filled by
translations from ‘Northern’ literatures—Russian and Scandinavian writing—a
trend which gained momentum in the twentieth century® Production of
translated Russian literature picked up from the 1880s, with the number of

5  See Sonia llinskagia, E rosiké logotechnia stén Ellada. 190s aionas [Russian Literature in
Greece. 19th century] (Athens: Ellénika Grammata, 2006), p. 27.

6  French romans populaires (‘popular novels’) were long novels often published in
serialised form (as feuilletons) intended to appeal to a wide audience. Although
they were classified as paraliterature, many authors of romans populaires are now
considered canonical, like Alexandre Dumas and Victor Hugo. See Konstantinos
G. Kasinés, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon tes xeneés logotechnias, 1801-1900
[A Bibliography of Greek Translations of Foreign Literature, 1801-1900] (Athens:
Syllogos pros Diadosin Ophelirnén Vivlion, 2006).

7 The Russophile journalist Theodoros Vellianités, in an 1889 speech on Russian
literature, referred to French literature as a “literary cholera” that had “no
psychological or logical basis” (I will discuss Vellianités’s speech, which
later appeared as an article in the journal Parnassos, later in this chapter). See
Theodoros Vellianités, ‘Synchronos Rossiké Philologia’, Parnassos, 6 (1889), 253-74.

8  Konstantinos G. Kasinés, “E neoelléniké ‘voreiomania’: E réksé me to romantiko
parelthon” [“The Modern Greek “North-mania”. A Rupture with the Romantic
Past’], in Synecheies, asynecheies, rékseis ston elleniko kosmo (1204-2014: oikonomia,
koinonia, istoria, logotechnia) [ Continuities, Discontinuities, Ruptures in the Greek World
(1204-2014): Economy, Society, History, Literature], ed. by Konstantinos A. Démadés
(Athens: European Society of Modern Greek Studies, 2015), pp. 119-38.
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Russian authors translated increasing with each year.’ Despite a common
misconception that nineteenth-century Greek translators relied on French
intermediate translations, a large percentage of translations, as my research
has clarified, were from the original Russian and written by Russian-speaking
translators.”® The authors most frequently translated into Greek during the
nineteenth century were Ivan Krylov, Aleksandr Pushkin, Ivan Turgenev, Lev
Tolstoy, and Mikhail Lermontov.

The rising popularity of Russian authors with Greek readers from the 1880s
onwards was due in part to the positive influence of French criticism, particularly
the work of Eugeéne-Melchior de Vogiié (1829-1916)." France was “the chief place
of consecration in the world of literature”, exporting literary works to the rest of
the world after “impressing them with the stamp of littéralité”.’* In his study Le
Roman russe (1886), de Vogtié recognised the literary value of Russian authors,
effectively elevating them to canonical status within the world literary field. De
Vogtié’s Le Roman russe was well-known to Greek critics, who disseminated his
work in Greece.” As French-speaking intellectuals, many of whom had studied
and lived in France, they carefully followed literary movements as they were
exported from Paris, “the capital of the literary world”.** The consecration of
Russian authors by French critics, who had the power to define and legitimate
the literary and the modern, was enough to warrant the positive reception of
Russian authors in Greece. It could be argued that Russian writers’ canonisation
in Greek was almost instant; their consecration initially established by French
criticism and then disseminated in Greece firstly by French-speaking intellectuals
and secondly by Greek critics who, as we shall see further on, saw in the works
of Russian authors a model for their own national literature.

The first translations of Dostoevsky into Greek were published in the late
1880s. The first Greek translation was the short story ‘A Christmas Party and
a Wedding’ (“To dendron ton Christougennon kai gamos’) (‘Elka i svad’ba’,

9  Ilinskagia, Russian Literature in Greece, p. 43.

10 Ibid.

11  On the French reception of Russian literature and the role of de Vogiié, see also
Alexander McCabe, ‘Dostoevsky’s French Reception: From Vogiié, Gide, Shestov
and Berdyaev to Marcel, Camus, and Sartre (1880-1959)" (unpublished doctoral
thesis, University of Glasgow, 2013), http://theses.gla.ac.uk/id/eprint/4337.

12 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by M.B. DeBevoise
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004), p. 78 and p. 127.

13 Sophia Makré, in her dissertation on the influence of French literary criticism on
the early reception of Dostoevsky in Greece, has demonstrated how most late
nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century Greek critics recycled passages
from de Vogiié¢’s Le Roman russe, often obscuring the source. Sophia Makré, ‘E
proslépsé tou Dostoevskii stén Ellada 1886-1940" [“The Reception of Dostoevskii
in Greece 1886-1940"] (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki, 2018). See also Elizabeth Geballe’s essay in this volume for more on
De Vogiié’s influence.

14 Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, p. 127.
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1848), published on the front page of the Athenian newspaper Akropolis on
Christmas Eve 1886.% It was translated by Theoddros Vellianités (1863-1933),
a Russian-speaking journalist and translator, who was among the first Greek
critics to advocate for Russian literature. Vellianités had studied in Russia and
later travelled across the country writing reports on the latest news for the
Greek press.’® When he returned to Athens, Vellianités took upon himself the
role of introducing Russian literature to Greek readers either through his own
translations from Russian or in articles for newspapers and literary journals. In
an 1889 article entitled ‘Modern Russian Literature’, Vellianités made the case
for importing Russian literature into Greece as a factor in “invigorating [...]
[the] dwindling Greek literature”.” Vellianités praised Russian literary works
for their “originality” and “national colour”, writing that:

In Russian writers, the life and actions of a young and spirited nation
shines through. The Russian writer does not seek to add anything
foreign to Russia. He depicts traditions, desires and feelings that are
inherently Russian, and he depicts them so faithfully that his books can
be considered mirrors reflecting the nation’s life [...]. The Russian writer
does not have literary prejudices, nor does he follow rules set by others.
He has his own manner of writing and his own aesthetic values.'®

Vellianités’s emphasis on the national character of Russian literature had
particular weight at a time when Modern Greek literature was still emergent.
After its recognition as an independent state in 1831, Greece was trying to
re-imagine itself as a modern European nation after four hundred years under
Ottoman rule. Part of constructing the national identity involved envisioning
what Modern Greek literature should look like: what its goals, language, style,
and themes should be. Literary critics dismissed national literature produced
in the first decades after Greece’s independence as a passive mimesis of
European literary models, which failed to reflect the realities of Greek society
in the nineteenth century.’” According to Vellianités, for national literature to
distinguish itself from the “wrinkled” and “exhausted” literatures of European
nations without becoming a bad copy of the “literary cholera” that was French
literature, it should emulate Russian authors; rely on inspiration from folk

15  Akropolis, 24 December 1886, pp. 1-2.

16 Ilinskagia, Russian Literature in Greece, p. 57.

17 Vellianités, ‘Synchronos Rossiké Philologia’, pp. 253-74.

18 Ibid., p. 256.

19 Anna Dialla, ‘Epaneksetazontas té dichotomia Dysé-Anatolé: ta pollapla prosopa
tés Rosias ston elléniko 190 aiona’ [‘Re-examining the East-West Dichotomy: The
Many Faces of Russia in the Greek 19 Century’], in E Ellada tes Neoterikotetas.
Koinonike krisé kai ideologika dilemmata (190s-200s aionas) [Greece in Modern Times.
Social Crisis and Ideological Dilemmas (19"-20" Century)], ed. by K. Aroné-Tsichlg, S.
Papageorgiou and A. Patrikiou (Athens: Papazésés, 2014), pp. 53-72.
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traditions and the everyday lives of common people in order to create their own,
Herderian model of literature: a mirror reflecting the nation’s life.?

Vellianités translated one more of Dostoevsky’s short stories in the next
decade, ‘The Beggar Boy at Christ’s Christmas Tree’ (“To paidion para to
dendron tou Christou’) (‘Elka u Khrista’, 1876) in 1889. However, he had
neither the linguistic skills nor the literary depth to undertake the daunting
task of translating Dostoevsky’s novels into Greek. That person was Alexandros
Papadiamantes (1851-1911).

Roideés’s ‘Dostoevsky and his Novel
“Crime and Punishment™

In 1889, Papadiamantés, an emergent writer in his thirties, was working as a
translator from French and English for Greek periodicals.?' In 1889, he translated
Crime and Punishment (Prestuplenie i nakazanie, 1866) for the newspaper
Ephémeris. The translation was serialised in 106 instalments over four months,
published on the front and second page of the newspaper following the format
of French newspaper literary supplements (feuilletons).”> The writer and critic,
Emmanouél Roidés (1836-1904), who worked for Ephémeris, encouraged the
newspapers’ editors to print this translation of Crime and Punishment.

A day prior to its publication, the novel was introduced by Roidés in an
article titled ‘Dostoevsky and his Novel “Crime and Punishment”, which
became a seminal text in the reception of Dostoevsky in Greece.” Roidés, an
author and critic who had lived and studied in Europe, suggested to the editors
of Ephémeris that they publish Dostoevsky’s novel in order to, as he put it, finally
“eradicate the quite widespread belief that literary works are divided into
those that can be enjoyed by all and those that are appreciated by few”. Roidés,
echoing the negative reception of French authors by critics of that period, wrote
that “if Zola [...] and Maupassant remove from their heroes and heroines the
clothes—and sometimes the undergarments—then Dostoevskii removes the

20 Theodoros Vellianités, ‘Synchronos Rossiké Philologia’, p. 256.

21 Phillipos Pappas, ‘Pros Vioporismon: Anaplaisionontas ton metaphrastiko
kosmo tou Papadiamanté ston émerésio kai periodiko typo’ [“To Make a Living:
Contextualizing Papadiamantés’s Translations in Newspapers and Journals'],
Praktika G” Diethnous Synedriou gia ton Alexandro Papadiamante [ Proceedings of 3rd
International Conference on Alexandros Papadiamantes] (Athens: Domos, 2 (8-7
October 2011)), 329-45.

22 Eugenia Makrygianné, ‘Epimetro’ [ Afterword] in Fedor Dostoevsky, To Enkléma
kai & Timoria, trans. by Alexandros Papadiamantés (Athens: Ideogramma, 1992),
pp- 501-10.

23 Emmanouél Roidés, ‘Dostoevsky and His Novel “Crime and Punishment”’,
Ephémeris, 13 April 1889, p. 2 (p. 2). This text was reprinted to introduce the
annotated 1992 Ideogramma edition of Papadiamantés’s translation.
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skin”. He presented Dostoevsky as an author of universal appeal who had a
“gift bestowed by God” to “depict what is felt by everyone but which no one
who had come before him, had described as faithfully and clearly”. Drawing
parallels to Euripides and Aeschylus, Roidés identified Dostoevsky as a writer
of mythographia (fable-writing), someone who had the power to “accurately
interpret the sentiments that are nested in our hearts”. He claimed that the
Christian character of Dostoevsky’s works was evident in “the apotheosis of
pain, humility, dysmorphia of the body and spiritual bankruptcy”. Finally,
Roidés called on readers to approach Crime and Punishment as a “moral parable”,
a work whose moral value was equal to its artistic virtues.

Roidés’s views on Dostoevsky were of great consequence to Dostoevsky’s
reception in Greece.** Roidés was already a well-respected writer and critic by
the time he provided his preface for the translation of Crime and Punishment. His
insights about Dostoevsky’s fiction anticipated major trends in how the author
would be understood and studied in the Greek context, drawing parallels to
Ancient Greek tragedy, establishing psychological analysis as an integral
component of his fiction, employing Dostoevsky’s biography as a tool of literary
analysis, and recognising Christian morality as the main tenet of his philosophy.
By giving such a strong endorsement of Dostoevsky and his fiction in one of the
first Greek-language introductory texts on that author, Roidés made Dostoevsky
valuable in the eyes of nineteenth-century Greek readers. He thus became
the first consecrator of Dostoevsky in Greece; he was an author with enough
prestige and recognition—symbolic capital—in Greek culture to determine
and legitimise Dostoevsky’s literary value.® As Pascale Casanova has written
on the relationship between translation and consecration: “the characterization
of a text by a great consecrator as a text ‘that has to be translated” is enough to
consecrate it as a great work of literature”.?

Alexandros Papadiamantés’s To Enkléema kai € Timoria

Roidés might have been a well-known writer when he introduced Crime and
Punishment, but the translator of the novel was not, in 1889, yet well-known.
Although Crime and Punishment was quite popular with readers of Ephemeris,

24 Makré, in ‘E proslépsé tou Dostoevskii sten Ellada’, has argued that Roidés’s
introduction and his overall decision to suggest to Ephémeris’ editors the
translation of Crime and Punishment was influenced in part by his having read de
Vogiié’s study. While it is true that Roidés’s analysis of Dostoevsky’s work follows
certain aspects of de Vogiié’s, I argue in this chapter that Roidés’s introduction is
important for the reception of Dostoevsky not because he disseminated de Vogiié’s
ideas on Dostoevsky in Greece, but because of his power of consecration as an
established author within the Modern Greek literary field.

25 Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, p. 22.

26 Pascale Casanova, ‘Consécration et accumulation’, p. 18.
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its translator was never named, which was usual practice at the time.” In
1905, Vellianités identified him as the writer Alexandros Papadiamantés.?
Papadiamantés would later be recognised as Modern Greece’s “national prose-
writer”.” Althoughlittle-knownbeyond Greekborders, athome Papadiamantés’s
novels and short stories are considered a landmark in the development of Greek
national literature.® During his lifetime, Papadiamantés had minor commercial
success as an author and supported himself by translating European literature
for newspapers and journals, using his knowledge of English and French.

Papadiamantés’s Crime and Punishment was entitled To Enklema kai é Timoria
(The Crime and the Punishment); his addition of definite articles to both nouns
mirrored the title of the French translation—Le Crime et le Chitiment, translated
by Victor Derély (1884)—obliquely indicating its own indirect source. Derély’s
French translation was the intermediate text for many European translations of
Crime and Punishment, among them the first translation of the novel in English by
Frederick Whishaw published in 1886 by Henry Vizetelly.* After its serialisation
in Ephemeris, Papadiamantés’s To Enklema kai & Timoria was not republished in
book form, making the first translation of Crime and Punishment into Greek
unavailable to readers for at least a hundred years. A critical edition of the
translation was published for the first time in 1992, when academic interest in
Papadiamantés’s translations rose.*

Once his translation had been reissued, scholars of Papadiamantés were
able to appreciate the author’s idiosyncratic style and the creative liberties he

27 A few days after publishing the first instalment, Ephémeris informed readers that it
had to reprint the issue due to high demand. Eugenia Makrygiann€, ‘Epimetro’, p.
501.

28 In a footnote under the ‘Dostoevskii’ entry in his translation of Alexander
Skabichevskii’s History of Modern Russian Literature [Istoria Noveishei Russkoi
Literatury, 1840-1890], Vellianités credited Papadiamantgs as the first Greek
translator of Crime and Punishment. See A. Skabichevskii, Istoria tés rossikes
logotechnias [History of Russian Literature], trans. by Theod6ros Vellianités (Athens:
Vivliothéké Maraslg, 1905), p. 601.

29 David Ricks, ‘In partibus infidelium: Alexandros Papadiamantés and Orthodox
Disenchantment with the Greek State,” in The Making of Modern Greece: Nationalism,
Romanticism, & the Uses of the Past (1797-1896), ed. by Roderick Beaton and David
Ricks (Farnham: Ashgate Publishing, 2009), pp. 249-59 (p. 249).

30 The following works by Papadiamantés are available in English: The Murderess,
trans. by Peter Levi (New York: New York Review of Books Classics, 1983) and
The Murderess: A Social Novel, trans. by Peter Constantine (Limni: Denise Harvey,
2011); The Boundless Garden. Selected Short Stories, multiple translators, 2 vols
(Limni: Denise Harvey, 2007-19); Tales From a Greek Island, trans. by Elizabeth
Constantinides (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994); Love in the
Snow, trans. by Janet Coggin & Zissimos Lorenzatos (Athens: Domos, 1993).

31 See McCabe, ‘Dostoevsky’s French reception’.

32 The ‘translation turn’ in Papadiamantés Studies culminated in the publication of
his translations in annotated editions for the first time in the 1990s.



Greece 117

took when translating from the French intermediate.®® Papadiamantés’s Greek
remained faithful to Derély’s text at the macro-textual level. He deviated from
the French version with micro-textual level adjustments to the style and register,
taking full advantage of Greek intralinguistic variations within the diglossia of
Modern Greek.* Papadiamantés translated the descriptive parts of the novel in
katharevousa, an archaic variant of Modern Greek, and the dialogic parts in demotic,
the vernacular form. Within dialogues, he also alternated between higher and
lower registers to render the idiolect and the social background of the speaker.
The result was a stylistically rich translation reflecting the entire history of the
Greek language from Homeric epithets to Modern Greek colloquialisms. In a
way, it could be argued that Papadiamantés intuitively sensed the polyphony
of the original, rendering it into a stylistically rich idiolect of Modern Greek.
Papadiamantés would revisit Crime and Punishment almost ten years later in his
novella The Murderess, which was inspired by Dostoevsky’s novel.

The Murderess (1903)

For many years, Papadiamantés’s most widely known connection to Dostoevsky
was not his 1889 translation To Enkléma kai € Timoria , but his novel, The Murderess
(E Phonissa, 1903), a work strongly influenced by Crime and Punishment. The
Murderess follows a series of murders on a small island community in mid-
nineteenth-century Greece. The titular murderess is Frankogiannou (named,
as was customary in small village societies, after her husband’s surname), a
woman in her sixties, who starts murdering infant girls in the firm belief that
she is releasing their parents from the economic burden of raising a female
child. The realistic depiction of the murderess’s inner turmoil as she commits
these crimes, including her attempts to rationalise her actions, led Greek
critics to compare The Murderess to Crime and Punishment from the novel’s first
publication. They soon characterised Papadiamantés as “Greece’s Dostoevsky”.
The novel’s psychological realism, its treatment of social and moral issues, and
Papadiamantés’s rich language, make it one of the most representative texts of
Modern Greek literature, still relevant today.

33 Nikos Triantaphyllopoulos, review of Fedor Dostoevsky, To Enklema kai é Timoria,
trans. by Alexandros Papadiamantés (reprinted 1992), Papadiamantika Tetradia, 2
(1993), 193-203.

34 Greek diglossia was the coexistence of an artificially created ‘purist’ language—the
katharevousa-—based on Ancient Greek syntax and vocabulary that was used
for official and formal purposes; and the demotic, the language of the people
(= démos), a more colloquial variant used in everyday life. Diglossia lasted for
more than a century and was finally abolished in 1976, when the demotic was
established as the official language of the state. See Peter Mackridge, Language and
National Identity in Greece, 1766-1976 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009).
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Comparisons between Dostoevsky’s and Papadiamantés’s fiction were
drawn even before The Murderess was published.® However, it was in The
Murderess that Greek critics and scholars traced Dostoevsky’s direct influence.
Beyond the central theme of murder/sin and punishment/redemption shared
by both novels, similarities have been noted in the narrative structure—the use
of an omniscient third-person narrator—and the authors’ social commentary
on the motives for crime.* Despite these similarities, Papadiamantés’s The
Murderess was not considered an attempt to passively mimic Dostoevsky’s prose
style. It was perceived rather as a creative transformation—transcreation—of
Dostoevsky’s themes and poetics into the Greek literary tradition. Translating
Crime and Punishment was Papadiamantés’s “intellectual education”, an
“incentive” for Papadiamantés to produce original fiction in Greek.” The
hypothesis that translated foreign literature can function as an accumulation of
literary resources with the momentum to transform original literary production
proved right in Papadiamantés’s case.”® That the latter used his translations as a
creative exercise for his own fictional writing illustrates how translated literature
can “fulfil the need of a younger literature put into use its newly founded (or

35 One of the earliest mentions of Papadiamantés as ‘the Greek Dostoevskii” is
a notice advertising Papadiamantés’s upcoming short story Och Vasanakia
(1894) in the newspaper Akropolis (6 January 1894, p. 2), nine years before the
publication of The Murderess in 1903 and just five years after his translation of
Crime and Punishment. See Sophia Bora, ‘O Papadiamantés kai oi anagndstes tou:
zEtémata istorias tés proslépseés tou ergou tou (1879-1961) [‘Papadiamantés
and his Readers: Historical Issues in the Reception of his Work (1879-1961)"]
(unpublished doctoral thesis: National and Kapodistrian University of Athens,
2008).

36 According to literary critic Kostés Papagiorgés, Papadiamantés wrote The
Murderess in “dual narration”—having an omniscient third-person narrator
describe both the events taking place and the innermost thoughts of the
protagonist—following the narrative structure of Crime and Punishment. See Kostés
Papagiorges, Alexandros Adamantiou Emmanouel (Athens: Kastaniotées, 1998), p.
188. The Murderess was published with the subtitle “a social novel”, alluding to
possible social causes of the crimes described in the novel such as prevailing
social conditions in nineteenth century Skopelos—and similarly in Raskolnikov’s
nineteenth-century St. Petersburg—where murder could be considered a viable
solution to social inequality. The subtitle “a social novel” further disclosed
Papadiamant@s’s real-life inspiration: a series of ‘secret infanticides’ reported in his
natal island of Skopelos allegedly prompted by the economic burden of daughters
on families (who would struggle to provide them with dowries). See Guy Saunier,
Edsphoros kai Avyssos: O prosopikos mythos tou Papadiamante [ Lucifer and the Abyss:
Papadiamanteés’s Personal Myth] (Athens: Agra, 2001), p. 277.

37  Angelos Terzakes, ‘E zoé ton grammaton. Epimetro’ [‘The Life of Letters.
Afterword’], Neoellenika Grammata, 30 (26 June 1937), p. 2.

38 Itamar Even-Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature Within the Literary
Polysystem’, in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. by Lawrence Venuti (London
and New York: Routledge, 2000), pp. 192-97; Pascale Casanova, ‘Consécration et
accumulation’, pp. 7-20.
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renovated) tongue for as many literary types as possible in order to make it
serviceable as a literary language”.* The translation of Crime and Punishment by
an author at the centre of the Modern Greek canon and its role in inspiring the
novel The Murderess—which would become a canonical text of Modern Greek
literature—sealed Dostoevsky’s literary fate in Greece from his very first contact
with Greek readers. His positive reception in Greece established, Dostoevsky
would continue to captivate the interest of Greek readers: albeit in a different
socio-historical context, as we shall see next.

Twentieth-century Translations

1900-25: The Impact of the Russian Revolution

During the first two decades of the twentieth century, Greek readers’ turn to
Russian literature continued to fuel translation production which increased pace
with each year. Soon, Russian became the third most translated language, after
English and French.* The Russian Revolution of 1917 gave new momentum to
the dissemination of Russian literature in Greece and its reception, profoundly
changing reading habits and translated literature production.* Up until the 1920s,
the majority of Greek readers interested in Russian literature were the “socially
privileged part of society [...] that travelled to study at the [European] capitals”,
spoke foreign languages and had access to French or German translations of
Russian works.*> After the Russian Revolution of 1917 and the creation of the
KKE (the Communist Party of Greece) in 1922, which laid the foundations for the
Communist movement in Greece, Russian literature’s readership expanded to

39 On Papadiamantés’s translations as creative exercise, see Stesé Athéng, ‘O
Papadiamantés Metaphrastés. Sta entypa tou Vlassé Gavriélidé’ [ ‘Papadiamantés
the Translator. In Vlassés Gavrielidés’s Printing Press’], in Praktika G” Diethnous
Synedriou gia ton Alexandro Papadiamante, 11 [ Proceedings of 3rd International
Conference on Alexandros Papadiamantés] (Athens: Domos, 8-7 October 2011), 29-53;
Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature”’), p. 194.

40 Konstantinos G. Kasinés, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon tes xenes
logotechnias, 1901-1950 [ A Bibliography of Greek Translations of Foreign Literature,
1901-1950] (Athens: Syllogos pros Diadosin Ophelimon Vivlion, 2013), p. x.

41 Phillipos Pappas, ‘Logotechniké metaphrasé kai Aristera: entypa, tomes, repertorio
(1901-1950) [“Literary translation and the Left: Publications, Innovations,
Repertoire (1901-1950)"], in Zetémata neoellenikes philologias, metrika, yphologika,
kritika, metaphrastika [Issues of Modern Greek Philology, Metric, Stylistic, Critical,
Translational] (Thessaloniki: Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2016), 603-11 (p.
605). For more detailed discussion, see Niovi Zampouka'’s chapter in this volume.

42 Angelos Terzakes, ‘Démosthenés Voutyras’, Nea Estia, 190 (15 November 1934),
1015-22 (p. 1015).
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include a new group of readers from the lower-middle class;* “the student from
the countryside with a meagre income, the intellectual young worker overcome
by unexpected new aspirations to become a social hero”.* Authors like Maksim
Gorky (doyen of Socialist Realism) gained in popularity, while nineteenth-
century Russian authors—among them Dostoevsky—were re-introduced to
Greek readers through the lens of Socialist aesthetics.*®

The shift in tone in how Russian literature was discussed was evident in
Greek critical discourse of that period; the notions of “proletariat’ and “Socialist
Realism’, endowed with positive meaning, entered the vocabulary of critics
who discussed Russian authors, even nineteenth-century ones like Dostoevsky.
One such example can be found in a 1930 text written by author Nikos
Kazantzakes in his History of Russian Literature, the first book on the subject
by a Greek writer.* Kazantzakés had long been fascinated by Russian culture.
He had visited the country on several occasions and was an early advocate of
Socialist and Communist ideology. In the chapter on Dostoevsky, Kazantzakes
described him as a writer who from the very start emerged as ”a visionary of
the urban proletariat, the poet of the maniacs, the ridiculous, the scorned and
the sick”; he was “a petty-bourgeois, suffering all his life in poverty, sickly, his
nervous system struck by any slight change in his soul, a neuropath proletarian
of the metropolis”.# In Dostoevsky’s works, Kazantzakés noted, the reader
did not find the family sagas of the Russian aristocracy which Tolstoy wrote
about; instead, his heroes were the “spiritual proletarians that wander in the
streets of the great metropolis; who stumble on the border of crime, insanity
and hunger”.*® The harsh social reality depicted in Gorky’s and Dostoevsky’s
novels provoked “the interest and the sympathy of young people” who saw
in their writings a reflection of their own lives.* The writer and critic Angelos
Terzakés, who lived through that period, describes how young idealists like him

43  Giorgos Michailidés, ‘Translating Russian Literature in Interwar Greece: The
Example of Maxim Gorky’, Syn-Théses, 6 (2013), 38-57 (p. 42).

44 Terzakes, ‘Démosthenés Voutyras’, p. 1015.

45 Giorgos Michailidés, ‘Translating Russian Literature in Interwar Greece: The
Example of Maxim Gorky’. According to Kasinés, between 1900 and 1950, Gorky
was the third most translated Russian author in Greek, after Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy. See Konstantinos G. Kasineés, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon
tes xenes logotechnias, 1901-1950 [ A Bibliography of Greek Translations of Foreign
Literature, 1901-1950] (Athens: Syllogos pros Diadosin Ophelimén Vivlion, 2013).

46 Nikos Kazantzakes, “Theodoros Dostoevskii’ in Kazantzakes, History of Russian
Literature (Athens: Eleutherouthakeés, 1930), pp. 87-98.

47 Ibid., p. 90 and p. 94.

48 Thid., p. 89.

49  Christina Dounia, Logotechnia kai politike: Ta periodika tés Aristeras sto Mesopolemo
[ Literature and Politics: The Journals of the Left in the Interwar Period] (Athens:
Kastaniotés, 1996), 34.
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“imagined themselves one of Gorky’s or Dostoevsky’s heroes”. The connection
with Dostoevsky’s work was instant, “a connection of the soul”:

It is impossible for me to describe the emotions of this generation,
when they encountered Dostoevsky for the first time. His novels spread
throughout Greece to the most isolated village. The connection was
instant. A connection of the soul [...] We loved him instantly. There is
an [reading] audience. It is up to us to come closer to him. He is waiting
for us.™!

The fact that Russian authors were mostly available in poor-quality translations
from French did not deter readers who “avidly consumed badly printed
newspapers with translations or hurried summaries of foreign sociological
articles, volumes of selected literary works slyly chosen to serve the propaganda
[of the movement] but also to serve temporary publishing interests”.>> The rush
to print Russian works to keep up with the growing readership is reflected
in the lack of order or any coherent plan for producing translations between
1900 and 1925. Although new translations of Dostoevsky’s works—both major
and minor—appeared regularly, there was neither a single unified publishing
effort to translate the author’s remaining untranslated works, nor were the
same translators employed by publishing houses to preserve consistency in
translation style. Early twentieth-century translations depended usually on
French versions and translators were unaware of previous versions. In 1912,
Stelios Charitakeés (the first translator of Crime and Punishment into the demotic
variant of Modern Greek), expressed in his translator’s note his disappointment
that “Dostoevsky’s works are unknown in Greece”; seemingly, he had no
knowledge of either Papadiamantés’s or Vellianités’s existing translations.® The
general dissatisfaction with the quality of Greek translations of Dostoevsky’s
works was voiced by writer and translator Petros Pikros in an introduction to the
first Greek translation of The House of the Dead (Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, 1861)
published in 1921.5* While Pikros approved of the “surprisingly warm reception”
of Dostoevsky by Greek readers, he was highly critical of available translations
in Greek. He criticised translators for using French intermediate translations
and denounced any such translation as “lacking” in style and “inadequate” in

50 Terzakeés, ‘Démosthenés Voutras’, p. 1015.

51 ‘Ta synchrona provlémata tés pneumatikés mas zoes’, interview with Angelos
Terzakés in Neoellenika Grammata, 24 (22 September 1935), p. 3.

52  Ibid.

53 Fedor Dostoevsky, To Enklema kai é Timoria [ The Crime and the Punishment], trans.
by Stelios Charitakés (Chania: Gorgias Phortsakés, 1912).

54  Petros Pikros, ‘The Man and the Work “The Deadhouse”’, in Fedor Dostoevsky,
Anamnéseis apo to spiti ton pethamenon [ The House of the Dead], trans. by ‘Miss A.K.
(Athens: Athéna, 1921), pp. 3-16.
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terms to the original. Tellingly, the translator of the novel was credited only with
her initials— ‘Miss A.K.”—and was not mentioned once by Pikros.

Despite the overall positive reception of Russian literature, it was becoming
increasingly clear that available translations of Russian works, while sufficiently
numerous to satisfy high market demand in the short term (and provide
economic profit for publishers), fell short of readers’ literary standards.

Govostés Editions

The breakthrough in translating Dostoevsky into Greek came in 1926 when
twenty-two-year-old Kostas Govostés (1904-58) founded the Publishing
Company Anatole in Athens, later renamed Govostés Editions. Govostés saw
himself as a publisher promising to “present something completely new” >
Govostés, writing on the reception of Russian literature in Greece, expressed
his disapproval with what he saw as opportunism from publishers and editors
who sought to profit from readers’ appetite for “everything Russian” and a
superficial interest from a large part of the readership.® Govostés talked of the
complete lack of “translation conscientiousness” by publishers and editors who
hired “anyone who knew a couple of French words” and was willing to work
for the lowest rates to translate Russian works from intermediate translations;
“poor Russians arrived in Greece, some via Berlin, others via Paris; others were
collected shipwrecked in Italian waters”.”” As for Greek readers, he distinguished
between those who read Russian literature to keep up with literary trends and
not appear old-fashioned (“the snobs”); and those like himself, whose interest
in Russian culture was genuine and who believed that “Russian thought has
influenced to such a great degree humanity’s progress and holds in its hand its
historical fate”.® Govostés’s target audience would not be the wider public that
read to “kill time”, but those who sought a deeper and wider understanding of
Russian culture; the sophisticated readers.”

The first book published by Govostés was Dream of a Ridiculous Man (To
oneiro enos geloiou) (‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’, 1877), “a small masterpiece
[...] by the greatest Russian writer” translated by Georgios Semeriotés.®® The
translation was to be part of a series on “small masterpieces of World Literature”

55 Kostas Govostés, ‘The Publication of the History of Russian Literature’, in History
of Russian Literature, ed. by Louis Léger and trans. by Ad. D. Papadéma (Athens:
Gkovostés Editions, 1929), pp. vii-xi.

56 Govostés, ‘Publication’, p. vii.

57 Ibid., p. ix.
58 Ibid., p. x.
59 Ibid.

60 Introduction by Kostas Govostés to Fedor Dostoevsky, To oneiro enos geloiou [ Dream
of a Ridiculous Man], trans. by Georgios Semeriotés (Athens: Anatolé, 1926). No
page numbers.
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by authors like Dostoevsky, Maksim Gorky, Alexander Dumas, Henrik Ibsen,
Honoré de Balzac, Victor Hugo, Lev Tolstoy, Luigi Pirandello, Anton Chekhov,
and Knut Hamsun. Introducing the edition, Govostés set his publishing house’s
goals and aspirations: to publish “the most beautiful works of World Literature”
in “colourful” translations, in well-curated editions and affordable prices in
order to “disseminate literature and make it accessible to everyone”.*!

Govostés benefitted from the upsurge in demand for Russian literature
in the 1920s.* His newly founded publishing house filled a gap that existed
in Greek publishing for good-quality translations from Russian. Govostés
Editions’s attractive editions and coherent book series satisfied both older
readers, accustomed to the standards of European publishing houses, and new
readers who sought in his editions an introduction to Russian literature. Besides
Russian writing, Govostés Editions ran a number of book series on philosophy,
sociology, and Communism. As part of the “‘Socialist Library’ series, he published
works by Leon Trotsky, Vladimir Lenin, Joseph Stalin, and Nikolai Bukharin. For
Govosteés, the publication of these texts was “invaluable” and “necessary” at a
time “when the communist movement in Greek was still struggling”.®

In 1936, Ioannés Metaxas, a former army general, became dictator of Greece
on the pretext of safeguarding the country from the threat of Communism. In
one of its first decrees, Metaxas’s regime outlawed the Communist Party and
banned the publication of Communist texts and any work that ran counter to
the country’s “national interests”.® Govostés was targeted by the regime as
a publisher of Communist and Marxist texts. His offices and bookshop were
looted, and the books were confiscated and burned in public. Govostés himself
was sentenced to several months in prison.®® When he was released, he realised
that for his publishing house to survive under a hostile regime, he needed to
change course. He stopped publishing explicitly political texts and shifted his
focus towards literary fiction—translated and national. Govostés Editions now

61 Ibid. For studies on book series which responded to European modernism and
the commercialisation of ‘high’ literature see, for example, Lise Jaillant, Cheap
Modernism: Expanding Markets, Publishers” Series and the Avant-Garde (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2017).

62 Pappas, ‘Logotechniké metaphrasé kai Aristera’, p. 606.

63 The quote comes from an advertisement for an edition of Lenin’s writings in the
back matter of Leon Trotsky, O Emphylios Polemos [ The Civil War], trans. by K.
Papadopoulos (Athens: Gkovostés Editions, 1929).

64 Giannés Gklavinas, ‘Eph’ oplou “psalidi”: O kratikos méchanismos epivolés
logokrisias kai to pedio epharmoggs tou tén periodo tés Diktatorias tén
Syntagmatarchén (1967-74) mesa apo to archeio tés Genikés Grammateias Typou
kai Plérophorién’, in Logokrisia sten Ellada [ Censorship in Greece], ed. by Pénelopé
Petsiné and Démeétrés Christopoulos (Athens: Rosa Luxemburg Foundation Greek
Branch, 2016), pp. 167-76 (p. 168).

65 Késtas Chatziotés, Vivliopéleia kai ekdotikoi oikoi tés Ellados [ Bookstores and Publishing
Houses of Greece], 3 vols (Athens: Municipality of Athens, Cultural Committee,
2000-2006), I (2000), pp. 113-17.
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printed novels, poetry collections, and dramas by foreign and Greek authors as
well as titles on literary theory and psychology. In 1939, the publishing house
became active again. Govostés’s decision to focus on literature was vindicated;
Govostes Editions quickly recovered and became profitable. By 1950, it was the
second most productive publishing house in Athens, having published more
than 135 titles in its 24 years of existence.®® Govostés hired new translators and
gathered a team of editors and advisors, spearheaded by the poet Giannés Ritsos
(1909-90), to supervise all manuscript editing and ensure the quality of the
final product.” Govostés published Ritsos’s poetry collections and maintained a
lifelong friendship with the poet, now considered a towering figure of the Greek
Left. The inclusion of Ritsos, with his deep linguistic and literary knowledge,
showed Govostés'’s care for the quality of translations.

As part of the renewed effort to concentrate on translated literature,
Govostés started publishing the collected works of classic authors such as
Fedor Dostoevsky, Lev Tolstoy, William Shakespeare, Emile Zola, Oscar Wilde,
and many others. He began publishing Dostoevsky’s collected works in 1940
in new translations by Athéna Sarantidé and Koralia Makré (made directly
from Russian). All editions now included on the cover the caption ‘translated
from Russian’. By 1944, he had published new translations of The Gambler (O
paiktes) (Igrok, 1867), Notes from Underground (To ypogeio), Netochka Nezvanova
(Nietotska Niesvanova) (Netochka Nezvanova, 1849), The Eternal Husband (O aionios
syzygos) (Vechnii muzh, 1869), and The Humiliated and Insulted (Tapeinomenoi kai
Kataphronemenoi) (Unizhennye i oskorblennye, 1861). In 1942, with the addition
of Arés Alexandrou (1922-78), a young Russian-born translator, to the team,
Govostés was able to complete Dostoevsky’s collected works in Greek.

Arés Alexandrou

Alexandrou was hired on Ritsos’s recommendation; the latter had read and
admired Alexandrou’s prior translations from Russian.®® The two men moved
in the same political and literary circles, both active members of the Communist
Party (Alexandrou had joined the youth section of the party when he graduated).
Alexandrou was thus an ideal candidate to fulfil the job of house translator from
Russian. His father was an ethnic Russian-Greek from the city of Trabzon on the
East Black Sea, and his mother was Russian—Estonian. Alexandrou’s birth name
was Aristotelés Vasileiadés; his pseudonym, by which he remains best-known,
was suggested by the poet Giannés Ritsos when Alexandrou began translating

66 Kasines, Vivliographia (2013), p. xxxiv.

67 ‘The Publishing House Govostés and its Founder, 1926-2016’, promotional leaflet
to commemorate ninety years since Govostés Editions’s foundation, https://www.
govostis.gr/spaw2/uploads/files/timokatalogos_2016%20lres.pdf.

68 Deémeétres Rautopoulos, Arés Alexandrou o Exoristos [ Arés Alexandrou The Exile]
(Athens: Sokole, 2004), p. 100.
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for Govostés.” After the revolution of 1917, the Vasileiadés family left for
Greece where they had relatives since they struggled to make a living under
the new Soviet regime. Alexandrou, then six years old, spoke only Russian and
had to learn Greek at school. He quickly showed aptitude for languages and
literature. Besides Russian, he was fluent in English and French, and had a basic
knowledge of Italian and German. In his last years of high school, Alexandrou
translated into Greek Pushkin’s Eugene Onegin and the novella The Captain’s
Daughter (Kapitanskaia dochka, 1836) as a personal translation challenge. It was
Alexandrou’s translation of Eugene Onegin that convinced Ritsos to introduce
him to Govosteés.

Alexandrou’s first translation for Govostés Editions was from English: D.H.
Lawrence’s The Woman Who Rode Away (1925), published in Greek in 1944.7
Alexandrou’s name featured on the cover as the translator above that of the
author of the introduction, Aldous Huxley. Govostés’s decision to include
Alexandrou’s name on the cover on his first translation was both a sign of
support for the young translator and a tacit acknowledgement of translation’s
contribution to importing foreign literature into Greece. In the same year,
Govostés published Alexandrou’s first translation of Dostoevsky, The House of
the Dead (Anamneéseis apo to spiti ton pethamenon, 1944), written during the Nazi
Occupation (1941-44) of Athens. Alexandrou—who took part in the Resistance
against the Nazis—later wrote that he thought of this translation as “an act of
resistance”:

I was taking a sort of stand—since this was a Russian novel—against
labour camps, like the one the author described and where he had been
sent to be punished for harbouring libertarian ideas. Dostoevsky didn’t
say this clearly, but the informed reader would pick up on it. Dostoevsky
was taking a stand against the authoritarian tsarist regime and by
extension I, as his translator, encouraged resistance against the Germans.”!

During the Greek Civil War (1946-49) and the politically fraught period that
followed—a time of strong anti-Communist sentiment in Greece—Alexandrou
spent ten years (1948-58) in exile on island prison camps, where thousands
were held by the right-wing postwar government, for his involvement with
the Communist Party. Throughout his life, Alexandrou translated many

69 Ritsos acted as Alexandrou’s “spiritual father” and mentor throughout the latter’s
career. See Giannés Ritsos, Trochies se diastaurose: Epistolika deltaria tés exorias
kai grammata sten Kaité Drosou kai ton Aré Alexandrou [ Trajectories at Cross-Roads:
Epistolary Cards from Exile, and Letters to Kaité Drosou and Ares Alexandrou], ed. by
Lizy Tsirimokou (Athens: Agra, 2008), p. 100.

70 D.H. Lawrence, E Gynaika poy ephyge me t’ alogo [ The Woman Who Rode Away],
trans. by Arés Alexandrou (Athens: Gkovostés Editions, 1944).

71 Ares Alexandrou, O Dramatourgos Dostoevskii [ Dostoevskii the Dramatist] (Athens:
Gkovostés Editions, 2012), p. 28.
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Russian and Soviet authors, including Nikolai Gogol, Lev Tolstoy, Anton
Chekhov, Maksim Gorky, Vladimir Maiakovskii, Anna Akhmatova, and
others. Alexandrou’s translations of Dostoevsky, written during the years of
the Nazi Occupation and between his imprisonments, stand out as one of the
most successful translation efforts to introduce the works of a foreign author
in Greek. Beginning with The House of the Dead (1944), Govostés published the
following novels in Alexandrou’s translations: Crime and Punishment (Enklema
kai Timoria, 1951-52), Demons (Besy, 1872; Daimonismenoi, 1952-53), The Idiot
(Idiot, 1869; O Elithios, 1953), and Brothers Karamazov (Brat'ia Karamazovy,
1880; Oi Aderphoi Karamazov, 1953-54). Govostés also published Alexandrou’s
translations of shorter works, posthumously (not all Greek publication dates
can be established definitively): The Village of Stepanchikovo (Stepnachikogo i ego
obitateli, 1859; To chorio Stepanchikovo), Poor Folk (Bednye liudi, 1846; Oi Phtochoi),
‘Dream of a Ridiculous Man’ (“Son smeshnogo cheloveka’, 1877; To Oneiro enos
geloiou), White Nights (Belye nochi, 1848; Leukes nychtes), and ‘A Gentle Creature’
(‘Krotkaia’, 1876; Mia glykia gynaika).”” Alexandrou, besides his professional
career as a translator from Russian, English and French, was an author in his
own right; he published poetry collections, dramas, and the novel Mission Box
(To Kivotio, 1974), a semi-allegorical, Kafkaesque novel on the Greek Civil War.
It is considered a seminal text of Modern Greek postwar fiction.”

Alexandrou’s translations were promoted by Govostés Editions as a
“restoration” of the Russian text, a major improvement from previous
translations that had, in their view, “abused” the Russian original.”* Govostés
implicitly challenged the validity of previous translations, promoting
translations from his firm as superior and authentic. “Dostoevskii in our editions
is the Real Dostoevskii [...]”, always translated from the original by translators
like Arés Alexandrou, he claimed.” Alexandrou’s biographer also referred to
Alexandrou’s translations as “restoring” and “reconstructing” Dostoevsky’s
text:

What distinguishes [Alexandrou’s translations] is their faithfulness,
neither typical or lexical; it is their faith to the ethos and the spirit of the
foreign work [ ...]. True fidelity does not entail solely technical competence
and ethos, but something more. What was it in Alexandrou’s case?

72 Govostes Editions is quite inconsistent in its in-house records of publication dates.
Most of its editions are dated incorrectly, as proven by my own research in the
publishing house’s catalogue.

73  Alexis Argyriou, ‘The End of a Vision’, The Times Literary Supplement, 14 November
1976, p. 1368.

74  The quote is from an advertisement for his forthcoming version of Brothers
Karamazov in the back matter of Alexandrou’s translation of Crime and
Punishment). See Fedor Dostoevsky, Enklema kai Timoria [ Crime and Punishment],
trans. by Arés Alexandrou, 3 vols (Athens: Gkovostés Editions, 1951-52), I (1951).

75 Advertisement by Govostés in the literary journal Diavazo, 131 (1985), p. 7.
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What I see in his translations is pleasure, or if you will, reconstruction.
Unexpectedly, he found a common link between linguistic sense and
his own need for creation in this back-and-forth between his mother
tongue and his adopted language; from the language he was forced to
abandon...”

Alexandrou’s translation work has been described as operating on the principles
of “faithfulness to the original and respect to the Greek [text]”.”” Alexandrou
himself described his effort to write “the crooked way [Dostoevskii] would have
done in Greek, but without being told that it [the translated text] is crooked in
Greek”.” He confessed that:

Tused to interfere with the text, for had Ileft it the way it was, I would have
been branded a sloppy translator. I had thus to balance on a tightrope,
to intervene on the text in a way that the reader would think that I had
altered nothing, and that that was how Dostoevsky himself would have
written in Greek; that is, that he would have written neglecting style,
piling phrases on paper, as if the text was raw material to be refined later.”

Alexandrou’s success as a translator lies in his ability to render the Russian text
in a Greek language that was and still is accessible and familiar to the Greek
reader. Alexandrou in his translations chooses to “move the writer towards the
reader” and not the reader toward the writer.®* He moves Dostoevsky towards
a Greek audience, the Dostoevskian text towards the linguistic expectations of
the Greek reader. Another reason for the success of Alexandrou’s translation
was the rigorous editing that his text underwent by the editing team Govostés
had gathered, led by Ritsos and Govostés himself; all translations were read,
discussed, and edited to ensure the linguistic coherence of the final product. In
many editions, Govostés included special dedications, where he described the
publication of the translations as the result of “collaborative labour”, thanking
“invisible collaborators-editors” without whom the completion of this work
would have been impossible.?!

76 Rautopoulos, Arés Alexandrou o Exoristos, p. 13.

77  Alexandra I6annidou, ‘Metaphrasé 6s “metempsychosé”: Arés Alexandrou-Leo
Tolstoy” [“Translation as Reincarnation: Arés Alexandrou-Leo Tolstoy’], The Athens
Review of Books (February 2013), 21-25 (p. 22).

78 Alexandra Idannidou, ‘An Interview with Kaité Drosou’, Panoptikon, 22 (June
2017), 61-79 (p.73).

79  Ares Alexandrou, O Dramatourgos Dostoevskii, p. 26.

80 Jeremy Munday, Introducing Translation Studies: Theories and Applications (London
and New York: Routledge, 2016), p. 48.

81 The dedications can be found in the back matter of first editions of Alexandrou’s
Demons and Crime and Punishment, Fedor Dostoevsky, Daimonismenoi [ Demons],
trans. by Arés Alexandrou, 3 vols (Athens: Gkovostés Editions, 1952-3), III
(1953), and Fedor Dostoevsky, Enkléma kai Timoria [ Crime and Punishment], trans.
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Together, Govostés’s publishing and editing decisions in terms of book
format and pricing, and Alexandrou’s literary language made Dostoevsky’s
works accessible—commercially and linguistically—to the Greek reader at
that time. Alexandrou’s translation style, with Govostés’s effective publishing
strategy, combined to gain his translations the status of Greek standard
editions. Alexandrou’s literary recognition as an author and poet, which
grew posthumously, further enhanced the legitimation and visibility of his
translations; he soon eclipsed in popularity all other translators, with the
exception of Papadiamantés, a canonical Modern Greek author by that time.
Since then, the majority of Greek readers have been introduced to Dostoevsky’s
oeuvre in Alexandrou’s translations by Govostés Editions. The many reprints
of Alexandrou’s translations since their publication in the 1950s are an index of
their popularity—commercial and cultural—and of Alexandrou’s visibility as a
translator. Characteristic of that visibility is his commemoration in many studies
and special volumes on Dostoevsky published in Greek.®

In the back matter of the first edition of Alexandrou’s translation of Brothers
Karamazov (1954) that marked the completion of Dostoevsky’s collected works
in Greek, Govostés described the completion of this effort as an undertaking
of “immense importance both for the colossal literary value of [Dostoevsky’s]
works and its [...] dissemination in our language” that “established the
undeniable cultural and literary value of Greek translation”.®

Conclusion

If we consider Dostoevsky’s position within the global literary field to be at the
centre of the world literature canon, Greek translations of his novels can reveal
how the work of this Russian author became World Literature. David Damrosch
describes a process of “double refraction, whereby”:

works become world literature by being received into the space of
a foreign culture, a space defined in many ways by the host culture’s

by Arés Alexandrou, 3 vols (Athens: Gkovostés Editions, 1951-2), III (1952).
Alexandrou’s wife, Kaité Drosou, has also talked about the collaborative character
of translations, referring to Ritsos as the “rewriter” of the text. See Alexandra
I6annidou, ‘An Interview with Kaité Drosou’, Panoptikon, 22 (June 2017), 61-79 (p.
72).

82 In his introduction to an edited volume published in 1982 to commemorate the
centenary of Dostoevsky’s death, Alexandrou is mentioned in the introduction
as “the man who offered us so many translations of Dostoevskii and who was
himself a ‘Dostoevskian hero” in his tortured life”. Panagiotés Drakopoulos,
‘Introduction’, in Spoudé ston Dostoevskii [A Study on Dostoevskii], eds. by Th.
Tampaké-Georga and M. Démopoulou (Athens: Imago, 1982), pp. 5-7 (p. 7).

83 See back matter in Dostoevsky, Aderphoi Karamazov [ Brothers Karamazov], trans. by
Arés Alexandrou, 4 vols (Athens: Gkovostés Editions, 1953-54), IV (1954).
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national tradition and the present needs of its own writers. Even a
single work of world literature is the locus of a negotiation between two
different cultures.®

Since translation is the point of contact between two cultures, World Literature
becomes “writing that gains in translation”.®® The “double refraction” in
Damrosch’s definition concerns both the formation of a wider supra-national
field and of national literary fields. Within the receiving culture, the study of
translation history allows for an examination of how “a culture has changed
through contact with another culture”.® Translations that successfully render a
foreign author’s work in the receiving culture’s literary tradition, as I have argued
that both Papadiamantés and Alexandrou accomplished in their domesticating
translations of Dostoevsky, have the power to establish the literary value of his
work within a national literary field (thus making it a fact of the target culture),”
as well as, cumulatively, within the world literary field.

Given that Modern Greek national literature was at a formative stage when
Russian literature was first imported at the end of the nineteenth century, this
essay has shown how Russian fiction introduced new themes and a new poetics
to the Modern Greek literary field. Translation acted as a force for innovation that
provided Modern Greek authors with literary resources; as an “accumulation of
literary capital”.® Papadiamantés’s The Murderess, written after his translation of
Crime and Punishment, testifies to that momentum. Alexandrou’s retranslations,
written half a century later, consolidated Dostoevsky’s central position in the
Greek canon of foreign literature. Alexandrou’s retranslations “actualized the
potential contained” in Dostoevsky’s literary text and helped provide a space
for it within Greek culture and language.® The publisher Govostés’s decision
to prioritise literary over commercial motives in publishing the collected works
of Dostoevsky in Greek—evident in his choice of professional translators and
editors—added to the literary value of the Greek literary language, further
consecrating Dostoevsky in Greek culture.
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Benjamins, 1995), p. 29.
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The Reception of Russian and Soviet
Literature in Interwar and
Postwar Greece

Niovi Zampouka

The Greek reception of Russophone literature during the twentieth century
has been mainly restricted to two categories of literature: the most prominent
nineteenth-century classics and the classics of Socialist Realism. In this chapter,
I'will attempt a historical overview of the main stages, aspects and tendencies of
the Greek translation and publication of Russian and Soviet literature, focusing
on the socio-political context that shaped it within the broader comparative
perspective of Greek-Soviet literary entanglements. Further, I will briefly discuss
the Greek appropriation of Socialist Realism, drawing on three representative
case studies. Finally, I will elaborate on why Modernist voices are missing from
the Greek canon of Russian literature.

The Greek ‘Northern Obsession’

The most important figures of nineteenth-century Russian literature were
introduced in Greece, albeit fragmentarily and unsystematically, mainly during
the last quarter of the nineteenth century, through periodicals.! This occurred

1 On the reception of Russian literature in nineteenth-century Greece see
Sonia Ilinskagia, E rasike logotechnia sten Ellada (190s aionas) (Athens: Ellenika
grammata, 2006), as well as Christina Karakepeli’s essay in the present volume.
For a bibliographical overview of translations in the nineteenth century, see
Konstantinos Kasinés, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon tes xenés logotechnias
ITH'-K’ ai., 2 vols (Athens: Syllogos pros diadosin 6phelimén vivlion, 2006-13), T
(2006).
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partly through translations from Russian undertaken by Russian-speaking
Greeks living in Russia or having close ties to it, and partly through Western
languages (French, English, or German). From the mid-1890s onwards, the field
of Greek literary translations documents a gradual decline in translations of
French literature, which had dominated during the nineteenth century,? and a
sharp increase in the number of translations from Russian, English, German, and
the Scandinavian languages, peaking during the interwar period (1919-38). The
noticeable preference for these literatures, which contemporary literary critics
called the “northern obsession” (in Greek, voreiomania),® reflected a broader
shift from Romanticism to Realism within the Greek literary field during the first
quarter of the twentieth century. It was characterised by a strong preoccupation
with social questions and a growing interest in Socialist ideas. As a well-known
critic from that period, Aimilios Chourmouzios, notes:

[...] a time came, which I can place between 1915 and 1930, during
which Greece aspired to become a Russian or at least a northern
province. That was the time during which we discovered the Russians
and the Scandinavians (from 1915 up to 1920). The periodicals made
them accessible to the literary audience and from 1920 onwards, a real
publishing frenzy begins, characterized by an astonishing plurality
of translations of Russian and Scandinavian works, novels and short
stories).*

According to statistics in Konstantinos Kasinés’s Bibliography of Foreign Literature
in Greek Translation 1901-1950,° Russian literature vastly increased its share in
the total production of translated literature during the first half of the twentieth
century (by comparison with the nineteenth). With sixty-two and fifty-one
translated titles respectively, Fedor Dostoevsky and Lev Tolstoy occupy the third
and fourth places (in that order) among the twenty most translated foreign
authors in Greece, after William Shakespeare and Jules Verne. Maksim Gorky

2 Cf. Konstantinos Kasinés, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon tes xenes
logotechnias ITH-K’ ai., 2 vols (Athens: Syllogos pros diadosin 6phelimon vivlion,
2006-13), I (2006), p. 29.

3 For additional information about the origin and emergence of the term, see
Koénstantinos Kasinés, ‘E neoelléniké ,, voreiomania”. E réxé me to romantiko
parelthon’, in Continuities, Discontinuities, Ruptures in the Greek World (1204-2014):
Economy, Society, History, Literature: 5th European Congress of Modern Greek Studies
of the European Society of Modern Greek Studies: Proceedings, ed. by Kénstantinos
Démades, 5 vols (Athens: Europaiké Etaireia Neoelleénikon Spoudon, 2015), 111,
pp. 119-38 (p. 127).

4 Aimilios Chourmouzios, ‘Logotechniké alétographia’, Nea Estia, 313 (1940), 40-43
(p-41).

5  Konstantinos Kasinés, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon tés xenés logotechnias
ITH'-K’ ai., 2 vols (Athens: Syllogos pros diadosin 6phelimén vivlion, 2006-13), IT
(2013). The statistics provided here refer to book translations only.
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holds (with forty-five books) sixth place, with Leonid Andreev in thirteenth
(with twenty-eight books). In addition to these four most-translated Russian
authors, another forty-six—the vast majority of them belonging to the nineteenth
or early twentieth centuries—were translated during this period. These include
Ivan Turgenev, Aleksandr Pushkin, Anton Chekhov, Mikhail Lermontov, Nikolai
Gogol, Mikhail Artsybashev, Vsevolod Garshin, Aleksandr Kuprin, Vladimir
Korolenko, and others. After French and English, Russian was the third most
common translated foreign literature (accounting for approximately 13% of all
translated literature),® the novel being the predominant genre. Most works were
translated from the original, while French and German served occasionally as
bridge languages.” The publishing house Govostés Editions founded by Kostas
Govostés (a former literary translator from Russian) in 1926, was the main
distributor of translated Russian literature; however, many other major as well as
short-lived publishers from across the political spectrum were also active in this
field.® The fact that, seeing the economic benefit, several publishing houses were
retranslating and/or republishing the same titles within very short periods of
time, indicates the popularity which Russian classics enjoyed during this period.

The Cult of Gorky

The October Revolution gave even greater impetus to the translation of pre-
revolutionary Russian literature. It led to the foundation of Greece’s Socialist
Labour Party in 1918.° At the same time, the dynamic artistic landscape of post-
revolutionary Russia encouraged the leftist intelligentsia to discuss proletarian
literature, Marxist aesthetics and the purpose of art. Describing the spirit of the
highly productive interwar period with regard to the publication and reception
of Russian literature, the well-known Greek author Angelos Terzakés wrote:

6  Konstantinos Kasinés, Vivliographia, p. 29.

7 Little or no background information is available regarding three of the most
productive translators of the interwar period working directly from Russian.
Koralia Makré translated over twenty works of Russian authors, Athéna Sarantidé
translated twelve works of Russian literature in the period 1919-46 and the
Egypt-based polyglot Kostas Trikoglidés translated works by Dostoevsky, Gorky
and Andreev. Prevalent translators of the interwar and postwar period were the
novelist and poet Arés Alexandrou (1922-78), well-known to this day for his
translations of Dostoevsky, Maiakovskii, Ehrenburg and of Akhmatova’s Requiem
(Rekviem, 1963) as well as the left-wing author Petros Pikros (1894-1956), who
also translated Gorky, Dostoevsky and other Russian classics directly from
Russian. See Christina Karakepeli’s essay in this volume for more on Alexandrou.

8  For statistics on publishing houses of this period, see Konstantinos Kasinés,
Vivliographia, pp. 36-38.

9  In 1924 the Party adopted its current name: the ‘Communist Party of Greece’.
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Imperative messages of the biggest social revolution in the world were
coming from the North. [...] While a small, socially privileged, group
continued the tradition of turning to the West, [...] another group, more
numerous and invisible, was rising up from the popular underground
[...]. It was then, that Russian authors triumphantly invaded Greece. In
the literary undergrounds, a wind of wild admiration for the heroes of
misery and rebellion was blowing. Short-lived literary magazines were
competing to promote any short story by a revolutionary writer translated
from Russian and literary novices without a future were copying these
exaggeratedly for their mental emancipation. They were wearing flat
caps on uncombed hair, growing beards like those of persecuted writers
of the tsarist era and falling platonically in love with prostitutes like
Dostoevsky’s, Gorky’s and Andreev’s protagonists.

Within this context, Gorky constituted one of the leading figures among
translated Russian authors in interwar Greece, not only in terms of circulation—
approximately thirty-five of his works were translated by more than twenty-five
translators during the first half of the twentieth century'—but mostly in terms
of popularity and productive appropriation on various levels of intertextuality.
Since he was perceived not only as a writer but also as a literary theoretician
and critic, Gorky enjoyed a multifaceted reception, acquiring—also by means
of his own ‘eventful” biography—virtually mythological status. As the leftist
writer and literary critic Petros Pikros (his pen name ‘pikros’ meaning ‘bitter’
in Greek, just like ‘gor’kii” in Russian)' noted in 1928: “We all know that Gorky
[...] has always been the most popular writer of all the Russians here [...]
even when the French were very popular, even when the Scandinavians were
totally in fashion [...] Gorky found himself to be the most well-known, the most
read”.”® Gorky was praised regularly as the “spiritual father” of revolutionary
literature by father figures of the Greek Left such as the poet Kostas Varnalés
and the Marxist theoretician Démétrés Glénos,'* and was appreciated as a realist
writer by established liberal literati such as Kostés Palamas, Stratés Myriveéles,
and others. Left-wing writers related to him directly through the dedication of

10  Angelos Terzakes, ‘Démosthenés Vouturas’, Nea Estia, 190 (1934), 1015-22 (p.
1015).

11  Works such as Mother (Mat’, 1907), The Lower Depths (Na dne, 1902) and The
Philistines (Meshchane, 1902) were retranslated and republished several times. See
Kénstantinos Kasinés, Vivliographia, p. 27.

12 His real name was Giannés Gennaropoulos (1894-1956).

13 Petros Pikros, ‘Gyrd apo to iovilaio tou. O Gkorky s’ emas edd’, Nea Epitheorese, 5
(1928), 129-36 (p. 131).

14  See for instance Varnalés’ text ‘Pos gnorisa ton Gorki’ [‘How I Met Gorki'],
Rizospastis, 28 June 1936, pp. 3-4.
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poems? or inscriptions, as well as intertextually by adopting specific Gorkian
motifs such as the eponymous "‘Mother’, Pelageia Nilovna, from his 1906 novel,*
or the figure of the Vagabond (the latter inspiring the titles of short stories
and poems or even pen names).”” While the appropriation of Gorky’s critical
realism and/or revolutionary romanticism by Realist writers can be argued in
regard to social protest novels and proletarian novels of Greek leftist literature
(at least two canonical Greek authors—Démosthenés Vouturas and Menelaos
Lountemés—have been called the ‘Gorky of Greece’ in different periods of
time), Gorky’s ‘vagabond’ characters triggered, especially among young writers
of the interwar period, a great wave of imitation, forming a distinct literary
trend, much discussed by interwar critics.®

The Introduction of Socialist Realism

These domestic literary needs of Russophone literature were motivated by
historical and cultural ties between Greece and Russia and by the development
of Greek Socialist thought, which examined how Russians had reflected on the
socio-political and moral-spiritual situation in their country on the eve of the
revolutions, as well as by corresponding West European literary trends. The book
market’s major focus lay thus on Russian writers of the late nineteenth and the
early twentieth century, whereas post-revolutionary Russian literature, though
gradually presented to the public by leftist periodicals, held an insignificant
market share until the end of the Second World War. The diversity of viewpoints
regarding the forms of revolutionary art, depicted in the Greek leftist literary
journals in the first decade of the interwar period and reflecting to a large extent
the literary controversies of the Soviet 1920s as well as Western European Marxist
positions, indicate an openness to avant-gardist approaches. Notwithstanding,
periodicals of translated literature clearly focused on those writers and poets
who embraced the revolution, some of the most widely published being Gorky,

15  See for instance Giannés Ritsos’s poem ‘Ston s. Gkorki’ [“To c. Gorki’] in Neoi
Protoporoi, 7 (1935), pp. 254-55, or Teukros Anthias’s poem ‘Gorky—teacher,
brother, father!” as cited in Iannis Mochos, ‘Traditsii Maksima Gor‘kogo v
grecheskoi literature’, in Gor’kii i sovremennost’, ed. by Vladimir Shcherbina
(Moscow: Nauka, 1970), pp. 388-93 (pp. 389-90).

16  For instance by Giannés Ritsos in his poem Epitaphios (1936) or by Melpo Axioté in
her novel The Twentieth Century (Eikostos aionas, 1946).

17  See for instance Démosthenés Vouturas’s short story The Vagabonds (Oi alaniaredes,
1921) or Teukros Anthias’s poem cycle The Whistles of the Vagabond (Ta sfyrigmata
tou alete, 1929), which allude to Greek publications of Gorky’s short story
collections that adopted the French edition’s title Les vagabonds (first published in
1901 by Mercure de France in Ivan Strannik’s translation).

18 For a more detailed analysis of Gorky’s reception in Greece, see Gidrgos
Michaélidés, ‘Translating Russian Literature in Interwar Greece: The Example of
Maxim Gorky’, Syn-Theses, 6 (2013), 1-19, https://doi.org/10.26262 /st.v0i6.5306.
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followed by Vladimir Maiakovskii, the poet of the Revolution par excellence, and
Dem’ian Bednyi, very popular in the 1920s and 1930s."” Modernist writers and
poets like Anna Akhmatova, Boris Pil'niak, Boris Pasternak, and others were
not unknown to interwar literary criticism, but remained largely untranslated
and thus obscure to the public; or else known exclusively for the romantic-
revolutionary aspects of their work. For instance, Aleksandr Blok’s poem ‘The
Twelve’ (‘Dvenadtsat”, 1918) was reprinted multiple times due to its thematic
affinity to the revolution, while the rest of his work received almost no attention.?
From the early 1930s onwards, this relative openness was gradually replaced
by a canonical, party-regulated conception of literature. The programme of
Socialist Realism, launched in Moscow at the First Congress of Soviet Writers in
1934, also drew a line under domestic left-wing critical reflection on aesthetics.
The principles of Socialist Realism were imported to Greece directly after their
official consolidation through the important Greek leftist literary magazine New
Avant-gardists (Neoi Protoporoi), which devoted a September 1934 special issue to
the Congress, with translations of the major keynote speeches by Gorky, Andrei
Zhdanov, Karl Radek, and Nikolai Bukharin. Later issues listed the charter of
the Soviet Writers” Union. From this point onwards, Socialist Realist postulates
were adopted by left-wing literary critics, becoming common currency among
them.” Polemics against ‘bourgeois literature’, naturalism, and formalism
intensified while the representation of reality in its ‘revolutionary development’,
the positive hero, and linguistic simplicity were strongly promoted. Gorky’s
glorification of folklore encouraged the Marxist Greek intelligentsia’s interest in
folk culture and oral storytelling traditions while the number of translations of
Soviet literary theoretical articles elaborating on the concept of Socialist Realism
increased.”

Public disputes, especially about Socialism, were interrupted by anti-
Communist repressions under the dictatorial Metaxas regime (1936-41),
followed by the outbreak of World War II and the Axis occupation of Greece
(1941-45). Significantly fewer translations were published in this period; most
were reprints, with some new translations of Russian nineteenth—century
classics (Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, Pushkin, Gogol, Chekhov, Andreev, and Gorky),

19  See, for example, the contents of the magazine Neoi Protoporoi in Neoi Protoporoi
(1931-1936), ed. by Maria Sakellariou (Thessalonika: University Studio Press, 1999).

20 After the war, at least three editions of Blok’s ‘The Twelve’ were published: by
Petros Kolaklidés (Athens: n.pub., 1945); by Giannés Ritsos (Athens: Kedros,
1957); and in 1964, by Kostas Tambakés (Athens: n.pub.). This poem also
appeared in several literary journals, including Epitheoresé technes, 34 (1957).

21 See Christina Dounia, Logotechnia kai politike: Ta periodika tes aristeras sto mesopoleno
(Athens: KastaniGtés, 1996).

22 The amount of aesthetic theory and literary criticism translated from Russian
and published in leftist literary magazines exceeds that translated from other
languages over the entire interwar period. See Dounia, Logotechnia kai politike, pp.
504-5.
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and a few works of contemporary Soviet war literature (e.g. Aleksandr Bek
and Vasilii Grossman). Russian and Soviet literature published in 1945—
the year of liberation—exhibited a sharp turn to twentieth-century Russian
literature, showcasing the diversity of literary trends (together with the
plurality of interests) that might have eventually prevailed in the publishing
field if the Greek Civil War had not broken out. In parallel with Socialist Realist
Bildungsromans such as Nikolai Ostrovskii's How The Steel Was Tempered (Kak
zakalialas” stal’, 1932/1934) and Il'ia Ehrenburg’s Without Pausing For Breath (Ne
perevodia dykhaniia, 1935), other prominent genres of Soviet literature of the
1920s such as Aleksei Tolstoy’s utopian science-fiction novel Blue Cities (Golubye
goroda, 1925) and Il'ia II'f’s and Evgenii Petrov’s satirical novel The Twelve Chairs
(Duvenadtsat’ stul’ev, 1928), two narratives clearly incompatible with the officially
promoted literature of the Zhdanov era—Isaak Babel’s banned Red Cavalry
(Konarmiia, 1926) and The Man from the Restaurant (Chelovek iz restorana, 1911) by
the Russian émigré writer [van Shmelev—demonstrated an alternative aesthetic
and political approach that, without being polemically anti-Soviet, took a critical
stand against the dogmatism of the Soviet literary canon. Despite the explicitly
antidogmatic rhetoric of the editions’ prefaces—which Gérard Genette famously
considers “a zone not only of transition but also of transaction: a privileged
place of pragmatics and a strategy, of an influence on the public”®? —both the
last-named works were framed by their Greek publishers as highly popular in
the Soviet Union without mentioning their authors’ fates, such as Babel’s arrest
or the execution of Shmelev’s son by the Bolsheviks, causing Shmelev to exile
himself in Paris.

Soviet Literature as Role Model

After the Communists lost the Greek Civil War (1946-49), which erupted
(following the end of the Axis occupation) between the Communist-dominated
leftist forces and the government forces from the political right, Greek
Communists shifted their activities to the so-called ‘ideological front’. Printed
propaganda produced during the partisan warfare by means of portable hand-
printing presses in the mountains was transferred to new settlements in the
Eastern Bloc countries,® where the outlawed Communist Party (KKE) and

23 Gérard Genette, Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), p. 2. For the ideological use of paratexts and their
relevance for translated literature, see also Caroline Summers, ‘What Remains: The
Institutional Reframing of Authorship in Translated Peritexts’, in Text, Extratext,
Metatext and Paratext in Translation, ed. by Valerie Pellatt (Newcastle upon Tyne:
Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2013), pp. 9-32.

24 Mainly in Bulkes (now Magli¢) and Belgrade in the former People’s Republic of
Serbia, in Bucharest and Dej in the Romanian People’s Republic and in Borovets in
the People’s Republic of Bulgaria.
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Greek political exiles sought refuge. The main goal of their ‘ideological struggle’,
steered by the Communist Party’s quest for political influence, was political
indoctrination and popularisation of the Party line among the masses. As far
as publishing was concerned, this translated into the circulation of works that:

contribute to the increase of the Marxist-Leninist and ideological-
theoretical level of Party members and people’s fighters in general; to the
creation of politically and theoretically trained combat cadres in Greece,
and active and cultivated fighters of socialist construction abroad.”

Anna Matthaiou and Popé Polemé have shown how the Party used literature
to make a targeted contribution to Communist enlightenment and education.
Authors living in political exile, as well as domestic left-wing writers, were
prompted to compose patriotic works inspired by the people’s heroic struggles
for resistance and liberation, which vividly depicted the ‘New Man’ of Socialist
culture and cultivated optimism and belief in victory along with hatred for
Fascism, war, and pessimism. Soviet literature’s function as a role model for
this process was accentuated by explicit references in the left-wing press and in
Party speeches of the time; it was reflected in the book production of the exile
publishing houses in their first years of operation (1947-54). The publication
of translated Soviet literature during this time exceeded that of native Greek
literature many times over.” The General Secretary of the Communist Party of
Greece, Nikos Zachariadis, announced in 1949:

We have published a few dozens of the best works of Soviet literature,
mostly dealing with the heroism, the achievements and exploits of the
Soviet people during World War II. For us, these works contain, among
other things, a rich and very valuable war experience. So we need to
make sure that all of our male and female fighters familiarize themselves
with these in order to learn from them.”

In parallel with Soviet theoretical texts on Socialist Realism, the Greek
Communist Party’s printing houses outside of Greece published during these
years Greek translations of Aleksandr Bek’s Volokolamsk Highway (Volokolamskoe
shosse, 1947); Petr Vershigora’s People with a Clear Conscience (Liudi s chistoi
sovest'iu, 1947); Vasilii Grossman’s For a Just Cause (Za pravoe delo/Stalingrad,
1952); Boris Polevoi’s Story of a Real Man (Povest’ o nastoiashchem cheloveke,

25  According to a report by the KKE politburo from 1951 as cited in Anna Matthaiou
and Popé Polemé, Apo to vouno stén yperoria: E ekdotike peripeteia ton Ellenon
kommouniston, 1947-1968 (Athens: Vivliorama, 2003), p. 62.

26 This picture emerges from the evaluation of the publications catalogue provided
in Anna Matthaiou and Popé Polemé, Apo to vouno sten yperoria.

27  Nikos Zachariadés’ speech in the Central Committee’s fifth plenary session
(1949), cited in Anna Matthaiou and Popé Polemé, Apo to vouno stén yperoria, p. 24.
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1947); Petr Ignatov’s Partisans of the Kuban (Zapiski partizana, 1944); Nikolai
Ostrovskii’s Born of the Storm (Rozhdennye burei, 1936); Dmitrii Furmanov’s
Chapayev (Chapaev, 1923); Mikhail Sholokhov’s They Fought For Their Country
(Oni srazhalis’ za rodinu, 1943); Aleksandr Fadeev’s The Young Guard (Molodaia
guardiia, 1946) and The Rout (Razgrom, 1927), besides numerous other classics of
Soviet war literature, most of which were illegally exported to and circulated in
Greece. These works were considered important for boosting fighters’ morale. In
their backpacks—as one can read in the Party’s newspaper Neos Kosmos—"“while
bread was unlikely to be found, books like Volokolamsk Highway, How the Steel
Was Tempered and Story of a Real Man one would definitely find”.* Literary
figures such as Furmanov’s Klychkov or Polevoi’s Vorob’ev were used as role
models for the political commissars of the Democratic Army of Greece (KKE’s
military branch), while literary representations of battles served as guidelines
for war reports: “In the description of the battle the man should be shown with
his emotions, his feelings (as this is done in Volokolamsk Highway)”.? At the
same time, Socialist Realist classics were meant to function as a preparatory
‘proto-canon’—a textual reservoir providing, in Pascale Casanova’s sense of the
phrase, the “literary resources” for Greek “progressive” literary production.*
From the mid-1950s onwards, the publication of translated Soviet literature
by the Party’s printing houses in exile decreased considerably in favour of
contemporary left-wing Greek literature. According to an article in Neos Kosmos
after the Second Congress of Soviet Writers (1954), “Soviet literature, its
humanistic ideals, its patriotism and internationalism had a great and beneficial
impact, not only on the readers, but also on the writers of Greece”.®! The vast
majority of Greek literary works that can be identified as appropriations of
Socialist Realism, as defined by the widely accepted typologies of Katerina
Clark, Hans Giinther, Evgeny Dobrenko, and others, belong to postwar and
resistance literature.”” They primarily address the Greek resistance movement
and Greek social reality in the aftermath of the Civil War (and also, in later
years, resistance to the Greek military junta of 1967-74). The Civil War itself is

28 Kostas Bosés and Apostolos Spélios, “To 20 synedrio ton sovietikon syngraphedn.
(Didagmata gia tén elleniké patriotiké logotechnia)’, Neos Kosmos, 3 (1955), 63-74
(p- 64).

29 From the instructions directed to radio correspondents in 1948 as cited in Anna
Matthaiou and Popé Polemé, Apo to vouno stén yperoria, p. 25.

30 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2007), p. 235.

31 Boses and Spélios, “To 20 synedrio ton sovietikon syngrapheon’.

32 See Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1981); Sotsrealisticheskii kanon, ed. by Chans Giunter and Evgeny
Dobrenko (St Petersburg: Akademicheskii proekt, 2000); Hans Giinther, Die
Verstaatlichung der Literatur. Entstehung und Funktionsweise des sozialistisch-
realistischen Kanons in der sowjetischen Literatur der 30er Jahre (Stuttgart: Metzler,
1984).
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implicitly present, represented by the disappointed, and therefore less positive,
hero of leftist post-civil-war literature. It is largely absent as a central theme or
setting, both because of the Communist defeat, which makes it a delicate issue
of literary negotiation, and because of this period’s party line on literature.® In
general, Greek appropriations of Socialist Realism correspond to the concept of
the “prototypical plot” defined by Katerina Clark in The Soviet Novel: History as
Ritual (1981), which outlines the typical young Soviet hero’s “rite of passage”
from relative spontaneity to political consciousness. Assisted in his quest by
an older, more ‘conscious’ mentor figure, the hero overcomes obstacles and
achieves his goal through social integration and gradual development of
collective identity.* Beyond the structural elements of the master plot, these
works share most of the Socialist Realist novel’s tropes and literary paradigms:
Gorky’s Mother-figure; Ostrovskii’s portrait of physical suffering and paralysis
as constitutive characteristics of a true hero; the prioritisation of the collective
over the personal; expressive focus on machines and agricultural labour;
criticism and parody of bourgeois culture; female emancipation and collective
action; and explicit philo-Soviet references. However, Greek Socialist Realism
primarily differs from the Soviet version by the intensity of its expression of
Party spirit (partiinost’), a difference explicable by the respective transformations
of the canon within the Greek literary field.

Greek Appropriation of Socialist Realism

A brief comparison of three exemplary cases demonstrates the main tendencies
of the Socialist Realist canon’s appropriation by Greek leftist literature. The

33 Despite its reorientation and alleged openness to scepticism and criticism in light
of Khrushchev’s secret speech (1956), the Party recommended restricting the
Civil War as a literary theme in favour of anti-Nazi resistance topics. This served
the interests of both the Party, which sought to establish a broad patriotic front in
Greece and therefore benefit from emphasis on the resistance movement instead
of the one-sided portrayal of Communist guerilla fighters (which risked providing
additional pretexts for anti-Communist state propaganda); and of politically
exiled authors themselves, whose concerns for amnesty and repatriation were
bound up with Civil War memory. See Venetia Apostolidou, “The Politics of
Memory in the Fiction of Greek Political Exiles in Eastern Europe’, in Greek
Diaspora and Migration Since 1700: Society, Politics and Culture, ed. by Dimitris
Tziovas (Burlington: Ashgate, 2009), pp. 215-28 (pp. 222-23); and Venetia
Apostolidou, Trauma kai mnéme: & pezographia ton politikon prosphygon (Athens:
Polis, 2010), p. 65.

34 Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual, pp. 159-76. For the key features
and periodisation of Socialist Realism see also Hans Giinther, ‘Die Lebensphasen
eines Kanons—-am Beispiel des sozialistischen Realismus’, in Kanon und Zensur.
Beitriige zur Archiologie der literarischen Kommunikation, ed. by A. Assmann and J.
Assmann, 3 vols (Munich: Fink, 1983-1999), II (1987), pp. 138-48.
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first is The Twentieth Century (Eikostos aionas, 1946) by Melpo Axiote (1905-73),
which appeared in Athens shortly before its author’s long-term exile in Paris
and East Berlin. Axioté, whose innovative earlier works employed surrealistic
techniques, converted to Marxist ideology and joined the Greek Communist
Party in the mid-1930s. Her novel describes the sacrifice of a modern Polyxena.
This is the name of the protagonist, a young woman from a middle-class family,
who after joining the Greek resistance on the Communist side, finds herself
spending her last night in a prison cell awaiting execution. Here she reflects on
her life, which has been closely intertwined with major socio-political events
of the early twentieth century.®® Despite fulfilling every aspect of the Socialist
Realist master plot, including Gorky-esque motifs, and showing an explicitly
philo-Soviet spirit, Axioté’s novel is far from conventional in the strict, dogmatic
sense of the canon. The novel features several modernist literary devices as well
as a highly controversial depiction of the October Revolution, described in an
eyewitness report by Russian refugees as a bloody event orchestrated by violent
and ruthless Bolsheviks.

Published in the same year and prior to its author’s exile variously in
Hungary, Romania, and East Berlin, the novel Fire (Fotia, 1946) by Démétrés
Chatzés (1913-81) addresses, through the experiences of a peasant family, Greek
national resistance against occupying German troops. Fire offers a vision of a
Greek People’s Republic. Following a young woman'’s character development
from naivety to emancipation and ideological consciousness, the novel is
characterised by heroic self-sacrifice, the cult of labour, collective optimism, and
Party-driven sentiment. Due to its modernist poetics and subversively negative
depiction of the October Revolution, Axiotés’ novel is situated on the periphery
of Socialist Realist style, while Chatzés” novel represents an ideal realisation of
Stalin’s well-known formula “national in form, socialist in content”.* Having
been composed during the phase of full implementation of the canon® and
also on the eve of the Civil War without knowledge of its outcome, both
novels communicate—despite their differences in style—explicit optimism, an
enthusiastic bond with the Communist Party, and clear political conviction.

Different again is the dilogy by Métsos Alexandropoulos (1924-2008),
Nights and Dawns (Nychtes kai auges), published by the Greek Communist Party’s
printing house in Romania in 1961-63, during the author’s exile in the Soviet

35 In Greek mythology Polyxena was the youngest daughter of King Priam of Troy
and his queen, Hecuba, who—according to one variation of the myth—was
sacrificed by the Greeks on the tomb of Achilles after the fall of Troy in order to
appease his ghost and thus raise winds to take the Greek ships home.

36 losif Stalin, ‘O politicheskikh zadachakh universiteta narodov Vostoka: Rech’
na sobranii studentov KUTV. 18 maia 1925 g/, in Sochineniia, 18 vols (Moscow
and Tver’: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1946-2006), VII
(1952), pp. 133-52 (p. 138).

37  For the key features and periodisation of Socialist Realism see for instance Hans
Glinther, ‘Die Lebensphasen eines Kanons'.
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Union. The novel, which was originally written as a graduation thesis at the
Maksim Gorky Literature Institute, discusses partisan fighting during the Axis
occupation of Greece. This work preserves the master plot and positive hero,
however—like many other politically engaged novels to emerge in the aftermath
of the Civil War and during the period of decanonisation—its political position
is significantly more reserved, albeit clear, with elements of leftist self-criticism.
Within the context of the Soviet Union’s “largest more or less coherent project
of translation the world has seen to date”,® these three novels—along with
many other works of Greek left-wing writers—were translated and introduced
as “progressive literature” into the Soviet literary field of the 1950s and
1960s, where they underwent further canonisation and Sovietisation through
paratextual framing, ideological translation, and censorship.* Gorky’s (and
occasionally Dostoevsky’s) ‘influence’, or any kind of thematic affiliation with
his work, is regularly accentuated in the translations’ paratexts (often written by
Greek authors and philologists in Soviet exile), serving as a legitimisation of the
publication and indicating the father role of the Russian literary tradition. Most
of these authors, including those discussed above, would eventually distance
themselves from Socialist Realist aesthetics.

Revisionist Tendencies and Repression

Within the domestic Greek literary field of the 1950s and 1960s, literary
production and publishing operated in a climate of extreme political
polarisation under conditions of repression and fear. The ‘Emergency Law 509’
of 1947, ostensibly created to discourage violent coups but essentially a bulwark
against Communist propaganda, had provided for harsh penalties such as
imprisonment, internal exile, or execution. It was not repealed until after the
end of the Greek junta in 1974.%° In the mid-1950s, Gorky’s Mother (Mat’, 1907),

38 Susanna Witt, ‘Between the Lines: Totalitarianism and Translation in the USSR/, in
Contexts, Subtexts and Pretexts: Literary Translation in Eastern Europe and Russia, ed.
by Brian James Baer (Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins, 2011),
pp- 149-70 (p. 167).

39  On Greek appropriation of Socialist Realism and Greek literature reception in
the Soviet Union see my published dissertation, Sozialistischer Realismus erzihlen
und iibersetzen: Von der Sowjetunion nach Griechenland und retour [ Narrating and
Translating Socialist Realism. From the Soviet Union to Greece and Back] (Berlin
and Boston, MA: De Gruyter, 2023), pp. 158-75, https://www.degruyter.com/
document/doi/10.1515/9783111026534/html?lang=en.

40 For in-depth accounts of the Greek Civil War and Greek political and social reality
after the liberation from Nazi occupation, see for instance After The War Was
Ower: Reconstructing the Family, Nation, and State in Greece, 1943-1960, ed. by Mark
Mazower (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000); Roderick Beaton,
Greece: Biography Of A Modern Nation (London: Allen Lane, 2019); and Mark
Mazower, ‘Policing the Anti-Communist State in Greece, 1922-1974’, in The Policing
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Dostoevsky’s Poor Folk (Bednye liudi, 1846), Gogol’s Dead Souls (Mertvye dushi,
1842) and Il'ia Ehrenburg’s The Fall of Paris (Padenie Parizha, 1941), among other
world literature classics, were banned; many Greek left-wing writers, poets,
publishers and artists were put on trial and sent to internal exile on prison
islands. In this hostile context for the publication of Soviet literature, translation
work and relatively diverse publishing activity continued. Besides new editions
of old translations and new translations of Russian nineteenth-century classics
and of Gorky’s works, contemporary Soviet writers who enjoyed multiple
translated publications included Aleksei Tolstoy, Il'ia Ehrenburg, Valentin
Kataev, and Aleksandr Blok. From the mid-1950s onwards, revisionist trends,
as well as close monitoring of the publishing activity abroad, become more and
more apparent. Although not published by the Communist Party, Ehrenburg’s
The Thaw (Ottepel’, 1954) appeared in 1955 with an anonymous preface
summarising both Soviet criticism of the novel during the Second Congress
of Soviet Writers (1954) and Ehrenburg’s response. It was subsequently
republished in four editions and re-translated three times by 1960.*' The 1958
Greek translation of Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago (Doktor Zhivago, 1957),
imported debates surrounding the ‘Pasternak affair’ into the Greek field of
literary criticism. In 1959, Vladimir Nabokov’s Lolita (1955) appeared; in 1963-64,
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich (Odin den’ Ivana
Denisovicha, 1962) was published.* Revisionist tendencies seeking to liberate
Socialist Realism from the absolute dominance of tropes like the positive hero
and the absence of conflict (bezkonfliktnost), short of abolishing the canon, were
still subject to Party control. Thus, the publication of Daniil Granin’s novella A
Personal Opinion (Sobstvennoe mnenie, 1956) by the important revisionist literary
journal Epitheorésé technés in 1959, a work which had already drawn criticism
from Soviet Party bureaucrats and even from Nikita Khrushchev, led to an

of Politics in the Twentieth Century: Historical Perspectives, ed. by Mark Mazower
(Providence, MA: Berghahn Books, 1997), pp. 129-50.

41 Two translations of the book—one from Russian by the journalist and left-wing
resistance fighter Lampros Sekleiziotés (Athens: Kerkés) and one by Moursella
Pierakopoulou (Athens: Arkadia)—appeared in 1955. Sekleiziotes’ translation was
republished in 1956 (Athens: Pyxida), while a third version by K. Ch. Angelidis
also appeared around this time (Athens: Parisianos, n.d.). Very little is known
today about these translators and publishers. Due to inadequate bibliographical
information, common with older editions, and the frequent use of pseudonyms
because of political repression, their identities often prove elusive. More generally,
the field of the Greek reception of Russian literature from the perspective of
sociology of translation and actor—network theory remains largely unexplored.

42 Based on its paratexts, the year 1964 is the terminus ante quem of this publication.
Soviet dissident literature such as Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the Life of Ivan
Denisovich or other officially banned literary works such as Mikhail Bulgakov’s The
Master and Margarita (Master i Margarita, 1967) would be (re-)published under the
Greek military junta, often with an explicitly anti-Communist framework.
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informal Greek Communist Party trial. As a result, the journal editors resigned,
and the journal was forced to change course.*

Conclusion

The editorial decision to publish a story depicting the dark side of the Soviet
state and Party apparatus by a journal, which only two years before had been
prosecuted for publishing an issue dedicated to the fortieth anniversary of
the October Revolution,* not only manifests a conscious attempt to expand,
modernise, and rationalise the Zhdanovian conception of the canon, but also
highlights a broader problematic of the reception of Russian literature in Greece.
Elaborating on the conditions that determine the transnational circulation
of literature in translation, Johan Heilbron and Gisele Sapiro cite politics
as a determining and also—depending on the “degree of politicisation”—
constraining factor.* Due to prevailing political conditions in Greece from the
interwar period until the mid-1970s—also substantially responsible for the
delayed institutionalisation of Slavic studies in Greece*—the primary reception
and subsequent introduction of twentieth-century Russian literary production
in Greece took place largely through leftist ideological channels—organised
mainly around the Communist Party—through which only officially-approved
Soviet literature was imported.” As a consequence of this extreme political
polarisation, as well as the continuous conflict, repression, and exile endured
by the Greek Left for most of the twentieth century, the very limited attempts
observed to import nonconformist, controversial, or stigmatised works were
necessarily also politically inflected. In other words, the dissemination of
Russian literature in Greece during the period I have discussed was not primarily

43 See Alexandra I6annidou, Ypothese Gkranin: E logotechniké kritiké sto edolio (Athens:
Kastaniotés, 2008).

44  See Epitheoresé technés, 34 (1957). The publication by the same journal of an issue
devoted to Soviet literature in 1962 (96) provoked this time a Soviet reaction
because of its promotion of ‘modernist’ texts. See Popé Polemé and Démétrés
Démeétropoulos, ‘Démeétrés Spathés (1925-2014): o theatrologos’, The Books’ Journal
(29 December 2014), https://booksjournal.gr/synenteykseis/774.

45  Johan Heilbron and Gisele Sapiro, ‘Outline for a Sociology of Translation: Current
Issues and Future Prospects’, in Constructing a Sociology of Translation, ed. by
Michaela Wolf and Alexandra Fukari (Amsterdam: Benjamins Translation Library,
2007), pp. 93-107 (p. 97), https://doi.org/10.1075/btl.74.07hei.

46 The first purely philological department of Slavic studies was founded only in
2007.

47  Another factor to be considered is the absence in Greece of big Russian diasporic
communities, as in Paris, Berlin or the United States, which could possibly form an
additional channel for the dissemination of dissident literature. See also Alexandra
Idannidou, ‘Political Aspects of Russian Literature Reception in Greece: Aris
Alexandrou and Mitsos Aleksandropoulos’, Slavica Gandensia, 32 (2005), 67-79.
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motivated by aesthetic value nor by the philological consciousness of a specific
foreign literature; rather, it fulfilled broader ideological purposes. For reasons
linked to the political history of Greece, many of the most important Russian
novelists and poets such as Aleksandr Blok, Anna Akhmatova, Marina Tsvetaeva,
Sergei Esenin, Osip Mandel’shtam, Nikolai Gumilev, Boris Pil'niak, Iurii Olesha,
Andrei Siniavskii, losif Brodskii, and many others, remained largely inaccessible
to Greek readers until the mid- to late-1970s, emphatically confirming, in the
case of Greek reception of twentieth-century Russian literature, Gideon Toury’s
definition of translations as “facts of target cultures”.*® Interestingly, some of
those Greek authors in Soviet exile, who had embraced Socialist Realism and/
or used their status as translators or literary critics to introduce official Soviet
aesthetics to Greece, repositioned themselves during the late Soviet period as
mediators of Russian culture and formerly banned Russian literature.*

48 Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies—and Beyond (Amsterdam: John
Benjamins, 1995), p. 29.

49 Two of the most widely published Greek writers in the Soviet Union—MEétsos
Alexandropoulos and Alexés Parnés—are characteristic examples of such
authorial repositioning. For a more detailed analysis of these strategies see Niovi
Zampouka, Sozialistischer Realismus erzihlen und iibersetzen.
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“Russia has so far given humanity
nothing but samovars”:
On the Reception of Russian
Literature in Hungary from the
Beginning to Nabokov and Beyond

Zsuzsa Hetényi

Dionyz Durigin (1929-97) was the first scholar to categorise literary translation
as a form and genre of comparative literature, drawing attention to the important
distinction between direct and indirect relations in mediation.! Durigin considers
literary translation the most complex form of cultural transfer. He points out
that research into mediation plays an extremely important role in the study of
patterns of world literature as a whole; it is particularly important in countries
with isolated languages, like Hungary. Initially, very few Hungarian translators
knew Russian: therefore, until the 1870s, most Russian works reached Hungarian
audiences primarily through intermediary (or bridging) translations. My essay
aims to describe the main trends in the Hungarian reception of translated
Russian literature from the beginning, in the nineteenth century, up to the
twentieth. I will provide deeper insight into the problems of the Socialist era
by finishing with three brief case studies (from my own direct experience as a
translator) on the translation of censored Russian authors and samizdat.

The evolution of nineteenth-century literature in Central and Eastern Europe
differs in many respects from its development in Russia because of the huge
difference in geo-literary space: smaller nations’ cultural progress was defined

1 Dionyz Durigin, Theory of Literary Comparatistics, trans. by Jessie Kocmanova
(Bratislava: Slovak Academy of Sciences, 1984), p. 12.
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by their devotion to strengthening national consciousness.? In a phenomenon
Pascale Casanova has described as the ‘Herder effect’, Croatians, Serbs, Czechs,
Slovaks, Serbs from Vojvodina, and also Hungarians, attached great importance
to the study of folk poetry that enriched their national culture and to themes
drawn from their (often idealised) national past.* Hence in Central and Eastern
Europe, this Romantic literary tendency prevailed much longer than it did
in Russian literature.* In Hungary, in the 1850s and 1860s, during the heyday
of the Russian Realist novel, poetry remained the principal genre, while the
historical and romantic novels of Mér Jokai (1825-1904) continued to play a
leading role in prose.® That is why Aleksandr Pushkin’s 1832 Evgenii Onegin,
translated in 1866 by Kéroly Bérczy (1821-67), not only found its place in this
verse-oriented literary mainstream but influenced a popular new genre: novels
in verse proliferated in Hungary.® Itamar Even-Zohar has argued that “the very
principles of selecting the works to be translated are determined by the situation
governing the (home) polysystem”.” Thus, Russian literature apparently did not
provide new patterns or topics for peripheral Hungary’s literary development
until the last decades of the nineteenth century.

From Mediated to Direct Translations: Three Periods
in the Nineteenth Century

The period between 1820 and 1840, when sporadic translations from Russian
literature were published in German or mediated through German translations,
brought not only Pushkin and Lermontov (whose Hero of Our Time or Geroi
nashego vremeni, 1839-41 was translated very roughly by Janos Kriza in 1840), but
also Vladimir Odoevskii and Nikolai Gogol to Hungarian audiences. They were
accompanied by their contemporary Russian critics, including essays by Faddei
Bulgarin and Vissarion Belinskii, translated via German. The main mediators
of this process during this first period (the so-called Age of Reforms) were the

2 Zsuzsa Zoldhelyi, A kiilfsldi kozovetités szerepe az orosz irodalom magyar fogadtatdsdban
(XIX. szizad), ed. by Zsuzsa Hetényi (Budapest: ELTE BTK Mtifordit6 Miihely,
series Dolce Filologia, 2008).

3 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by Malcolm DeBevoise
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004).

4 Istvan Fried, ‘A kelet-k6zépeurépai romantika jellegzetességeirél’, Filolégini
Kézlony, 2 (1980), 153-68.

5  Istvan S6tér, ‘A verses regény és a regény (Az Anyegin és a magyar irodalom)’, in
S6tér, Az ember és mifve (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadé, 1971), pp. 310-19.

6  Bérczy started working from Friedrich von Bodenstedt’s German translation but,
enchanted by Pushkin’s novel in verse, he learned Russian in order to translate it
directly.

7 Itamar Even-Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary
Polysystem’, in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. by Lawrence Venuti, 2™ edn
(London: Routledge, 2004), pp. 192-97 (p. 197).
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language-reformer Ferenc Kazinczy (1759-1831); Ferenc Toldy (1805-75), the
author of an overview titled Russian Poetry (1828);® and the literary translator
and Member of Parliament, Gadbor Kazinczy (1818-64).

In 1844, seven years after Pushkin’s death and three years after Lermontov’s,
Ferenc Toldy (then still Ferenc Schedel; Toldy was a pseudonym) noted in his
foreword inaugurating a new series of ‘Foreign Novels’ (Kiilfoldi regénytdir)
published by the Kisfaludy Society (a literary association founded in 1836
by leading Hungarian writers) that it would be challenging to present to
Hungarian readers works from such minor (!) literatures as Dutch, Swedish,
Polish, or Russian.’ Only after the 1840s, however, did translation become more
faithful. During and even before the era of Classicism (from the late eighteenth
century to 1820), authors’ names could be omitted and substituted with the
translator’s instead, especially if the original text was heavily adapted. As early
as 1787, the poet Janos Batsanyi became the first to publish a study (consisting
of three essays) on the theory and principles of literary translation, well before
such theoretical considerations became a scholarly topic.'

Between 1850 and 1870, a considerable time lag developed in the translation
of contemporary Russian literature. From the end of the 1850s, more and more
information emerged about conditions in Russia, most probably thanks to the
two figures who acted as catalysts for mediation in Western Europe, Aleksandr
Herzen (1812-70) and Ivan Turgenev (1818-83), based in London and France
respectively. Lermontov’s Hero of Our Time, translated first from German in 1855
and then from Russian in 1879, was received critically." This novel suffered on
account of its unlikable protagonist and loose narrative structure; critics queried
whether it could even be considered as a single integral work."? In 1855, the poet
Janos Arany (1817-82), translator of Gogol’s “The Overcoat’ via German (‘Shinel”,
1842; ‘A kopenyeg’, 1860) advised one of his former students to read Pushkin

8  Based on poems including Adolf Miillner’s version of Petr Pletnev’s original
anthology.

9  Kulfoldi Regénytér, Kiadja a Kisfaludy-tdrsasdg. Szerkeszti Nagy Ignic (Pesten:
Hartleben Konrad Adolf, 1843-44).

10 Jéanos Batsanyi, ‘On Translation” (‘A fordittasrol’, 1788), Magyar Museum, 11 (1790).
This journal, under Batsanyi’s editorship, was printed after two years’ delay. See
also Batsdnyi Janos Osszes Mitvei [ Collected Works of Jdnos Batsinyi], ed. by Dezs6
Keresztury and Andor Tarnai, 4 vols (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad6, 1953-67), I1:
Prézai Miivei [ Collected Prose] (1960), esp. pp. 101-07.

11 Mihéil Lermontov, Korunk hése, trans. by Zsigmond Falk and Janos Vajda and
serialised in the daily newspaper Magyar Sajté in 1855, issues 88-144. The
retranslation from Russian in book form, also under the title of Korunk hése, was by
Ruby Miroszlav and Ivan Timké (Budapest: Athenaeum, 1879).

12 Ferenc Zsigmond, ‘Orosz hatdsok irodalmunkban’ ['Russian Influences on
our Literature’] in Zsigmond, Ertekezések a nyelv és széptudomdnyi osztdly kérébol
(Budapest: MTA, 1945), p. 21.
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and Lermontov (in translation).”® Arany’s remark highlights his intellectual
tolerance and his ability to distinguish Russia’s politics from its literature (a
perennial complication of the reception of Russian culture in Hungary). After
1848, the negative perception of Russia in Hungary was reinforced by Tsar
Nikolai II’s cruel repressions and by the Russian Army’s alliance with Austria,
Hungary’s traditional oppressor. Even the popular romantic novelist Mér Jékai
(much admired by the élite of Victorian-era England) followed this trend for a
while, as an active participant in the revolution of 1848.'* However, his hostility
towards everything Russian relaxed in the 1860s, when he expressed solidarity
with those Russians who resisted absolutism, like the Decembrists; Pushkin
became for him an emblematic figure of the fight for freedom against absolute
rulers.’® J6kai’s name is closely linked to the reception of Russian history in
Hungary; he visualised Russia as an exotic space and a source for romantic plots.
Jokai’s Freedom under the Snow (Szabadsig a hé alatt, 1879) focuses on Pushkin and
the noble Decembrist rebels of 1825. The Decembrist theme emerged in Russian
literature after the return of the last exiled member from Siberia in 1856, but
Jokai did not know Russian. His manuscript notes allow us to trace his use of
German and French sources like Alexandre Dumas or Alfred de Vigny.'¢

From the 1870s onwards, the primary intermediary language for Russian
translations after German (where Friedrich von Bodenstedt’s translations
dominated as pivot texts) was French, used for the 1868 Hungarian translation
of Tolstoy’s War and Peace (Voina i mir, 1867) and for Turgenev’s novels. But this
new wave of translated literature often lacked politically meaningful details.
For example, Vera Pavlovna’s famous Fourth Dream of a utopian future society
in Nikolai Chernyshevskii’s What Is To Be Done (Chto delat’, 1863; Mit tegyiink?,
1877) was omitted by Armin Sasvari, who translated the novel from French."”
For similar political reasons, some Turgenev novels, like Virgin Soil (Nov’, 1877)
or Fathers and Sons (Ottsy i deti, 1862), which launched debates elsewhere in
Europe and in Russia on Nihilism and the populist narodnik movement, were

13 The name of the student is unknown. See Aladar Komlés, ‘Puskin a magyar
irodalomban, Filoldgiai Kézlény, 3 (1955), 333-52. Quoted by Zoldhelyi, A kiilfoldi
kozvetités, p. 15.

14 Lérant Czigény, ‘Jokai’s Popularity in Victorian England’, The New Hungarian
Quarterly, 60:16 (1975), 186-92.

15 Mor Jokai, ‘Kivel szovetkezziink’, A Hon [ The Homeland], issues 200, 201, 202 and
205 (1867), p- 1 (in every issue).

16 See Zoldhelyi, A kiilfoldi kozvetités, p. 40.

17  The same omission of Vera Pavlovna’s fourth dream occurred with the first
(1886) English-language translation of this text, produced via French by the
American radical Socialist, Benjamin R. Tucker, as What’s To Be Done? A Romance.
For commentary on this and subsequent English translations of Chernyshevskii’s
novel, see Michael R. Katz, ‘Review of English Translations of What is to be Done?’,
Slavic Review, 46:1 (1987), 125-31, https://doi.org/10.2307/2498628. Armin
Sasvéri’s translation of the novel appeared in Budapest in 1877.
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also translated after a time lag, too late for their social content to be topical.’®
Only two decades later could these issues be freely debated; ensuring that
Alphons Thun’s German-language study The History of the Russian Revolutionary
Movements (Geschichte der revolutiondren Bewegungen in Russland, 1883) was
immediately translated into Hungarian in 1884 under a new, high-sounding
title, The Nihilists (Nihilistik)." The translator’s foreword notes that the obvious
parallel between resistance to the Tsars’ absolutist regime and to the Habsburg
monarchy invites sympathy from Hungarian audiences.

Next to Pushkin’s Onegin, Turgenev’s novels had the most enduring influence
on Hungarian literature. Russia and Hungary shared many common tropes of
fading nobility, with their neglected country houses and declining traditional
rural culture. The idleness and procrastination personified in the titular hero
of Ivan Goncharov’s Oblomov (1859) also struck a chord with the Hungarian
mentality, echoed in the Hungarian poet Sdndor Petdfi’s poem ‘Paté Pal’, a
mock-folkloric song where the narrator (Paté Pal) choruses, “’Oh, we have
plenty of time ahead to do it later’”.?® At this period, a new generation of literary
translators emerged, working without pivot languages. They offered new foci of
interest to the Hungarian readers, as well as translating, for the first time, Russian
authors of an earlier period, such as Ivan Krylov and Vasilii Zhukovskii. But
they also translated the work of Nikolai Nekrasov, Fedor Dostoevsky, Mikhail
Saltykov-Shchedrin, Vsevolod Garshin, and Anton Chekhov. Two outstanding
figures of this new generation were DezsG Ambrozovics (1864-1919) and Endre
Szabé (1849-1924). The breadth of Hungarian awareness of Russian literature
by the end of the nineteenth century is demonstrated by the list of entries in
the Great Pallas Encyclopaedia (Pallas Nagy Lexikon, 1893), compiled by Endre
Szabé. These entries included Vissarion Belinskii (vol. 3), Chekhov (vol. 4),
the Decembrists, Dostoevsky (‘uniting mystical ideas with realism’, vol. 5),
Griboedov (vol. 8), Herzen (vol. 9), Nihilism (as a synonym of propaganda and
terror, vol. 13), and an overview of Russian language and literature (vol. 12)—
with their first names domesticated (for example, Pushkin’s forename became
Sandor instead of Aleksandr, Elek replaced Aleksei for A. K. Tolstoy, and so

18 As Zsuzsa Z6ldhelyi has pointed out, an article by the Russian ‘narodnik’ thinker
Petr Lavrov (1823-1900) which appeared in an English newspaper (Athenaeum)
was translated without the name of the author. This Hungarian version was
heavily redacted, having been filtered (re-translated) from the original Russian
through English and then German. See Zoldhelyi, A kiilfoldi kozvetités, p. 37.

19  Alfonz Thun, A nihilistdk (Az orosz forradalmi mozgalmak torténete), trans. by Rezs6
Szentgyorgyi Voros (Budapest: Athenaeum R. Tarsulat, 1884).

20 Sandor Petdfi (1823-49), poet and revolutionary, considered Hungary’s national
poet. He was a key figure in the Hungarian Revolution of 1848. He died in the last
battle for liberation from the Austro-Hungarian Empire, aged only twenty-six;
ironically, he may have been killed fighting Russian troops who had intervened on
the side of the ruling Habsburg dynasty.



152 Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context

on).”! By 1900, Russian literary influence was already detectable in Hungarian
prose narrative patterns, even explicitly referenced in dialogue. Among such
Russian-influenced writers were Istvan Petelei with his Turgenevian tonality
(1852-1910), and the Chekhovian short stories of Istvan Tomorkény (1866-1917).

The Twentieth Century: Cataclysms

In the first decades of the twentieth century, the main new arrival in Hungarian
letters was Maksim Gorky,? followed by Leonid Andreev and Aleksandr
Kuprin. Gorky swiftly shared the place of honour afforded to Chekhov, Gogol,
Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, and Turgenev; all were mentioned not only in reviews,
commentaries written by translators, and newspaper articles, but also in the
correspondence of major Hungarian writers (including Endre Ady, Dezs6
Kosztolanyi, Gyula Juhész, Téth Arpad, Nagy Lajos, and Frigyes Karinthy).
Karinthy was famous for his literary parodies; his spoof of Mikhail Artsybashev’s
Sanin (1907; translated in 1912)* shows the popularity of the latter work at the
time. Endre Szab¢’s translation of Sanin had appeared in four editions in 1909
and two lesser-known translators undertook alternative versions of the text
that same year. Arkadii Averchenko was also popular: his work appeared in
the newspapers Elet, A Hét, and Uj Idék from 1916 onwards. In 1911, Chekhov
was the subject of an important scholarly analysis by the noted scholar Gyorgy
Lukacs.* The influence of Russian literature persisted in Hungarian prose:
Gyula Kruady (1878-1933) with his Oblomovian-Oneginian hero Szindbad,”
and Beng Karacsony with his Oblomovian Piotruska (1927), are some of those
who represented Russian connections for their readers.

21 My main source for the history of literary translation is Séndor Kozocsa’s
bibliography is Az orosz irodalom magyar bibliogrdfidja, ed. by Sdndor Kozocsa
(Budapest: Orszdgos Széchényi Konyvtar, 1947).

22 Dezs6 Ambrozovics, ‘Gorky Makszim’, Uj I1dék, 26 (23 June 1901), p. 557.

23 Frigyes Karinthy, Igy irtok ti [So write you] (Budapest: Athenaeum, 1912), pp.
144-53. For an overview of Artsybashev’s shocking novel’s succés de scandale,
see Nicholas Luker, ‘Scandalous “Sanin” Revisited: A Literary Re-Assessment,’
New Zealand Slavonic Journal (1999), 193202 ; and Otto Boele’s monograph Erotic
Nihilism in Late Imperial Russia: The Case of Mikhail Artsybashev’s Sanin (Madison,
WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 2009).

24 Gyorgy Lukécs, A modern drima fejlédése [ The Development of Modern Drama]
(Budapest: Kisfaludy-Tarsasag, 1911).

25 Krudy’s Sindbad stories were collected in one volume in 1944, uniting The Travels
of Sindbad (1912), The Resurrection of Sindbad (1916), and The Youth and Grief of
Sindbad (1917). See Gyula Krudy, Szindbid [ The Adventures of Sindbad], comprising
Szindbdd utazdsa, Szindbdd feltdmaddsa, and Francia kastély (Budapest: Uj Id6k, 1944).
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The echo of the revolutions of 1905 and 1917 in Russia was amplified
during the 133-day lifetime of the Hungarian Soviet Republic in 1919.%
However, geographical distance also led to misinterpretations, such as the
misrepresentation of Sergei Esenin as a revolutionary poet. His poems were
translated only after his tragic death in 1925, appearing in weeklies and journals
(such as Literatiira, 100%, A Hét, and Korunk). Here is a typical left-wing poem
by Imre Forbath (1898-1967), a former contributor to the famous Constructivist
journal MA (Today).” The poem summarises Russian literature through images
and types:

Imre Forbath
A Russian Portrait Gallery

Leaden tears fell from Gogol’s eye onto sad Russia.

And long wrinkles on Herzen’s forehead: the path of the exiles to
Siberia.

Turgenev’s nose: the ladder on which the titans walked.

Pushkin’s words: a glacier, glittering with cold stars;

From Dostoevsky’s mouth the cold reeks as if from a morgue.

Tolstoy’s beard is a frowning forest, where wondrous wise owls sit
on the branches.

Blok a dim window through which heavy raindrops run down.

On Esenin’s lips hangs sadness like pale blue roses.

But Lenin’s forehead is a battering ram that broke through the
cordon of the Past,

From the brain of Stalin the locomotives of History are humming.

Maiakovskii’s gigantic throat trumpeted the horn of revolution,

And in the bosom of Gorky, Gorky smoldering, beats the heart
of humanity!?®

While between 1920 and 1945, Hungarians maintained consistent interest in
classical nineteenth-century Realist Russian literature, it is intriguing to note
what contemporary new Soviet culture reached Hungary, and how. An example
of Russian cultural mediation in Berlin is Lajos Kassédk’s article “For the Russian

26 The Hungarian Soviet Republic (or Hungarian Councils’ Republic) was a short-
lived Socialist-Communist rump state (active 21*March-3" August 1919).

27 MA was a Hungarian literature and arts magazine founded in 1916 in Budapest
by the avant-garde poet Lajos Kassdk, who continued to publish it after 1919 in
exile in Vienna until 1925. It was launched after a previous journal A Tett (The
Action). Forbath published a poem there entitled ‘A koltg” [“The Poet’], dedicated
to Briusov. MA, 1 February 1922, p. 46. See also footnote 30 below.

28 InImre Forbath, Panasz és remény [ Complaint and Hope] (London: Hungarian Club,
1942), p. 8. All translations are my own, unless otherwise indicated.



154 Translating Russian Literature in the Global Context

Exhibitionin Berlin’ (‘A berlini orosz kiallitdshoz’, 1922).?’ Blok became celebrated
only after his death, in 1921. Symbolist writers like Aleksei Remizov and Andrei
Belyi arrived belatedly; Ivan Bunin was recognised only in 1933, the year he won
the Nobel Prize for Literature. It was mainly left-wing intellectuals who turned
to contemporary Soviet literature and news, such as work by Maiakovskii (from
1921) and Isaak Babel (from 1926), but Valentin Kataev’s production novel
(Time, Forward! (Vremia, vpered!, 1935)) and the satires of Il'ia II'f and Evgenii
Petrov (as well as those of Mikhail Zoshchenko) also found a place in the press
and on the bookshelves of liberal intellectuals. Russian religious philosophy was
represented only by Vladimir Solov’ev and Nikolai Berdiaev, and primarily in
secondary criticism rather than in translation. Some writers’ popularity exceeded
their merits: arguably including Dmitry Merezhkovskii (who was not translated
until the 1920s, but then in quantity), and Mikhail Sholokhov. Two volumes of
the latter’s The Quiet Don (Tikhii Don, 1933; A csendes Don, 1935-36) appeared
in Hungarian as early as 1935; but Sholokhov’s full pentalogy only appeared in
Hungarian during the Second World War, from the publisher Imre Cserépfalvi.
Ironically, at this point Soviet and Hungarian soldiers were fighting against each
other on that same Don, which was anything but quiet. Il'ia Ehrenburg’s works
(such as Julio Jurenito, 1924) were also read in German editions by Budapest
natives whose mother tongue was German. Ehrenburg’s The Stormy Life of Lazik
Roitshvanets (Burnaia zhizn’ Lazika Roitshvanetsa, 1927), translated in 1933, was
censored: the Vatican chapter was omitted.*® While this chapter re-appeared in
the appendix in the reprinted edition published in 1988, a different chapter (on
the visit to the Kremlin and the dialogue with Lenin) was omitted. The most
prominent literary journal between the two wars was the intellectual Nyugat (The
West) which regularly reported on Russian literary news. For example, in 1926
it published Sdndor Bonkald’s long essay on Boris Pil'niak, whose novella Ivan
Moscow (Ivan-Moskva, 1927) became the longest work in the Nyugat-published
‘Contemporary Russian Decameron’ anthology (1936).*> This anthology was

29 Lajos Kassdk, ‘A berlini orosz kidllitdshoz’, MA, 25 December 1922, 2-3. Kassadk
was the editor-in-chief of the journal. When Miklés Horthy’s terror defeated the
Hungarian Soviet Republic, the journal’s editors had to emigrate to Vienna after
unwisely organising a ‘Russian Evening’ (on 20 November 1920). Some members of
this MA circle, like Sandor (Aleksandr) Barta, his wife Erzsébet Ujvéri, and the painter
Béla Uitz, co-editor of MA, emigrated to the Soviet Union. Barta was executed in 1938,
Ujviri died in 1940, Uitz was arrested but released for providing his monumental
frescos. He returned to Hungary in 1970, two years before his death.

30 Ilja Ehrenburg, Lasik Roitschwantz mozgalmas élete, trans. by Gdbor Goda (Budapest:
Cosmos, 1933).

31 Ilja Ehrenburg, Lasik Roitschwantz mozgalmas élete, trans. by Gadbor Goda (Budapest:
Téka, 1988).

32 The contents (with many misspelled names): Isaac Babel: ‘Probuzhdenie’
[‘Awakening’]; Maxim Gorkii: ‘Byk’ [‘The Bull’]; Leonid (nb. not Vasilii)
Grossmann: ‘V gorode Bredicheve’ [In Berdichev’]; Ilya Ilf and Evgenii Petrov:
‘Chudesnyie gosti’ [“The Wondrous Guests’], ‘Kak rodilsa Robinzon’ ["How
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part of a series of foreign-literature anthologies, starting in December 1934 with
a French volume, continuing through American, German, and English volumes
in 1935, and concluding with the Russian and Japanese volumes in 1936. This
series demonstrates that translations from Russian, viewed quantitatively, did
not occupy a special place compared with other languages and cultures: focus
on Russian literature was only rarely excessive. The turn of the twentieth century
was one such intensive period and the half-decade around the fall of the Soviet
Union (1987-92) would constitute a second, as we shall see below.

The production of the Russian-focused Nyugat anthology was the result
of extensive correspondence mediated by the Soviet Embassy, and probably
initiated by Gyula Illyés (1902-83), a poet and novelist with left-wing
convictions. He had spent two months in the Soviet Union by invitation of the
Soviet Writers” Union, participating in its first Congress in 1934. Even though
Illyés had previously spent the years 1922 to 1924 in Paris and knew the literary
historian Vladimir Pozner and had read Mark Slonim,* he compiled his
anthology exclusively using texts recommended by Soviet authorities within the
newly formed Soviet Writers” Union. Illyés even maintained contacts with the
Soviet Embassy in Hungary. In a letter to his commissar in Moscow, the Russian
ambassador to Hungary Aleksandr Bekzadian advocated building a lively
cultural relationship. As noted by his secretary Semion Mirnyi, he complained
that “in Hungary, there is no Russian-language press or Russian books atall [...]
so far we do not have a library or even a single book package. When I visited the
Press Department of the [Hungarian] Ministry of Foreign Affairs, I promised the
head of the department that we would regularly provide [it] with materials and
data on our development”.** All the texts included in Illyés’s Nyugat anthology
were translated by Hug6 Gellért (1890-1937), who had learned Russian during

Robinson was born’]; Vsevolod Ivanov: ‘Dité’ [“The Kid’]; Iurii Olesha: ‘Liubov’
[‘Love’]; Konstantin Paustovskii: ‘Doblest’ [“The Heroic Deed’]; Boris Pilniak:
‘Ivan Moskva’ (70 pages); Nikolai Tikhonov: ‘Vechnyi tranzit’ (translated as "The
Eternal Chase’); Mikhail Zoshchenko: ‘Vory” [“Thieves’], ‘Slabaia tara’ [“Weak
Wrappage’], ‘Krizis’ [‘Crisis’].

33 Mark Slonim (1894-1976) was a controversial figure among the Russian émigré
community: a politician, a literary scholar, and the editor of the Prague-based
journal Volia Rossii. It is probable that Illyés used the following books as sources
for the texts in his anthology: Anthologie de la prose russe contemporaine, ed. by
Vladimir Pozner (Paris: Emile Hazan & Cie Editeurs, 1929) and Anthologie de la
littérature soviétique 1918-1934, ed. by Marc Slonim and George Reavey (Paris:
Gallimard, 1935). Both can be found in Gyula Illyés’s archive at the Manuscript
Archive of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, folders IGY 5585 and 5586. See
more in Erzsébet Schiller, ‘A Mai orosz dekameron szerkesztése (1935-1936)’, ItK
Irodalomtirténeti Kozlemények 4 CXVIII (2014), 547-60 (p. 556).

34 Attila Seres, ‘A budapesti szovjet kovetség jelentései, 1934-1935’, Lymbus
Magyarsigtudomdnyi Forrdskozlemények (2007), 225-92 (p. 246). Ambassador
Aleksandr Bekzadian cited by Schiller in ‘A Mai orosz dekameron szerkesztése’, p.
548.
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the First World War as a prisoner of war in Russia.® Bitterly and paradoxically,
the historical cataclysms of the twentieth century produced translators with
knowledge of the Russian language and culture, because they had been exiled,
forced to emigrate, made prisoners during both world wars, or held captive in
Gulag camps. This was why, in the twentieth century, direct translations from
Russian to Hungarian became increasingly common.

The Pushkin Memorial Year in 1937 (marking the centenary of Pushkin’s
death) was commemorated by the greatest Hungarian writers, among them
Mihaly Babits, Illyés, and Sandor Marai. The book sensation of 1941 was Antal
Szerb’s three-volume essayistic, meandering History of World Literature (A
vildgirodalom torténete), which prominently featured portraits of Russian writers.
Well-informed about the literature of the Soviet era, Szerb explored the tensions
between literature and politics, using the Futurists as examples of politically
engaged writers, mentioning the poputchik (fellow-traveller) phenomenon,
innovation in the theatre, and the Five-Year Plans, as well as some new literary
names, including Boris Pasternak who is mentioned here for the first time in
Hungary.* Szerb’s chapter on ‘Contemporary Soviet Literature” was censored—
not only in 1941 but also in the later (posthumous) 1945 and 1947 editions:
an especially cruel gesture as Szerb, who was of Jewish origin, was killed in
1945 by Hungarian Fascists. The chapter on Soviet literature was rewritten by
Sarolta Lanyi in such ardently pro-Soviet propagandistic terms that later, Kadar-
era editions (1956-89)% were printed without it.*® One sentence by Szerb was
partially deleted from all postwar editions: namely, the ‘samovars’ clause in the
following question: “But what will Russia, which has so far given humanity
nothing but samovars, teach Europe?”¥

35 The translator Hugo Gellért (born Hugé Goldmann), mentioned here, should
not be confused with his better-known namesake and co-eval, the Hungarian-
American artist and pro-Communist propagandist Hugo Gellert (born Hugé
Griinbaum, 1892-1985). Both were born in Budapest, but Gellert emigrated to
New York in 1906.

36 Antal Szerb, A vildgirodalom torténete [ History of World Literature], 3 vols (Budapest:
Révai, 1941), IIT (1941), pp. 395-406.

37 Janos Kédar (1912-89) led the Communist Party and Hungary itself for thirty-two
years, after the failed anti-Soviet Revolution of 1956 (when he played an actively
pro-Soviet role). After six years of terror, an amnesty was announced. From 1962,
the regime started liberalising society and the economy, permitting (within strict
guidelines) some freedom of speech and freedom to trade on the open market,
so that Hungarians enjoyed arguably the highest standard of living in the Eastern
bloc.

38 Chapters dealing with culture within the new Soviet bloc (Serbia, Slovenia,
Bulgaria) were also eliminated in all postwar editions.

39 This phrase inspired the title of this chapter. See Szerb, A vildgirodalom térténete:
“But what will Russia, which has so far given humanity nothing but samovars,
teach Europe?” (“De mire fogja megtanitani Eurépat Oroszorszag, amely eddig
még a szamovaron kiviil nem adott semmit az emberiségnek?”), p. 627.
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The genre of Russian literature noticeably absent from this period was
poetry. But at the end of the Second World War in 1945, as a quick welcoming
gesture to the arrival of the Soviet army, an anthology of poetry was compiled
including one poem by Anna Akhmatova, three by Nikolai Gumilev, three by
Osip Mandel’shtam, and three by Marina Tsvetaeva. The gesture may strike us
as paradoxical, given that the last three had fallen victim to the Soviet totalitarian
regime. It is worth noting that Russian works translated into Hungarian were
also published in Moscow, by and for the Hungarian Communist émigré
community. This applied only to books with strong propaganda content, like
Aleksandr Fadeev’s The Rout (Razgrom, 1926), published by the meaningfully
titled Sarl6 és Kalapacs (Hammer and Sickle) Publishers: the book appeared
under a completely different Hungarian title, Tizenkilencen (Those Nineteen,
1932). Oleksandr Dovzhenko’s story about a heroic deed during the war, “The
Mother’ (‘Mat”, 1943; Az anya, 1943), was published in Hungarian by the
Idegennyelvti (Foreign Language) Publishers in Moscow.

The post-1945 era was a new departure in every way, with several distinct
phases following a short period of pure enthusiasm which died away after 1947.4
The head of the new Communist cultural policy was the Party ideologue J6zsef
Révai (1898-1959), who during his Moscow exile in the 1930s, had already
outlined a Hungarian version of national Bolshevism. He relied extensively
on the work of Gyorgy Lukdcs, after the latter’s return from the Soviet Union.
As Szegedy-Maszédk has suggested elsewhere, “Since Révai supervised several
areas in domestic politics, it was Lukdcs who took over a leading role in the
press campaign against bourgeois culture, a role he played until around the
turn of 1948-49.”*! A sharp dividing line was of course the anti-Soviet uprising
in 1956. This period (called the ‘Rakosi years” after the Communist politician
Maétyas Rakosi) brought comparatively less relief than the Soviet Thaw did
within the USSR, where there was a slight relaxation following Stalin’s death.
The main function of literary translation during the difficult 1950s, in Hungary
as in the USSR, was to support unpublished writers, who resorted to translation
and writing children’s stories for income. A good example is Laszlé6 Németh's
1951 translation of Tolstoy’s 1878 novel Anna Karenina (the fourth Hungarian
translation of this text since 1887); Németh, a conservative nationalist thinker

40 On 31 August 1947, during the infamous ‘blue-ribbon elections’, the Hungarian
Communist Party manipulated the balloting to win power. Despite this, they
received only 22% of the vote; but in this political climate, the will of the electorate
was no longer decisive. Hungary’s period as a Socialist dictatorship began in 1948.

41 Mihaly Szegedy-Maszék, ‘The Introduction of Communist Censorship in
Hungary: 1945-49’, in History of the Literary Cultures of East-Central Europe: Junctures
and Disjunctures in the 19th and 20th Centuries, ed. by Marcel Cornis-Pope and John
Neubauer (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2007), pp. 120-24 (p. 120).
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who was not allowed to publish his own writing, learned Russian purely to be
able to translate the prose of Russian authors.*

The Kadér era began in 1956, with a brief ideological thaw followed by the
renewal of totalitarian sanctions. The public and cultural climate did not alter
again until 1962, when a general amnesty released many Hungarian writers
(and translators) who had been arrested and imprisoned since 1956. Arpad
Goncz, who later became Hungary’s first democratically elected and non-
Communist president (1990-2000), learned English during the six years he
spent in prison; after his release, he worked as a literary translator (translating
William Faulkner, Thomas Wolfe, and even J. R. R. Tolkien into Hungarian).
The first Kadar-era reforms began in 1962, with a significant shift occurring
after 1968. This was because, although the so-called ‘new economic mechanism’
(decentralisation of the economy) was not yet introduced officially, Hungary
was allowed exceptional freedoms from Soviet control, because the Hungarian
leadership argued that a second 1956-style revolution must be avoided. This
strategy created opportunities that made Hungary, in the parlance of the time,
the most cheerful barracks in the Socialist camp.

During the Kédar era, Hungary’s only literary journal of world literature,
Nagyvildg (its Soviet equivalent would have been Inostrannaia literatura (Foreign
Literature)) was launched in 1956 and soon became the leading monthly of its
type, widely read by intellectuals. It published translations of Russian and Soviet
literature regularly and on a compulsory basis but did not favour them more
than translations from other languages. This balanced situation, by failing to
prioritise Soviet-Russian literature, may have spurred on the cultural powers of

42 Németh was censored because he belonged to the nationalist wing of so-called
‘népi’ writers (meaning, literally, ‘of the people’). This politically and ideologically
heterogeneous group (often opposed to the ‘urbanist’ writers) was deeply
rooted in the social ethnography of the 1930s. See Balazs Trencsényi, The Politics
of ‘National Character’: A Study of Interwar East European Thought (New York:
Routledge, 2012), p. 93. For more on Hungarian translations of Anna Karenina,
see Albert Sandor, ‘Az Anna Karenina magyar forditdsairdl’, Forditdstudomdny,
XIV:2 (2012) 2, 80-92, https://www.epa.hu/04100/04125/00016/pdf/EPA04125_
forditastudomany_2012_2_080-092.pdf. Németh'’s translation had many mistakes
and was not always accurate, so a new translation was recently completed by
Laszl6 Horvath (Anna Karenyina (Budapest: Eurépa, 2021)). Horvath (b. 1950),
who published his translation of War and Peace (Héborii és béke) with the online
Hungarian publisher 21. Szdzad Kiadé in 2022 and is now working on Tolstoy’s
final novel Resurrection (Voskresenie, 1899; Feltdmadist), told an interviewer that
after more than a thousand days of living daily with Tolstoy’s novels, he doubts
that any other translator has succeeded in translating these three great novels
in succession. See ‘Gy. Horvath Laszl6: A szerz6 nagy gonddal komponalt
mondatait forditjuk’ [‘Gy. Lasz16 Horvath: We translate the author’s carefully
composed sentences’], Liter@, 2 February 2023, https://litera.hu/magazin/interju/
gy-horvath-laszlo-a-szerzo-nagy-gonddal-komponalt-mondatait-forditjuk.html.

43 For example, the writers Tibor Déry and Istvan Eérsi.


https://www.epa.hu/04100/04125/00016/pdf/EPA04125_forditastudomany_2012_2_080-092.pdf
https://www.epa.hu/04100/04125/00016/pdf/EPA04125_forditastudomany_2012_2_080-092.pdf
https://litera.hu/magazin/interju/gy-horvath-laszlo-a-szerzo-nagy-gonddal-komponalt-mondatait-forditjuk.html
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Brezhnev’s Soviet Party line to create the Moscow-based literary journal, Soviet
Literature, in 1975, with national versions translated into the language of every
Socialist country.* The journal’s Hungarian version was Szovjet Irodalom. Most
of its content was edited centrally in Moscow (at Kutuzovskii Prospekt 1/7), but
local editorial committees in Socialist countries were allowed autonomy over the
remaining materials (approximately 10% of the journal content). In Hungary,
this space was allocated to essays and translations by Hungarian writers and
translators. Of course, the editor-in-chief and his deputies were carefully
selected from ‘reliable’ but also skilled cadres. (One curious detail was that the
two editors, Istvan Kirdly and P4l E. Fehér, never met; they did not even speak,
so deep was their loathing for each other. They visited the office only once a year,
on a date announced well in advance.)*

In Hungary, the establishment created a special system whereby cultural
discourse was monitored according to the so-called ‘three T’s” system, from the
Hungarian words meaning ‘supported’, ‘tolerated’, and ‘prohibited” (tdmogatott,
tiirt, tiltott). The principle was derived from Kadar’s famous slogan: “anyone
who is not against us is with us”.* Since Hungary had no written censorship
regulations, rules had to be devised and guessed on the basis of previous
experience or international exemplars (as provided by neighbouring Socialist
countries). Although in Hungary, dislike of everything Russian was a logical
consequence of the forty-year Soviet occupation, interest in formerly prohibited

44 For more on Inostrannaia literatura and other Soviet translation initiatives, see
Emily Lygo, ‘Between Ideology and Literature: Translation in the USSR during
the Brezhnev Period’, Perspectives, 24:1 (2016), 48-58, https://doi.org/10.1080/090
7676X.2015.1032311. See also Samantha Sherry, ‘Better Something Than Nothing;:
The Editors and Translators of Inostrannaia literatura as Censorial Agents’, Slavonic
and East European Review, 91:4 (Oct. 2013), 731-58, https://doi.org/10.5699/
slaveasteurorev2.91.4.0731; and Brian J. Baer and Susanna Witt, ‘Introduction: The
Double Context of Translation’, in Translation in Russian Contexts, ed. by Brian Baer
and Susanna Witt (Abingdon: Routledge, 2017), pp. 1-16 (pp. 9-12).

45 Istvan Kiraly (1921-89) was a Hungarian literary historian, a Member of
Parliament (from 1971), and a member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.
Pal E. Fehér (1936-2013) was a Hungarian journalist, editor of several Party-ruled
journals and newspapers as well as many anthologies of Soviet poetry, prose, and
essays between 1961 and 1981. He was a controversial personality, linked both to
senior Party members in Moscow and to oppressed or outcast individuals.

46 This statement of Kddar’s became official policy at the Ninth Hungarian
Communist Party conference in 1966. The ‘three T’s’ system was developed
by Gyorgy Aczél; for more on his role as Hungary’s “main censor”, see Raija
Oikari, ‘Discursive Use of Power in Hungarian Cultural Policy during the Kaddar
Era’, Hungarologische Beitrage, 2 (2000), 133-62. See also Istvan Bart, ‘“Transition
and Privatization in Publishing’, The Hungarian Quarterly, 140 (Winter 1995),
36-45; Matyas Domokos, Leletmentés. Konyvek sorsa a ,,nemlétez6” cenziira kordban,
1948-1989 (Budapest: Osiris, 1999); Istvan Bart, Vildgirodalom és kinyvkiadds a
Kaddr-korszakban (Budapest: Scholastica, 2000); and Lasz16 Lator, ‘My Life as
Editor’, The Hungarian Quarterly, 165 (2002), 64-74.
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Russian literature (not only contemporary prohibited or émigré tamizdat,
published in Russian by Western publishing houses or journals) but also in
earlier Russian texts (by Symbolist, avant-garde, and absurdist writers) was
still extremely high during the 1980s and the early 1990s. One might even
speak of a boom. In perestroika Russia, after seventy years of censorship, a
vast fund of unpublished writings was rescued from the proverbial drawer
to flood the market. Here the keyword is ‘market’, because as a simultaneous
cause and consequence of socio-political change, the Russian book market was
transformed: the profit-oriented approach replaced the value-oriented one.
Hence the paradox arose that authors who had resisted the Soviet system,
sometimes even risking their liberty or life, now that their long-sought freedom
was finally realised, could not be published for fear that their work would not
be commercially viable.

Paradoxically enough, while the Russian language was obligatory during the
Communist era, there was no real public interest in ‘official” Russian literature.
Hungarian translators and publishing houses were obliged by the unwritten
rules of censorship to publish only those books which had already appeared
in the USSR. Nevertheless, they constantly tried to obtain the best literary
works, staying well-informed about prohibited, illegal, or Western tamizdat
publications. Such works, which attacked the Soviet social and political regime
and thus influenced contemporary Russian oppositional thinking, helped to
prepare Hungarian readers for the fall of the Soviet Union. Since this change
of regime brought freedom of expression to the former Soviet bloc, formerly
controversial Russophone authors like Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Venedikt
Erofeev, Mikhail Bulgakov, Osip Mandel’shtam, Andrei Platonov, and Evgenii
Zamiatin regained their reputation in their homeland and consequently could
now be published abroad.*”

Three Cases from the Kadar Era: Evtushenko,
Nabokov and Bulgakov

Evgenii Evtushenko’s ‘Babii Iar'—The 1960s

When compiling an anthology of twentieth-century Russian literature during
the 1990s, I recalled a scandal from three decades earlier, provoked by Evgenii

47  On changes in the book market and its commercial context in the 1990s, see
Gyorgy Koékay, A kényvkereskedelem Magyarorszigon (Budapest: Balassi Kiad6,
1997) and Pongracz Sennyey, ‘Book Publishing in Hungary, After a Decade of
Changes’, Slavic & East European Information Resources, 4 (2001), 29-39. The article
reviews the major changes that affected book publishing in Hungary in the 1990s.
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Evtushenko’s taboo-shattering poem ‘Babii Iar’*® It was the first Russian
poem to address the massacre of Jews near Kyiv on the Jewish New Year in
September 1941. Thirty-four thousand people were killed that day, and another
hundred thousand died during the following years.* Evtushenko indicted the
Ukrainian collaborators who were jointly responsible with the Nazi invaders
for this extermination, which was a forbidden subject under Soviet censorship.
Although I remembered hearing a Hungarian translation of Evtushenko’s poem
read onstage at my university, I could not find this text. Through many chains
of professional acquaintances, I eventually located its translator (Agnes Agai).
But she could not tell me where the poem had been published; she even doubted
whether it had ever appeared in print. I failed to find the poem in any anthology
of Evtushenko’s verse. When I asked a librarian to search back issues of Nagywvildg,
Hungary’s world literature periodical, from between 1960 and 1970, he found
the poem on his second attempt: hidden within a short, unsigned nineteen-line
article, not even included in the table of contents.’® Nor did Evtushenko’s name
appear in the contents list, apparently as a precaution against censorship. This
sophisticated camouflage could have caused the translation to be permanently
lost (had I not tracked it down to complete my anthology)...

Vladimir Nabokov’s Road to Publication in Hungary
(1966-87)

Vladimir Nabokov (1899-1977) arrived in Hungarian translation surprisingly
late, during the fifth decade of his literary career.” The first Nabokov short story
appeared in Hungarian as part of a 1968 anthology of American short stories,
followed by another nineteen-year silence. Hungarian translators and editors
constantly schemed to bypass censorship, and the simplest method was to hide
problematic authors in anthologies.® The first Soviet publication of Nabokov
was concealed within The Chess Review (Shakhmatnoe obozrenie, 8 (1986)), for
example.

48  En—nem én. Modern orosz irodalmi antoldgia. A MitMii—Miifordit6i Miihely (ELTE
BTK) forditdsai, ed. by Zsuzsa Hetényi (Budapest: Dolce Filologia VI, 2008).

49  Anatoly Kuznetsov also wrote what he called a “documentary novel” on this
subject, with the same title, published in Russia in a heavily censored form in 1966.

50 Nagyvildg, 1 (1962), 140-41.

51 An earlier version of this section on Nabokov was published as Zsuzsa Hetényi,
‘Nabokov’s Art as a Juggler’s Act’: Vladimir Nabokov’s Road to Publication in
Hungary’, Anzeiger Fiir Slavische Philologie, 44 (2016), 9-14. It is republished with
permission, for which I thank the journal editor, Prof. Renate Hansen-Kokorus.

52  Vladimir Nabokov, ‘Becsiiletbeli iigy’ [‘An Affair of Honour’], trans. by A. Réz in
Autébusz és iguana, ed. by Géza Ottlik (Budapest: Eurépa, 1968), pp. 31-58. The
editors may have noted this story’s previous appearance in Dmitri Nabokov’s
translation in The New Yorker, 3 September 1966, 36-66.
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Hungarian law subserviently emulated Soviet censorship practice, but this
was only one reason for the delay in Nabokov’s Hungarian debut. One can
only wonder why Nabokov was not noticed among Russian émigré writers
earlier, even as soon as the 1920s, since Hungarian intellectuals usually oriented
themselves in contemporary Russian literature by following their publications in
Berlin and Vienna. Mary (Mashen’ka, 1926), Nabokov’s first novel, was translated
into German, but its title in that language Sie kommt—kommt sie? (She comes, does
she come?, 1928) was confusing.>® A second reason to overlook Nabokov was his
relative unpopularity in the German book market. A third explanation could
be that the Hungarian intellectuals of the interwar period were more interested
in what they considered “new” Russian (rather, Soviet) literature than that
produced by Russian émigrés. Nabokov’s lyrical and philosophical voice was
not even heard among the choir.

The only Russian émigré writer from Berlin widely published in Hungary
between the two wars was Mark Aldanov (1886-1957), but his historical novels
had already appeared in Paris in the 1930s. Aldanov’s The Ninth Thermidor
(Deviatoe termidora, 1923) was translated in the same year (1930) from the
Russian original.®* Eight of his novels appeared in several Hungarian editions
between 1930 and 1944. Paris, the most significant centre of Russian emigration
after 1925, seemingly received more attention from Hungary than Berlin. French
sources were used for information about cultural news and trends, as the
Hungarian interest in Merezhkovskii and Bunin (both Paris residents) reveals.
Both writers were translated into Hungarian significantly earlier than the Berlin-
based Nabokov, even though the latter’s work regularly appeared alongside
theirs in the most important Parisian Russian émigré journal, Sovremennye
zapiski (Contemporary Notes).

Nabokov’s name was first mentioned in a Hungarian periodical in 1961
in a short review of Lolita (1955).% Its author, a young writer called Mihaly
Stikosd (1933-2000), framed his review with reference to Graham Greene, the
first critic to praise Lolita (in 1955), thus saving that controversial book from
oblivion. Graham Greene was an ‘accepted” writer in the Soviet bloc because
of his Cuba-related novels, which were published even in the Soviet Union.
Moreover, Greene’s 1955 novel The Quiet American, published in English for
Russian readers by a Moscow publishing house, was also printed in Hungary.*

53 Wladimir Nabokoff-Sirin, Sie kommt—kommt sie?, trans. by Jakob Margot Schubert
and Gregor Jarcho (Berlin: Ullstein, 1929). It was followed by a second novel in
German translation: Wladimir Nabokoff-Sirin, Kénig, Dame, Bube. Ein Spiel mit dem
Schicksal, trans. by Siegfried von Vegesack (Berlin: Ullstein, 1930).

54 Mérk Aldénov, Thermidor kilencedike, trans. by Kéroly Piroska (Budapest:
Vildgossag Ny., 1930).

55 Mihaly Stikosd, ‘Lolita’, Nagyvildg, 7 (1961), 1085-86.

56 Graham Greene, Tikhii amerikanets [ The Quiet American] (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo
inostrannoi literatury, 1959). For more on Greene’s relationship with the Soviet
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Thus, I speculate that the Hungarian book business was well-informed about
those authors considered acceptable by Soviet censors. There might be an even
simpler explanation for the extended gap between Lolita’s publication in 1955
and 1961 (the year of the review): the failed 1956 Hungarian Revolution, which
made this period inhospitable for the reception of a scandalous foreign novel.

In the first Hungarian review of Lolita, the five-year time lag in reception
was concealed by the absence of the book’s publication date. Stikésd described
Lolita as boring, superficial, and lightweight but playful. It was an ironic,
picaresque, essayistic novel with undeveloped characters: in short, a piece
of decadent elegance. Before the political changes of 1989 introduced press
freedom, very little more was published on Nabokov’s fiction: just three short
introductory essays written by the translators of Lolita and The Enchanter, and
an excerpt from Other Shores (Drugie berega, 1954).” One reasonably scholarly
review did appear in a popular literary weekly under the title “The Aesthetic
Evil’ by Ferenc Takacs.® Takdcs was the first advocate for publishing Lolita, in
a series of unpublished ‘reports’ commissioned by Hungary’s world literature
publishing house, Eurépa. The only essay translated into Hungarian in this
period about Nabokov was a somewhat unanalytical but charming piece by the
half-Hungarian Yugoslav writer, Danilo Ki§, whose review reflected his own
feelings on exile and emigration.*

Internal Reports on Nabokov (1966-87)

The debates and controversies paving Nabokov’s pathway to publication can
be traced in the reviews written for the Eurépa publishing house by specialists
on American literature, now held in the library of Petéfi Museum of Literature
(PIM). This is a closed collection accessible only by special permission. The
reasons for this precaution are not only potential copyright issues afflicting
these reviews, which were often written by well-known individuals seeking
extra income, but also because the ideological subservience of the reports would
embarrass their authors if printed today. (Hence, I only identify names below
with permission from the writers or from their heirs.)

bloc, see Duncan White, Cold Warriors: Writers Who Waged the Literary Cold War
(London: Harper Collins, 2019).

57 These essays were as follows: Pal Békés, ‘Ismeretlen szerz§ a huszadik szazadbol’
[‘An Unknown Writer from the 20th Century’], Nagyvildg, 1 (1987), 82-83; Janos
Széky, ‘Nabokov kisregénye elé’, Nagyvildg, 3 (1988), 386; Zoltan Vargyas, ‘Az
orosz Nabokov’ [“The Russian Nabokov’], Nagyvildg, 8 (1989), 1234-36. On 31
March 1989, the Central Committee of the Socialist Party loosened restrictions on
media ownership, effectively ending the state’s media monopoly.

58 Ferenc Takécs, ‘Az esztétikai gonosz (Nabokov: Lolita)’, Elet és Irodalom 13 (XXXII,
25 March 1988), 11.

59 Danilo Ki8, ‘Nabokov, avagy a nosztalgia’, trans. by Marietta Vujicsics, Nagyvildg, 8
(1989), 1118-21.
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When evaluating which books to publish, Eurépa commissioned two
independent reviews for every proposal. Theoretically, two positive opinions
were needed for a publication to go ahead. If one was positive and one negative,
a third opinion was requested. In Nabokov’s case in 1966, the first opinions
submitted were negative, on both Invitation to a Beheading (Priglashenie na
kazn’, 1936), and Despair (Otchaianie, 1934). The reviewer of the latter was
overtly horrified by this novel; he missed the irony and grotesque playfulness
of Lolita. He considered the plot inexplicable, the language “pompous babble,
stuck-up, proud”; the whole book “either nonsense or of no interest”, because
“[Nabokov’s] distasteful, ranting, worn-out style quickly becomes tiresome”.
Strikingly, this reveals how widely Lolita, although in practice forbidden, was
read in Hungary at the time. In the Soviet Union, one could be arrested and
sentenced for possessing or discussing forbidden books. Lolita must therefore
have featured on official Hungarian lists for confiscation.

The next confidential reviews were commissioned for Lolita in 1969,
during Hungary’s post-1968 Thaw. The year 1968 held dual symbolism for
Hungary: it was marked by both enthusiasm for the Paris-centred European
student movements, and the shame of having participated in the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, for which the Soviet Union had rewarded Hungary with a
modicum of freedom and limited economic reforms. That year Eurépa published
Mikhail Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita (Master i Margarita, 1940; A Mester
és Margarita, 1969, trans. by Klara Széll8sy), even including a few pages censored
from the Soviet journal edition of 1966-67 (no book edition appeared in the
Soviet Union until 1973).%° The positive 1969 evaluation nevertheless finds Lolita
tobe “art as a juggler’s act” (“btivészkedés a miivészetben”), while the negative
review considers it a dull novel about “a literary person who has nothing better
to think of than a girl’s roundish figure”. The next reviewer was a well-regarded
poet, Otto Orban, who was evidently irked by the material differences between
his life in early-1970s Hungary and Nabokov’s descriptions of luxury in Swiss
hotels and mountains in Transparent Things (1972). Thus, despite his admiration
for Nabokov’s style, his irony leads him to a negative conclusion.®!

In 1975, Look at the Harlequins! (1974) was judged negatively by a translator
and a screenwriter. In 1980, Speak, Memory (1967) was rejected (for translation)
on the grounds that:

[...] the author failed to answer the real question of his readers; because
of his social situation and age he has no memory of or message about the
revolution [...] he hates Bolsheviks inexorably and extremely [...] and
cannot see any difference between Lenin and Stalin [ ...], he is a passionate
and blindfold anti-Communist.

60 Mikhail Bulgakov, Master i Margarita (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1973).
61 Iname Ott6 Orbdn with permission from his widow, Julia Orban.
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These words did their job: not only was this book not even given to another
reviewer, but it was sent back to the foreign editor. As if it were contagious, the
fact of returning is noted on the review with an exclamation mark. In the same
year, Pale Fire (1962), despite garnering two positive reviews (1980, 1981), was
not commissioned for translation. Surprisingly, even the Lectures on Literature
(1980), based on Nabokov’s university courses about Dickens, Austen, Stevenson,
Proust, Kafka, Joyce, and Flaubert, were rejected in 1983. They were considered
anti-intellectual, too direct, lacking the terminology of literary theory, and too
self-reflective. But a breakthrough had already occurred in 1981 when a new and
thoughtful seven-page evaluation of Lolita was submitted to Eurépa, warmly
supporting its publication, and further endorsed by another positive review
that year. Both reviewers were specialists in American literature, well-placed
to emphasise Nabokov’s status as an outstanding modernist writer, a dominant
figure in American literature. Yet, despite the positive reviews of 1981 and 1982,
Eurépa published Lolita only in 1987, in a translation by the author and actor Pal
Békés (1956-2010). 1989 marked a Nabokov boom of sorts; from this date on,
there were only positive reviews of Nabokov texts (although in 1989 one editor
was still hesitating to commission Speak, Memory), and translations of his early
Russian novels dominated. A Hungarian edition of Nabokov’s collected works
(novels and short stories) was published by Eurépa between 2006 and 2015.%

Bulgakov’s Heart of a Dog: The 1980s

Mikhail Bulgakov’s Heart of a Dog (Sobach’e serdtse), a satire on the Soviet New
Man, was written in 1925 in the Soviet Union, and immediately confiscated
and banned (until 1987). From the 1960s onwards, it was circulated in the West
in so-called tamizdat (Russian-language unofficial editions), so that very few
people in Eastern Europe could read it. It was not known even among those with
access to sources of clandestine literature under the Kéddar regime. This situation
changed slightly when the Slovak journal Svetovd Literatiira published a Slovak
translation in 1978. The polyglot Hungarian writer Gyorgy Spir6 then read the
novel—strangely enough, upon the recommendation of the notoriously hardline
cultural journalist, Pal E. Fehér, mentioned above as the “ghost-editor” of the
journal Szovjet Irodalom. Spir6, who had begun working in 1981 as a dramatist
at the Csiky Gergely Theatre in Kaposvdr, a city in South-Western Hungary,
decided to adapt Heart of a Dog for the stage on Fehér’s suggestion; he asked me
to translate it. I had already finished my translation (based on the 1969 Paris
edition of the book, which Spiré had lent to me) when the planned staging was
banned. My (now officially illegal) Hungarian translation Kutyasziv (literally
Heart of a Dog) was filed at the archive of the Institute of Theatre in Budapest.

62 The Nabokov Estate contracts oblige translators to use the English version of
Nabokov’s works, even for those novels originally published in Russian.
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A second attempt to stage the work was made in 1986, but again the authorities
intervened. My Hungarian translation, however, was published in the same year
by one of the smaller samizdat (illegally printed and distributed) publishers,
Katalizator Iroda. It was printed on the clandestine stencil machine of a samizdat
journal located in an artist’s workshop. Thus, illegal Western tamizdat became
Hungarian samizdat. At my request, as I had small children, the translator’s
identity was not mentioned. Moreover, I did not want to cause any trouble
for my father, then Hungary’s Minister of Finance. This new translation was
noticed by the political police in January 1987, when one of their agents visited
the samizdat workshop and bought a copy. Katalizator Iroda was then targeted
by the secret police and dissolved. One year later, in 1988, my translation was
legally published by Eurépa Publishing House.

The three examples above (Evtushenko, Nabokov, and Bulgakov) show
how unclear the dividing lines were between permitted and prohibited texts.
Totalitarian terror relied on this uncertainty. Thus, it is difficult to establish
exactly when totalitarian censorship ended, since its decline was gradual and
took different forms in each country it affected.®® The end of totalitarianism in
Eastern Europe is often dated to 1989, but in Hungary, censorship was weakening
long before that date. The last bastion of the collapsing fortress, defending the
culture of Socialist Hungary, was the translation of Russian literature.®

63 On the connection between translation and censorship from a multidisciplinary
perspective, see ‘“Translation Studies Forum: Translation and Censorship’, in
Translation Studies, 3 (IV, 2011), 358-73, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/
10.1080/14781700.2011.589657. For a Polish comparison, see the Polish case: John
M. Bates, ‘From State Monopoly to a Free Market of Ideas? Censorship in Poland,
1976-1989’, in Censorship and Cultural Regulation in the Modern Age, ed. by Beate
Miiller (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2003), pp. 141-67.

64 Mikhail Gorbachev banned censorship in the Soviet Union on 1 August 1990.
The censorship authority itself was abolished; the federal government found its
continued operation unnecessary.
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Appendix

Below are some translations of Russian Literature in Socialist and post-Socialist
Hungary. The first date is the publication year of the Hungarian translation. The
second date (in parentheses) is the year of the first full-text publication in the
Soviet Union (or Russia).

Controversial Soviet-Era Fiction

1962 (1962) Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich
(Odin den’ Tvana Denisovicha) (Ivin Gyenyiszovics egy napja), trans. by Laszlé
Wessely (Budapest: Eurépa, 1962).

1969 (1966—67) Mikhail Bulgakov, The Master and Margarita (Master i Margarita)
(A Mester és Margarita), trans. by Klara Sz6ll6sy (Budapest: Eurépa, 1969).

1979 (1922) Boris Pil'niak, The Naked Year (Golyi god) (Meztelen év), trans. by
Péter Kantor (Budapest: Eurépa, 1979).

Glasnost’ Period

1985 (1910) Aleksei Remizov, Sisters of the Cross (Krestovye sestry) (Testvérek a
keresztben), trans. by Péter Kantor (Budapest: Eurépa, 1985).

1985 (1913) Andrei Belyi, Petersburg (Peterburg) (Pétervir), trans. by Imre
Makai (Budapest: Eurépa, 1985).

1986 (1907) Fedor Sologub, The Petty Demon | The Little Demon (Melkii Bes)
(Undok 6rddg), trans. by Imre Makai (Budapest: Eurépa, 1986).

1988 (1926) Boris Pil'niak, Tale of the Unextinguished Moon (Povest’” nepogashennoi
luny) (A kiolthatatlan hold torténete), trans. by Pal Misley (Nagyvildg 5.,
1988).

1988 (1987) Anatolii Rybakov, Children of the Arbat (Deti Arbata) (Az Arbat
gyermekei), trans. by Elli Nikodémusz (Budapest: Magvetd, 1988).

1988 (1988) Boris Pasternak, Doctor Zhivago (Doktor Zhivago) (Zsivago doktor),
trans. by Judit Pér (Budapest: Eurépa, 1988).

1989 (1987) Andrei Platonov, The Foundation Pit (Kotlovan) (Munkagddor),
trans. by Zsuzsa Kiraly, Erzsébet Vari (Budapest: Eurépa, 1989).

1989 (1988) Andrei Platonov, Chevengur (Chevengur) (Csevengur), trans. by
Maria Szab6 (Budapest-Uzsgorod: Magvet6—Karpatia, 1989).
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1989 (1989) Varlam Shalamov, Kolyma Tales (Kolymskiie rasskazy) (Kolima),
trans. by Agnes Gereben, Laszl6 Maréz, Agnes Osztovits, Judit Osztovits,
Zsuzsa Rab (Budapest: Eur6pa-Szabad Tér, 1989).

1989 (1989) Vasilii Grossman, Forever Flowing (Vsio techot) (Panta Rhei), trans.
by Gyorgy Enyedy (Budapest: Magvets, 1989).

1990 (1987) Mikhail Zoshchenko, Before Sunrise (Pered voskhodom solntsa)
(Napfelkelte eldtt), trans. by Laszl6 Bratka (Budapest: Eurépa, 1990).

1990 (1987) Nikolai Erdman, Plays (Piesy) (Drdmdk), trans. by Eva Harséanyi,
Rimma Dalos (Budapest: Eurépa, 1990).

1990 (1988) Evgenii Zamiatin, We (My) (Mi), trans. by Ivan Foldedk
(Budapest-Pozsony: Eurépa-Madéch, 1990).

1990 (1990) Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, The First Circle (V kruge pervom) (A pokol
torndca), trans. by Imre Makai, Méria Szab6 (Budapest: Magvetd, 1990).

1990 (1990) Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Cancer Ward (Rakovyi korpus) (Rdkosztdly),
trans. by Maria Szab6 (Budapest: Arkadia, 1990).

The Post-censorship Era

1992 (1985) Tat'iana Tolstaia, Hunting the Woolly Mammoth (Okhota na mamonta)
(Mamutvaddszat), trans. by Zsuzsa Rab (Budapest: Eurépa, 1992).

1993 (1989) Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, The Gulag Archipelago (Arkhipelag
GULAG) (A GULAG szigetvildg), trans. by Andras Soproni (Budapest:
Eurépa, 1993).

1993 (1990) Isaak Babel, 1920 Diary (Dnevnik 1920) (Naplo, 1920), trans. by
Zsuzsa Hetényi (Budapest: Pesti Szalon, 1993).

1994 (1989) Konstantin Vaginov, Goat Song, Harpagoniada, Works and Days
(Kozlinaia pesn’, Garpagoniana, Trudy i dni) (Harpagonidda), trans. by Laszl6
Bratka (Budapest: Osiris-Szdzadvég, 1994).

1994 (1989) Venedikt Erofeev, Moscow-Petushki (Moskva-Petushki) (Moszkva-
Petuski), trans. By Erzsébet Véri (Budapest-Pécs: JAK-Jelenkor, 1994).

1994 (1992) Andrei Siniavskii, Strolls with Pushkin (Progulki s Pushkinym) (Sétdk
Puskinnal), trans. by Katalin Sz6ke (Budapest: Eurépa, 1994).

1999 (1992) Viktor Pelevin, Omon Ra (Omon Ra) (A rovarok élete), trans. by
Zsuzsa Kiraly (Budapest: Park, 1999).

2001 (1990) Sergei Dovlatov, Pushkin Hills (Zapovednik) (Puskinland) / Ours
(Nashi) (Ezek vagyunk mi), trans. by Miklés M. Nagy—Erna Péll (Budapest:
Eurdpa, 2001).
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2002 (1994) Vasilii Aksionov, Generations of Winter (Moskovskaia Saga)
(Moszkvai torténet), trans. by Andréas Soproni (Budapest: Eurépa, 2002).

2002 (1998) Boris Akunin, The Winter Queen (Azazel) (Azazel), trans. by Ibolya
Bagi (Budapest: Eurépa, 2002).

2003 (2000) Liudmila Ulitskaia, The Kukotsy Enigma (Kazus Kukotskogo)
(Kukockij esetei), trans. by Edit V. Gilbert, J6zsef Goretity (Budapest:
Eurdpa, 2003).

2004 (2000) Tat‘iana Tolstaia, Kys (Kys) (Kssz!), trans. by Miklés M. Nagy
(Budapest: Ulpius-haz, 2004).

2005 (1988-89) Vladimir Voinovich, The Life and Extraordinary Adventures
of Private Ivan Chonkin (Zhizn i neobychaynyie prikliucheniia soldata Ivana
Chonkina) (Ivan Csonkin kozlegény élete és kiilonds kalandjai), trans. by Zsuzsa
Hetényi (Budapest: Gabo, 2005).

2009 (1999) Sasha Sokolov, A School for Fools (Shkola dlia durakov) (Bolondok
iskoldja), trans. by Rita Haffner (Budapest: Napkut, 2009).

2010 (2005) Dmitrii Glukhovskii, Metro 2033 (Metro 2033) (Metré 2033), trans.
by Marton Bazs6 (Budapest: Eurépa, 2010).

2012 (1989) Vasilii Grossman, Life and Fate (Zhizn'i sud’ba) (Elet és sors), trans.
by Andrés Soproni (Budapest: Eurépa, 2012).
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Alastar Sergedhebhit Puiscin, the
Séacspir of Russia: On the Irish-
Language Translations of Pushkin

Mark O Fionndin

Introduction

In the early years of the Gaelic revival after the founding of Conradh na Gaeilge
(The Gaelic League) in 1893, the Irish language was finding its feet again after
centuries of neglect, despite the continuing fall in the number of native speakers
and its ongoing retreat in the face of English. With this revival of interest, there
also appeared the need to produce reading material in Irish for the newly literate
Irish-speaker, whether they be native or second-language speakers, material
which—apart from poetry and folk songs—had never been much cultivated in
recent times. Translation was thus one of the easiest, and most obvious, ways to
produce it quickly. As Pascale Casanova notes:

For an impoverished target language, which is to say a language on the
periphery that looks to import major works of literature, translation
is a way of gathering literary resources, of acquiring universal texts
and thereby enriching an underfunded literature—in short, a way of
diverting literary assets.!

Whilst this was indeed true in the case of Irish, there was also the related issue
of showing Irish speakers how to create those forms of literature that had not
existed before in the language, due to its marginalised status and lack of literate

1 Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. by Malcolm DeBevoise
(London and Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), p. 134.
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speakers and potential readership. This is a point also mentioned by Erich
Prunc in the context of the Austro-Hungarian Empire for the same era; whilst
‘non-serious’ literature did exist in Slovenian and Croatian, it was only in the
late nineteenth-century that ‘serious” works began to be translated, and with
a specific focus on “the representative function of language, not on the bi- or
multilingual competence of the audience, and the aim was to provide translated
scripts to help develop theatre as a national institution”.? Whilst theatre might
have been the goal in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in the Ireland of the British
Empire, and the case of Irish, it was the aim of developing not only theatre, but
also short stories, novels, and every other form of literature that had bypassed
the language to date.® Irish, indeed, at that time fulfilled all three of Itamar
Even-Zohar'’s criteria for the centrality of translation to a given literature: Irish-
language literature was young, weak and facing a vacuum, i.e. a lack of any
established norms or practices. As Even-Zohar observes:

Through [...] foreign works, features (both principles and elements)
are introduced into the home literature which did not exist there before.
These include possibly not only new models of reality to replace the old
and established ones that are no longer effective, but a whole range of
other features as well, such as a new (poetic) language, or compositional
patterns and techniques.*

And so, from those early decades of the revival, alongside first native attempts at
producing plays, novels, and short stories, we also have extant translations into
Irish of English-language material as varied as Charles Dickens, George Moore,
and Daniel Defoe. Translators were not just concerned with bringing English
works to an Irish-language audience; international authors also appeared in a
Gaelic guise. Jules Verne, Hans Christian Andersen, Omar Khayyam, Thomas
Mann, Plutarch, and others were all Gaelicised, but whilst some might have

2 Erich Prung, ‘Priests, Princes and Pariahs: Constructing the Professional Field of
Translation’, in Constructing a Sociology of Translation, ed. by Michaela Wolf and
Alexandra Fukari (Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: Benjamins Translation
Library, 2007), pp. 39-56 (p. 46).

3 For a more detailed look at the issue of translations into Irish, see the relevant
chapters in Philip O'Leary’s monographs, namely: The Prose Literature of the
Gaelic Revival, 1881-1921: Ideology and Innovation (University Park, PA: Penn State
University Press, 1994); Gaelic Prose in the Irish Free State, 1922-1939 (Dublin:
University College Dublin, 2004); Writing Beyond the Revival: Facing the Future in
Gaelic Prose, 1940-1951 (Dublin: University College Dublin, 2011).

4  Itamar Even-Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary
Polysystem’, in The Translation Studies Reader, ed. by Lawrence Venuti (London and
New York: Routledge, 2000), pp. 192-97 (p. 193).
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been rendered from the original German, French, or Latin, it is more likely that
others from further afield were translated via the medium of English.’

Such a rapid growth in the field of translation into Irish also gave rise to
the appearance of several Russian authors in a Gaelic milieu, although the
same caveat needs to be applied regarding the original language of the work in
question; it is unlikely that many would have known enough Russian—if any—
in Ireland at the turn of that century to have translated from an original Cyrillic
text. Thus, whilst Lev Tolstoy, Anton Chekhov, and others did appear in Irish
from the original language, as rendered by Gear6id O Nualldin, Liam O Rinn,
and Maighréad Nic Mhaicin, for example, other translators most likely worked
from an English text, although they were frequently coy when admitting to
this. Such renditions tended to be ambiguously subtitled, for example, “Sgeul
on Ruisis: aistriii é seo ar Sgeul Rilisise do cheap Anton Tchehov” (A story from the
Russian: this is a translation of a Russian story composed by Anton Chekhov),
“[...] do chuir Gaedhilg air” (Translated into Irish by [...]) or “Tolstof na Rilise do
scriobh” (Tolstoy of Russia wrote it).” Furthermore, whilst the initial numbers in
those early heady days might look impressive—Tolstoy apparently had eleven
stories and two plays translated—on closer examination the results lose some of
their lustre. Two of the stories by Tolstoy were each translated three times, and
one of these— What Men Live By’—was adapted into English for the stage by
the English actor and dramatist Miles Malleson as Michael in 1917, and this was,
in turn, translated into Irish as Michedl in 1933. And it was into this mélange of
various translations from varied sources, and with an equal variety of reasons
behind them, that Aleksandr Pushkin made his appearances in Irish.

Whilst an in-depth analysis of the translations of Pushkin is beyond the scope
of this short essay, the aim here is to present in brief those translations that were
done of Pushkin into Irish, and to justify their production against the background
of the growing cultural, linguistic, and political awareness of the time.®

5  For example, Tadhg O Donnchadha’s rendition of Khayyam explicitly states on
the inside cover page that he translated it ‘from Edward FitzGerald’s English
translation’ [*6 aistriti Bhéarla Eadbhaird Mhic Gearailt'], Rubdiidt Omdr Caiidm O
Naisedpiir (Ath Cliath: Martan Lester, Tta [Ltd], 1920).

6  All translations from the Irish are by the author of this chapter.

7 Mostly the English pivot text is not mentioned. One rare case is that of Chekhov’s
The Proposal by Muiris O Cathéin [Ciirsai Cleamhnais, Baile Atha Cliath: Oifig
Diolta Foillseachdin Rialtais, 1933], where it is stated that it has been rendered
from “Mrs. Garnett’s translation of the original Russian”.

8  For a more detailed look at translations from Russian into Irish in general, see,
for example, Mark O Fionnain, ‘Na Ceithre Maistri: Chekhov, Turgenev, Tolstoy
and Pushkin and the Translation of Russian into Irish’, in Representations and
Interpretations in Celtic Studies, ed. by Tomasz Czerniak, Maciej Czerniakowski and
Krzysztof Jaskuta (Lublin: Wydawnictwo KUL, 2015), pp. 267-82; ‘Opportunities
Seized: From Tolst6igh to Pelévin’, Studia Celto-Slavica, 9 (2018), https://doi.
org/10.54586/JMAU5002. See also Muireann Maguire, ‘From Dostoevsky to
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Translations of Pushkin

‘The Snowstorm’ (‘Metel”)

Pushkin made his firstappearance in Irish in Fr. Gear6id O Nualldin’s (1874-1942)
book God, Devils and People (Dia, Diabhail agus Daoine),” which came out in 1922
and where we find both Pushkin and Tolstoy amongst several of O Nualldin’s
own original works. It is described as consisting of “Seven Short Stories, dealing
with modern life. With Explanatory Notes”, and thus was clearly aimed not
just at an Irish-language readership, but also at learners of the language. This
book has been erroneously described as having been “aistrithe 6 shaothar Rilisise
Leo Tolstoy” (translated from Lev Tolstoy’s Russian work),"” with no mention
of Pushkin or of O Nualldin’s own compositions, although on the inside cover
we are told that the story by Pushkin is ‘The Snowstorm’ (titled in Irish ‘Sion
agus Sneachta’, meaning ‘Bad Weather and Snow”), and Tolstoy’s contribution is
‘What Men Live By’ (‘The Visitation’ or An Fiosrit) (O Nualldin, Dia, vii). Unlike
most of the aforementioned translators of works into Irish, O Nualldin did know
the original language of the text. In his autobiography, O Nualldin relates how
he was encouraged in his younger days to learn some Russian by Fr. Risteard
O Dalaigh, head at the time of the Irish-language college Col4iste na Mumhan,
to which end he learnt an amusing story from a book. He was then persuaded
to meet a young Russian to whom he related the story and who laughed upon
hearing it, praising both the story and O Nualldin’s pronunciation. This simple
recollection finishes with “Is oth liom a rddh gur éirigheas as an Rilisis ¢ shoin” (1
regret to say that I have given up Russian since then)." O Nualldin thus knew

Yeltsin: Failed Translations and Russian Literary Landings in the Irish Language’,
RUS 11:17 (2020), https://doi.org/10.11606/issn.2317-4765.rus.2020.178520.

9  Gearéid O Nualldin, Dia, Diabhail agus Daoine (Baile Atha Cliath: Comhlucht
Oideachais na hEireann, 1922).

10 Tt is thus described in the biography of O Nualldin by Diarmuid Breathnach and
Maire Ni Mhurcht, O Nualldin, Gearéid, http://ainm.ie/Bio.aspx?ID=217.

11  Gearéid O Nuallain, Beatha Dhuine a Thoil (Baile Atha Cliath: Oifig an tSol4thair,
1950), p. 225. Unfortunately, this recollection appears in a chapter towards the
end of the book titled ‘Other Occasional Memories’ [‘Cuimhinti Fanacha Eile'],
made up of such reminiscences, and as such are unaccompanied by any particular
dates. Thus, it is unknown for how long O Nuall4in’s relationship with Russian
lasted; he merely says ‘ar feadh tamaill fadé’ [“for a while, long ago’]. After his
tale about the story, he goes on to mention the fact that if a person can speak Irish,
then Russian sounds should not pose a problem, and mentions that the Cyrillic
alphabet has thirty-six letters (it has thirty-three). Based on this, his knowledge of
Russian would seem to have been pre-Revolutionary. Moreover, O Nualldin states
that O Délaigh (1865-1930) was Professor of Russian in University College, Cork,
at that time, although no such chair existed, and it is more likely that O Dalaigh
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(some) Russian, and it is likely that ‘Sion agus Sneachta’ (and the Tolstoy story)
were both translated from the original Cyrillic text.

O Nualldin was well known in Irish-language circles for his four-volume
Studies in Modern Irish, a series that analysed the grammar of Modern Irish in
painstaking detail. Thus, he seized the opportunity offered to him to provide
his Irish-language readership with copious endnotes containing a wealth of
knowledge on the life and customs in Russia at that time, including food and
drink, accommodation, units of measurement, clothing, and linguistics. Indeed,
his translation of Pushkin takes up twenty pages and is accompanied by six
pages of detailed notes on both Irish grammar and Russian culture, whilst his
rendition of Tolstoy takes up thirty-four pages and also has six pages of detailed
explanatory notes. O Nualldin’s multiple pages of notes and comments can
somewhat distract from the joy of reading Pushkin in Irish, a feeling that is
echoed in Muiris O Droighne4in’s later comment on other compositions of O
Nuallain’s that there is “mar a bheadh iarracht d’fhuairneamh fhir an ghraiméir agus
na laoighice ar mhéireanna an ughdair agus an aistrightheora” (a trace of the coldness
of the man of the grammar book and of logic on the fingers of the author and
translator)."?

‘The Coffin-Maker’ (‘Grobovshchik’)

Pushkin further appeared in the short story collection The Mouth of the Grave
and Other Stories (Béal na hUaighe agus Sgéalta Eile) by Le6n O Broin (1902-90),
alongside some original works, several translations from French, and a rendition
of “The Man Who Did Not Believe in Luck’ by Jerome K. Jerome. The story in
question is ‘Grobovshchik’ (“The Coffin-Maker’ or ‘The Undertaker’), and
whilst it was not produced with a didactic goal in mind, but merely to provide
reading material, there is a brief biographical note at the end of the volume
(Béal, 145-46). This note lauds Pushkin’s talents as a writer of various genres,
but it also encourages Irish speakers by suggesting that they should examine
Pushkin’s writings carefully, since, in Pushkin’s era, Russian literature, music,
and art were in a comparable state to that of contemporary Irish: “faoi smacht ag
meon iasachta agus ag cultiir iasachta” (under the control of a foreign mentality
and a foreign culture). Whilst not as overt as O Nualldin’s didactic goal, the
subtle message here is clear; Pushkin absorbed the foreign literary conventions
prevalent in Russia at that time and reinvented them in an authentically Russian

was employed part-time. For more on O Dalaigh, see Breathnach and Ni Mhurchd,
O Dilaigh, Risteard, https:/ /www.ainm.ie/Bio.aspx?TD=200.

12 Muiris O Droighneéin, Taighde i gComhair Stair Litridheachta na Nua-Ghaedhilge 6
1882 anuas (Baile Atha Cliath: An Gtam, 1936), p. 166.

13 Leén O Broin, Béal na hUaighe agus Sgéalta Eile (Baile Atha Cliath: Thom i gcomhar
le hOifig an tSolathair, 1927). For O Broin’s life, see Breathnach and Ni Mhurchd,
O Broin, Leon, https://www.ainm.ie/Bio.aspx?ID=1625.
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format, thus inventing modern Russian literature. O Broin is implying that this
is what Irish-language authors should also aim to do, instead of mimicking
foreign ways.

The importance of Pushkin to the development of Russian literature is also
highlighted in Liam O Rinn’s (1884-1943) translations from the Russian of Ivan
Turgenev, titled Prose Poems (Ddinta Préis).** This anthology is prefaced by a
sixteen-page introduction in which O Rinn traces the development of Russian
literature (Ddnta, 9-25). Regarding Pushkin’s role in this, O Rinn also notes
(Dinta, 18-19):

Deirtear gurb é do bhunaigh litriocht nua-aimseartha na Rdise [...]. Do
shaor sé litriocht na Ruise 6 gach ni bhi 4 cosc ar labhairt amach ina guth
féin [...]. Isé Pas[h]kin a thug an nds réalaisteach isteach i litriocht na
Ruise (i gcuid d4 drscéalta) mar an gcéad uair, i bhfad sarar dhein Balzac
amhlaidh sa bhFrainc agus innstear ddinn gur do réir tréithe na n-tirscéal
so dfés an drscealaiocht sa Ruis ina dhiaidh sin.

(They say that it was he who established the modern literature of Russia
[...]. He freed Russian literature from everything which was stopping it
from speaking out in its own voice [...]. It was Pushkin who introduced
realism into Russian literature (in some of his novels) for the first
time, long before Balzac did so in France, and it is said that that it was
according to the traits of these novels that the Russian novel developed
afterwards).

As did O Broin, O Rinn indicates the importance of Pushkin to Russian
literature in general, whilst urging that modern Irish-language literature should
also take inspiration from Russian authors—Casanova’s ‘literary assets’, as it
were. Furthermore, in O Rinn’s opinion, Irish authors should not be afraid of
translating from other languages into Irish at the expense of trying to develop
a native, natural literature. O Rinn felt that the Irish language had nothing to
fear from translating, since translations into Russian had not diminished the
essential ‘Russianness’ of Russian literature itself. Another issue at that time was
the purity of the Irish lexicon after centuries of linguistic contact and influence
from English and the widespread use of loan words. O Rinn, therefore, also
takes the opportunity to express his opinion regarding those who felt that Irish
should remain pure and unsullied by foreign influences, especially in relation
to the coinage of new words and neologisms. He notes that Russian authors
were not averse to borrowing words. If such practice was good enough for
them, Irish-language writers therefore had nothing to fear. Thus, in the case of

14 Liam O Rinn, Ddnta Préis (Baile Atha Cliath: Oifig Diolta Foillseachain Rialtais,
1933). For O Rinn, see Breathnach and Ni Mhurchu, O Rinn, Liam, https://www.
ainm.ie/Bio.aspx?ID=106.
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O Broin and O Rinn, Pushkin was not only meant to be enjoyed as fiction, but
also to guide budding Irish-language writers and revivalists in both literary and
linguistic matters.

‘The Queen of Spades’ (‘Pikovaia dama’) and ‘The
Stationmaster’ (‘Stantsionnyi smotritel”)

The first Irish attempt at ‘Pikovaia dama’ saw print in 1925 in an edition of the
journal An Branar, by Domhnall O Mathghamhna.’® It is a very reduced version,
even for a small journal, and one does not need to look far to find abridgements:
as one brief example, Chapter II of the story—the conversation in the Countess’s
bedchamber—is omitted altogether, and it takes only four lines for Lizaveta and
Hermann to become friends after seeing each other for the first time:

Two days after the social evening in Naroumoff’s lodgings, Lisabéta saw
the young officer Hermann out on the street looking up in her direction.
It seems that he had decided to pretend that he was in love with the girl,
and it was not long before the two were very friendly with each other.*®

A further attempt at ‘Pikovaia dama’ made an appearance in 1932, this time
serialised over two weeks in the newspaper The Examiner, in a version by
Michedl O Cionnfhaolaidh.”” As might be expected from a version in print in
a newspaper, it is also somewhat truncated, although not to the same extent as
O Mathghamhna’s. But it does not take long to find abridgements here, either:
for example, in Tomskii’s initial description of the Countess in Paris and her
eventual financial salvation, references to Richelieu and Casanova are omitted,
and the Countess’s husband just refuses to pay her debts point-blank—no timid
mouse he, nor does he receive a box on the ears as a reward for his refusal.’®

15 Domhnall O Mathghamhna, ‘An Bhainrioghan Spéarthaid’, An Branar, March 1925,
7-18. This was later reproduced with some slight changes in O Mathghamhna’s
Slabhra Néinini (Baile Atha Cliath: Comhlucht Oideachais na hEireann, 1934), a
collection of Irish translations of some major European works.

16 ‘Dha 14 i ndiaidh na sgoruidheachta a bhi i 16isdin Naroumoff, do chonnaic
Lisabéta amuich sa tsraid an t-oifigeach 6g Hermann, agus é ag féachaint suas ‘n-a
treo. Is amhlaidh a bhi beartuighthe aigesean a leogaint air go raibh sé i ngradh
leis an gcailin. D’eirigh leis i ndiaidh ar ndiaidh, agus nior bh’fhada go raibh an
bheirt ana-mhor le n-a chéile.” (An Branar, p. 10).

17 Micheal O Cionnfhaolaidh, ‘Bainrfoghain Speireat’, The Examiner, 30 July-6 August
1932.

18 The reasons for such abridgements are unknown. They might include the question
of space, the opinion that Irish-language readers might be uninterested in long,
descriptive passages, or other factors. The issue of censorship should not be
ignored; see, for example, the refusal of Nic Mhaicin’s translation of Leskov by An
Gum in Mairtin Coilféir, “Tsechobh, Targénebh agus Ptiscin na Gaeilge: Nétai ar
Mhaighréad Nic Mhaicin, Aistritheoir’, Comhar, 76:9 (2016), 18-19.
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In both cases, a truncated ‘Queen’ might be better than no Queen at all, but
it was only in 1955 that a full version of the text—and the first to be rendered
from the original Russian—appeared, in a miscellaneous collection simply titled
Stories from the Russian (Scéalta 6n Rilisis).” This contained two short stories by
Pushkin, and one each by Tolstoy and Turgenev. Pushkin’s contribution was
‘Pikovaia dama’, translated by Maighréad Nic Mhaicin,® and ‘Stantsionnyi
smotritel” (“The Stationmaster’) by the by-now late Fr. O Nuallin. ‘The Queen
of Spades’ is here given in its full glory, including Richelieu, Casanova, the box
on the ears, and Hermann's courtship of Lizaveta. Nic Mhaicin goes further than
most of the previous translators, in that she Gaelicises the names as well; after
all, if one of the points of a translation into Irish is to show that not everything
needs to be conveyed via the medium of English, then why should names be
an exception? Thus, the Irish-language reader is presented with the following
variants, amongst others: Pushkin himself becomes Puiscin, Lizaveta Ivanovna
Lisabheta Ibhanobhna, Chekalinsky Tsecalinscaidh, Tomskii Tomscaidhe, and so
forth. In his ‘Stationmaster’, which is unaccompanied by any didactic footnotes,
O Nuallain adheres more to the traditional English spelling (Vyazemsky, Minski)
but also offers some somewhat schizophrenic versions: the stationmaster’s
daughter Dunia is simply called Dunia, whilst her full formal form is Avdotya
Semeonobhna (a combination of both Irish and English orthography), and
Vanka, the young boy who shows the narrator where the stationmaster is buried,
is fully Gaelicised in the rendition as Sedinin (Johnny). This issue of names helps
illustrate—in a somewhat minor way—the nature of one of the questions Irish
was facing at the time, and which had been addressed earlier by O Rinn: that of
foreign borrowings and names in the language, and how to render them.?

‘The Prisoner of the Caucasus’ (‘Kavkazskii plennik’)

The first Gaelicisation of Pushkin’s name had actually appeared earlier, when
some of his poetry had finally seen the light of day in what is possibly the first
rendition of original Russian poetry into Irish. In 1947, in the Irish-language
cultural journal Comhar? Sean O Maoilbhrighde (1919-83)% gave a brief

19 Maighréad Nic Mhaicin and Gearéid O Nuallin, Scéalta 6n Riiisis (Baile Atha
Cliath: Oifig an tSoléthair, 1955).

20 For more on Nic Mhaicin, see Breathnach and Ni Mhurchu, Nic Mhaicin,
Mudighréad, https:/ /www.ainm.ie/Bio.aspx?ID=0450; Mairtin Coilféir, ‘Nétai’; Alan
Titley, ‘Eastward Ho! Aspects of Eastern European Writing Translated into Irish’,
VTU Review: Studies in the Humanities and Social Sciences, 5:1 (2021), and Maguire
‘From Dostoevsky to Yeltsin’, 32-34.

21 The patronymic is an erroneous transliteration of ‘Samsonova’.

22 See O Fionnain (Opportunities) for a closer analysis of such Gaelicisation of names.

23 Sean O Maoilbhrighde, ‘Puiscin: An Fear agus an File’, Comhar, 6:2 (1947), 1-2.

24 For O Maoilbhrighde (O Maolbhride), see Breathnach and Ni Mhurchu, O
Maolbhride, Sedn, https:/ /www.ainm.ie/Bio.aspx?ID=1915.
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biography of one ‘Alastar Sergedhebhit Puiscin’, who, he notes, is widely
described as ‘Séacspir na Riiise’ (the Shakespeare of Russia), but who, he feels, is
actually more akin to ‘Bioréin’ (Byron) on account of the subjects he chose to write
about. O Maoilbhrighde gives a brief list of Pushkin’s major works, both prose
and poetry, and then offers sleachta (sections) of “Kavkazskii plennik’, rendered
into quite successful thyming verse. This might have been merely an unbiased
attempt at introducing Russia’s major poet to an Irish-language audience, but O
Maoilbhrighde was a fully paid-up member of the Communist Party of Ireland,
and, after moving to Birmingham, he joined the British Communist Party. He
resigned only after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. He was thus not
averse to promoting the virtues of Russia and the Soviet Union—the following
year, in the same journal, he wrote an article extolling the joys of Soviet literature,
and lamenting the fact that it is not well-known outside of the USSR.> He also
claimed, possibly correctly, to have been the first Irishman to visit East Germany
officially in 1960, as part of a delegation of teachers from England to help run an
international summer school for teachers in Erfurt, an event he also described
in Comhar.?

‘Yevgeny Onegin’ (‘Evgenii Onegin’)

As the enthusiasm and availability of state funding for translations into Irish
diminished, the overall number of translations into Irish fell. It is only in more
modern times that Pushkin has again appeared in Irish, in the collection Stories
from Russia (Scéalta 6n Riiis) by Ristedard Mac Annraoi.”’ This is part of Mac
Annraoi’s single-handed attempt to produce major works of European literature
in Irish; his Scéalta consists of excerpts from various Russian authors, for
example Nikolai Gogol, Fedor Dostoevsky, Evgenii Zamiatin, etc. Mac Annraoi
takes the opportunity to re-present Nic Mhaicin’s translation of ‘Pikovaia dama’
in a more standardised, rather than dialectal, version. He also includes O Rinn’s
section on Pushkin from his history of Russian literature mentioned above,
and Mac Annraoi’s own translation of sections of ‘Evgenii Onegin”: Part 1 of
Canto 1 in verse, and a selection of other stanzas rendered in prose (Scéalta,
101-37). Like Nic Mhaicin and (0] Maoilbhrighde, Mac Annraoi eschews the
use of traditional English spelling in Irish works, producing examples such as
“Eivgéini Oinéigin” and ‘Alacsandar Suirgéivits Puiscin’, in contrast to the earlier

25 Comhar, 8:5 (1949), 6-7.

26  Combhar,20:2 (1961), 11-14.

27 Risteard Mac Annraoi, Scéalta 6n Riiis (Baile Atha Cliath: FAS, 2016). For more on
Mac Annraoi, see Maguire, ‘From Dostoevsky to Yeltsin’. The linguistic wordplay
(and honesty) should be noted here: Mac Annraoi’s translations are not rendered
directly from Russian, hence the title ‘stories from Russia’, whilst Nic Mhaicin and
O Nuallain’s 1955 collection is titled ‘stories from the Russian [language]’, hence
implying they have been translated from the original Cyrillic text.
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Puiscin’ and ‘Piscin’, further illustrating the fact that there is still no standard
way of presenting Russian names in a Gaelicised form.

Conclusion

In the general scheme of translation into Irish, six translations of Pushkin
(including three of the same short story (‘Pikovaia dama’), two of which were
heavily abridged) may not appear too impressive, although the scarcity of
Pushkin’s output compared to that of authors such as Chekhov, as well as their
suitability for inclusion in collections of short stories or newspapers, would have
had some influence on the works chosen. However, despite the unorthodox
approach to some of the renditions, it can only be said that Irish literature is
better off for having had such works translated. The overall aim of the whole
translation movement in general was both cultural and literary. It aimed
to provide material for the newly literate Irish speaker, and also to show the
aspiring Irish-language writer models and forms of short stories or novels which
they could then draw on as inspiration for their own works, as evidenced by
O Broin’s and O Rinn’s comments on Pushkin. However, those who translated
Pushkin were also concerned with bringing to their audience a work from the
original source language, and thus were making, consciously or not, a political
and cultural statement that not everything foreign had to be received through
the medium of English. This can be seen in O Nualldin’s endnotes, and in Nic
Mhaicin’s, O Maoilbhrighde’s and Mac Annraoi’s attempts at Gaelicising names
(and in the case of O Maoilbhrighde, English names too), moving a further step
away from receiving everything through the filter of English—why have the
text in Irish if the names themselves are in English? Further to this, there were (0]
Nualldin’s didactic goals, O Maoilbhrighde’s pro-Communist sympathies and O
Rinn’s outward-looking (for the time) approach to the issues of translation and
borrowings in relation to Irish. As Casanova observes:

Because the linguistic battle involves the creation of a literature that itself
is subject to political criteria and the judgment of political authorities, it
is at once an essential moment in the affirmation of a national difference
and the starting point for the constitution of an independent heritage.”

Casanova wrote this in relation to the emergent English-language literature in
Ireland at the turn of the 1900s, but it can equally be applied to the linguistic
battle and motivations involved in producing a literature in Irish as one of the
ways of establishing national differences and an independent heritage. As such,
the renditions of Pushkin are not only translations, but also cultural and political
statements of the era in which they appeared.

28 Casanova, Republic, p. 139.
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Mariia Olsuf’eva: The Italian Voice of
Soviet Dissent or, the Translator as a
Transnational Socio-Cultural Actor

llaria Sicari

The Translator of Samizdat as Socio-cultural Actor

In the wake of the “cultural turn”,! in recent decades the field of Translation
Studies has witnessed the emergence of a sociological approach which
considers any translation as a “socially regulated activity”,> namely, a cultural
product “necessarily embedded within social context”.? In this perspective,
all the human agents involved in the different phases of a translation—i.e.
selection, production, and dissemination—started to “be accounted for not
only as professionals but as socialized individuals”.* When considering the

1  Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere, ‘Introduction: Proust’s Grandmother and
the Thousand and One Nights: The “Cultural Turn” in Translation Studies’,
in Translation, History and Culture, ed. by Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere
(London: Pinter, 1990), pp. 1-13. See also Susan Bassnett, “The Translation Turn
in Cultural Studies’, in Constructing Cultures: Essays On Literary Translation, ed. by
Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 1998), pp.
123-40.

2  Theo Hermans, ‘Translation as Institution’, in Translation as Intercultural
Communication, ed. by Mary Snell-Hornby, Zuzana Jettmarova and Klaus Kaindl
(Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins, 1997), pp. 3-20 (p. 10).

3 Michaela Wolf, ‘Introduction: The Emergence of a Sociology of Translation’, in
Constructing a Sociology of Translation, ed. by Michaela Wolf and Alexandra Fukari
(Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins, 2007), pp. 1-36 (p. 1).

4 Reine Meylaerts, ‘Translators and (Their) Norms’, in Beyond Descriptive Translation
Studies, ed. by Anthony Pym, Miriam Shlesinger and Daniel Simeoni (Amsterdam
and Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins, 2008), pp. 91-102 (p. 91).
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translator as a socialised individual, one should take into account not only
that “[t]he habitus of a translator is the elaborate result of a personalized
social and cultural history”,® but also that “[t]he actors’ plural and dynamic
(intercultural) habitus therefore forms a key concept for understanding
the modalities of intercultural relationships”.® The translation itself is then
conditioned to a certain extent by “the agents involved in the translation
process, who continuously internalize the aforementioned structures [such
as power, dominance, national interests, religion or economics—IS] and
act in correspondence with their culturally connotated value systems and
ideologies”.” Consequently, it is possible to contextualise the social dimension
of the translation and its relative reception only if the agency of the translators
is also taken into account. In this analytical framework, the translator should
be perceived not only as the linguistic and cultural mediator of the source
text and as co-creator of the target text, but also as a socialised individual
who acts and, consequently, makes choices according to his/her personal
experiences; his/her political, religious, and ideological beliefs, and, not least,
his/her relationships with other socio-cultural actors involved in the selection,
production and diffusion of translations.®

In the specific case of translating samizdat, the modalities and dynamics
of intercultural relationships implemented by the translator working across
the Iron Curtain had a transnational dimension. The unofficial flow of cultural
objects across and beyond the Iron Curtain—a geopolitical and ideological
boundary that was permeable’ to the point of being defined by Gyorgy Péteri

5  Daniel Simeoni, ‘The Pivotal Status of the Translator’s Habitus’, Target, 10:1 (1998),

1-39 (p. 38).

Meylaerts, ‘“Translators and (Their) Norms’, p. 91.

Michaela Wolf, ‘Introduction: The Emergence of a Sociology of Translation’, p. 4.

8  Aninteresting sociological study of this type was recently published by Cathy
McAteer, who, focusing her attention on the ‘social identity’ of certain Russian-
to-English translators in the twentieth century, highlighted their personal
contribution in the reception of translated literature abroad. See Cathy McAteer,
Translating Great Russian Literature. The Penguin Russian Classics (London and
New York: Routledge BASEES Series, 2021), esp. Chapter 2, ‘David Magarshack:
Penguin Translator Becomes Translation Theorist’, pp. 43-87, https://www.
taylorfrancis.com/chapters/oa-mono/10.4324/9781003049586-2 /david-
magarshack-penguin-translator-becomes-translation-theorist-cathy-mcateer?conte
xt=ubx&refld=d79d056{-bf7a-4602-ab6c-b13b0fc7af92.

9  On the Iron Curtain’s “permeability”, see Friederike Kind-Kovécs, ‘Crossing
Germany’s Iron Curtain. Uncensored Literature from the GDR and the Other
Europe’, East Central Europe, 41 (2014), 180-203 (p. 180) and Friederike Kind-
Kovacs and Jesse Labov, ‘Samizdat and Tamizdat. Entangled Phenomena?’, in
Samizdat, Tamizdat and Beyond: Transnational Media During and After Socialism, ed.
by Friederike Kind-Kovacs and Jesse Labov (New York: Berghahn, 2013), pp. 1-23.
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as a transparent “Nylon Curtain”!*—was primarily composed of two kinds
of texts, both of which constitute “a specific form of socio-cultural practice”:"
samizdat and tamizdat. A transnational cultural cross-border transfer such
as the smuggling of uncensored Soviet texts in both directions—samizdat
from Eastern to Western Europe and tamizdat, the other way around—was
possible only thanks to the cooperation and collaboration of different cultural
actors (editors, translators, literary agents, critics, journalists) and social
agents (such as human rights activists, dissidents, diplomats, political, and
religious figures) involved in the production, diffusion, and reception of those
texts on both sides of the Iron Curtain. Consequently, samizdat and tamizdat
were the result of a complex process of negotiation and bargaining by a
varied group of individuals forming a “transnational community”.'* Thus,
this “transnational socialization of texts”’* was made possible thanks to the
personal contribution—at different levels and with different functions—of
social and cultural agents who acted not only as professionals, but also as
socialised individuals. The translation of samizdat as a social practice and the
role of the translator as a transnational socio-cultural actor responsible for the
socialisation of these texts between the two sides of the Iron Curtain will be
illustrated by the case of one of Italy’s major translators of samizdat: Mariia
Olsuf’eva. As I show below, several factors make her case emblematic for this
volume.

By examining the archive of Mariia Olsuf’eva’s personal papers' as well
as archival documents of the publishing houses Mondadori and Il Saggiatore,'
I aim to reconstruct her activity in terms of what Jeremy Munday calls the
“micro-history of translators”, meaning the reconstruction of the social and
cultural history of translators. As “personal papers [...] give an unrivalled
insight into the working conditions and state of mind [...] of the originator of

10 Gyorgy Péteri, ‘Nylon Curtain-Transnational and Transsystemic Tendencies in
the Cultural Life of State-Socialist Russia and East-Central Europe’, Slavonica, 10:2
(2004), 113-23.

11 Olga Zaslavskaya, ‘Samizdat as Social Practice and Communication Circuit’, in
Samizdat: Between Practices and Representations, ed. by Valentina Parisi (Budapest:
Central European University, 2015), pp. 87-99 (p. 87), https://ias.ceu.edu/sites/
ias.ceu.edu/files/attachment/article/421/valentinaparisisamizdat.pdf.

12 Friederike Kind-Kovdcs, ‘Tamizdat: A Transnational Community’, in F. Kind-
Kovacs, Written Here, Published There: How Underground Literature Crossed the Iron
Curtain (Budapest and New York: Central European University Press, 2014), pp.
83-208.

13 Valentina Parisi, ‘Viaggio nella vertigine di Evgenija Ginzburg come esempio di
socializzazione transnazionale dei testi’, eSamizdat, IX (2012-13), 77-85.

14 Olsuf’eva’s personal papers are stored at the Contemporary Archive ‘Alessandro
Bonsanti’ of the Gabinetto G. P. Vieusseux (ACGV) in Florence, Italy.

15 The archival funds of the publishing houses Mondadori and Il Saggiatore are
stored at the Arnoldo and Alberto Mondadori Foundation (FAAM) in Milan, Italy.
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the papers and the social activity in which he or she is engaged”,'* through the
analysis of these documents, I will delineate a complex picture of the exchanges
and transnational relations that Olsuf’eva conducted with the various socio-
cultural actors involved in the production, circulation, and dissemination in
Italy of uncensored Soviet literature (nepodtsenzurnaia literatura). In particular,
I shall address her role in the reception of samizdat and tamizdat in Italy;
explore her position within the transnational community as an enabler of their
circulation between Eastern and Western Europe; and, last but not least, I shall
examine the functions of her socio-cultural activity and activism.

Mariia Olsuf’eva: A Transnational Socio-cultural
Actor

Mariia Olsuf’eva’s transnational position is evident even in her identity card:
she was a Russian born in Italy, with dual Italian and Swiss citizenship. Russian
was her mother tongue, but she also spoke Italian, into which she translated
and interpreted. Daughter of the tsarist colonel Vasilii Alekseevich Olsuf’ev
and descended from an ancient Russian noble family, Mariia Olsuf’eva was
born in Florence in 1907, where she spent the first four months of her life
before moving to Russia, her home until the age of eleven.!” Every year she
holidayed at her parents’ Florentine villa, thus maintaining a deep bond with
the Tuscan city.”® The outbreak of the October Revolution found her in the
Caucasus with her family: by travelling through Batumi and Constantinople,
after a daring journey on an English military ship, they managed to take
refuge in Italy in 1919, settling permanently in Florence.” In 1926, Mariia
Olsuf’eva married a Swiss-Italian agronomist, Marco Michahelles, and thus
acquired Swiss citizenship. However, Florence remained her adopted city; she
died there in 1988.

16 Jeremy Munday, ‘Using Primary Sources to Produce a Microhistory of Translation
and Translators: Theoretical and Methodological Concerns’, The Translator, 20:1
(2014), 64-80 (p. 73).

17  See Stefania Pavan, Le carte di Marija Olsuf eva nell’Archivio Contemporaneo
Gabinetto G. P. Vieusseux (Rome: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 2002), p. 7;
Mariia V. Olsuf’eva-Mikaéllis, ‘Moim detiam’, in D. A. Olsuf’ev, Vechnyi kover
zhizni: Semeinaia khronika, ed. by M. Talalaia (Moscow: Indrik, 2016), pp. 369-84
(p- 369, p. 372).

18 Mariia V. Olsuf’eva-Mikaéllis, ‘Moim detiam’, p. 376.

19  Enrico Romero, ‘Intervista a Maria Olsufieva’, Incontri. Fatti e personaggi del nostro
tempo, Radio-Televisione della Svizzera Italiana (RSI), 29 September 1975.
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Fig. 1 A page from the family album that portrays Mariia Olsuf’eva (first on left)

with her father, Vasilii Alekseevich Olsuf’ev, sisters (Dar’ia, Aleksandra and

Ol'ga), and brother, Aleksei, in Batumi, en route to Italy, 1919. The dates and
stages of the journey are marked at the bottom right. Courtesy of Daria Bertoni.

Fig. 2 Mariia Olsuf’eva (first on the right) with her mother, Ol’ga Pavlovna
Shuvalova, sisters and brother in Italy, 1921. Courtesy of Daria Bertoni.
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Mariia Olsuf’eva often said that Russia was the country where she felt she had
her roots.? Throughout her life, she maintained this bond with her motherland
by translating numerous Russian writers into Italian, weaving a series of
contacts with the Russian intelligentsia in exile, forging lasting and deep
friendships with leading Soviet dissidents and, importantly, acting as starosta
of the Orthodox church of Florence.?' Her support for Florence’s large Russian
community soon led her to welcome the exiles of the so-called third wave of
immigration (1960-80) arriving from the Soviet Union.” Olsuf’eva did not only
offer support to exiled Russians, but also actively worked in favour of Soviet
dissidents and activists within the USSR. She made their voices heard beyond
the Iron Curtain not only by translating their works into Italian, but by sharing
their appeals in national and foreign newspapers and by promoting various
initiatives in their favour. A member of Amnesty International, she was among
the founders of its Florentine section, launching national and international
campaigns in support of different dissidents—including Andrei Sakharov, Elena
Bonnér, and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn—with whom Olsuf’eva was also linked
by a deep friendship. Due to her activism, her work as a translator of many
samizdat and tamizdat texts, and her material contribution to the circulation
of Soviet clandestine manuscripts, in 1973 she was declared persona non grata
by Soviet authorities.”? She died in Italy, unable to return to Russia, thus paying
dearly for her life choices.

In an interview broadcast in 1975 on Swiss-Italian radio and television (RSI),
she commented:

Of course, I regret that I will not be able to go back [to Russia]. On the
other hand, I prefer to have translated Solzhenitsyn, this is also a choice.
If T were faced with this choice, to translate Solzhenitsyn or to be able
to get my visa back to Russia, I would choose to translate Solzhenitsyn.
Being Solzhenitsyn’s voice in Italy is a tremendous honour for me.*

20 Ibid.

21 Grazia Gobbi Sica, In Loving Memory: Il cimitero degli allori di Firenze (Florence: Leo
S. Olshki, 2016), p. 97, p. 283.

22 See Romero, ‘Intervista a Maria Olsufieva’; Pavan, Le carte di Marija Olsuf’eva, p. 8.

23 Sakharov’s widow Elena Bonnér wrote in her memoirs that Mariia Olsuf’eva, her
niece Elena Borghese and her friend Nina Kharkevich used to visit the Sakharovs
in Moscow twice a year, from 1968 until 1973, when Mariia and Nina were stopped
at Soviet customs with a “load of samizdat” and, consequently, were banned from
the USSR. See Andrei Sakharov, Elena Bonnér i druz’ia: zhizn” byla tipichna, tragichna i
prekrasna, ed. by B. Al'tshchuler and L. Litinskii (Moscow: AST, 2020).

24 Romero, ‘Intervista a Maria Olsufieva’. Unless otherwise indicated, all translations
are my own. Olsuf’eva is still “Solzhenitsyn’s voice in Italy”: her translation of
The Gulag Archipelago is the only Italian version of this key work by the Russian
writer, and it is still in print. See, for example, the latest reprint of Olsuf’eva’s
translation in a revised and supplemented version by Maurizia Calusio, published
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To the journalist Enrico Romero, who asked her if translating Solzhenitsyn was
“a kind of posthumous revenge”? for the exile into which she had been forced,
Olsuf’eva replied:

No. It is not a revenge. It is simply that I consider him such a great writer
and [The Gulag Archipelago] is such an important work for all of us, and
it is an honour for me to translate it. I do not know how to express it
otherwise. For me, it is the highest point a translator can reach.

Fig. 3 A frame from Romero’s interview with Maria Olsuf’eva, released in 1975.
Courtesy of RSI.

In a 1974 letter to Solzhenitsyn (responding to his concern that her translation of
the first volume of The Gulag Archipelago—Arkhipelag Gulag, 1973-75—was made
too hastily, thus compromising textual fidelity), Olsuf’eva expressed even more
frankly and resolutely her reasons for translating his work:

I have no doubt that here and there another translator would change
a comma, an adjective, etc. but I have fulfilled what I considered and
still consider much more important: to give Italy, especially in such a
politically difficult moment for this country, the possibility of knowing

in Mondadori’s ‘I meridiani” series as A. Solzenicyn, Arcipelago Gulag, trans. by M.
Olsuf’eva (Milan: Arnoldo Mondadori Editore, 2001).

25 Ibid.

26 Ibid.
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as soon as possible the whole truth, that truth which A. D. Sakharov,
in transmitting to me by telephone his Appeal from Moscow [Moskovskoe
obrashchenie, 1974], said was needed by all men on earth.”

These few lines clearly show that Olsuf’eva saw her task more as a mission than
as a purely literary activity. That mission was not only cultural but markedly
social and political, a side which she considered “much more important” than
all the rest: her goal was to spread the voice of Soviet dissent in Italy (and
throughout the world), thereby contributing to the struggle for civil rights that
was being fought in the USSR and, through the translations of prohibited books,
to attract the interest of international public opinion on these issues.

Cultural Activity

Olsuf’eva started translating from Russian into Italian in the 1950s, initially while
teaching at the Higher School for Interpreters and Translators in Florence and
later collaborating with some of the main Italian publishing houses for about
forty years.?® Her first translation, published in 1957, was Vladimir Dudintsev’s
Not by Bread Alone (Ne khlebom edinym, 1956).% Her translation activity therefore
coincided with the years of the so-called Thaw (ottepel’), which marked, in
the Soviet cultural field, phases when the easing of censorship gave hope for
a liberal turning point and the restoration of freedom of speech—ultimately to
be bitterly betrayed by increased control over the cultural life of the country.
Despite the continuous fluctuation of Soviet cultural policies during those
years (1956-66), Olsuf’eva consistently strove to give a voice to authors who
could not be legally printed in the USSR. The long list of titles translated by
her and published in Italy consists primarily of works that arrived clandestinely
beyond the Iron Curtain (samizdat) or were printed abroad (tamizdat). She
penned the first Italian translations of writers such as Andrei Platonov,® Andrei

27  Pavan, Le carte di Marija Olsuf’eva, p. 144.

28 Antonella d’Ameliia, ‘Olsuf’eva Mariia Vasil’evna’, Russkoe prisutsvie v Italii v
pervoi polovine XX veka. Entsiklopediia, ed. by A. D’Ameliia and D. Ritstsi (Moscow:
ROSSPEN, 2019), pp. 490-91 (p. 490).

29 V. Dudincev, Non si vive di solo pane [Ne khlebom edinym], trans. by M. Olsuf’eva
(Firenze: Centro internazionale del libro, 1957). The novel also appeared in the US
and London that same year in Edith Bone’s English translation, with E.P. Dutton
and Hutchinson respectively.

30 Andrej Platonov, Nel grande cantiere [ Kotlovan, 1969], trans. by M. Olsuf’eva (Milan:
Il Saggiatore, 1969); Andrej Platonov, Il villaggio della nuova vita [ Chevengur, 1972],
trans. by M. Olsuf’eva (Milan: Mondadori, 1972). Olsuf’eva’s translation preceded
the first English translation by Thomas Whitney by four years. Published by Ardis
in 1973, Whitney’s translation was succeeded in 1975 by Mirra Ginsburg’s version
for E.P. Dutton.
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Siniavskii,* Valerii Tarsis,*? Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn,* Andrei Sakharov,* Eduard
Kuznetsov,® and Vladimir Maksimov,* to name only a few. However, she also
translated official authors such as Andrei Voznesenskii,®” Iurii Bondarev,*® and
even recipients of the Stalin Prize for Literature such as Veniamin Kaverin® and
Vera Panova.** Various factors contributed to the disproportion between the
official and unofficial Soviet texts translated by Olsuf’eva: the dynamics of the
Italian publishing market as well as her personal involvement and interests,
determined this imbalance.

From the publication of the first Italian tamizdat in 1957—Boris Pasternak’s

Doctor Zhivago (Doktor Zhivago, 1957) published by Feltrinelli—a stream of

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Andrej Sinjavskij, La gelata [ Fantasticheskie povesti, 1961], trans. by M. Olsuf’eva
(Milan: Rizzoli, 1962).

Valerij Tarsis, La mosca azzurra [ Skazanie o sinei mukhe, 1963], trans. by M. Olsuf’eva,
(Milan: Rizzoli, 1964).

This was Divisione cancro [ Rakovyi korpus, 1968], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan: Il
Saggiatore, 1968) and ostensibly authored by ‘Anonimo sovietico’. This was the
same year that Lord Nicholas Bethell’s and David Burg’s translation of Cancer
Ward appeared in English, published by The Bodley Head. Other Solzhenitsyn
translations which she completed include Aleksandr SolZenicyn, Vivere senza
menzogna [ Zhit’ ne po Izhi, 1974], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan: Mondadori, 1974);
A. Solzenicyn, Arcipelago Gulag, vol. 1 [ Arkhipelag GULAG, 1973], trans. by M.
Olsufieva (Milan: Mondadori, 1974); A. Solzenicyn, Lettera ai dirigenti dell’Unione
Sovietica [ Pis'mo vozhdiam Sovetskogo Soiuza, 1974], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan:
Mondadori, 1974); A. Solzenicyn, Arcipelago Gulag, vol. 2 [ Arkhipelag GULAG,
1974], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan: Mondadori, 1975); A. SolZenicyn, La quercia e
il vitello: saggi di vita letteraria [ Bodalsia telénok s dubom, 1975], trans. by M. Olsufieva
(Milan: Mondadori, 1975); A. SolZzenicyn, Arcipelago Gulag, vol. 3 [ Arkhipelag
GULAG, 1975], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan: Mondadori, 1978). Thomas
Whitney’s English translation of The Gulag Archipelago (New York: Harper and
Row, 1973) appeared only a year before Olsuf’eva’s.

Andrei Sacharov, Il mio paese e il mondo; Progtesso, coesistenza e liberta intellettuale

[O strane i mire, 1975; Razmyshleniia o progresse, mirnom sosushchestvovanii i
intellektual’noi svobode, 1968], trans. by M. Olsufieva and C. Bianchi (Milan:
Euroclub, 1976); A. Sacharov, Un anno di lotta di Andrej Sacharov [ Trevoga i nadezhda:
Odin god obshchestvennoi deiatel nosti A. Sakharova, 1978], trans. by M. Olsoufieva
(Milan: Bompiani, 1977).

Eduard Kuznetsov, Senza di me: diario da un lager sovietico 1970-71 (Dnevniki, 1973),
trans. by M. Olsufieva and O. Michahelles (Milan: Longanesi, 1972).

Vladimir Maksimov, La quarantena [Karantin, 1973], trans. by M. Olsufieva and O.
Michahelles (Milan: Rusconi, 1975).

Andrej Voznesenskij, Scrivo come amo [ Pishetsia kak liubitsia], trans. by M.
Olsoufieva and M. Socrate (Milan: Feltrinelli, 1962).

Turii Bondarev, Il silenzio [ Tishina, 1962], trans. by M. Olsoufieva (Milan: Rizzoli,
1962).

Veniamin Kaverin, Sette paia di canaglie [ Sem’ par nechistykh, 1962], trans. by M.
Olsoufieva (Milan: Rizzoli, 1962).

Vera Panova, Sergio [ Serezha, 1955], trans. by M. Olsoufieva (Milan: Mondadori,
1965).
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uncensored Soviet literary texts began to flow clandestinely yet unstoppably
from the USSR into the catalogues of Italian publishing houses. Indeed,
Italy was one of the European countries where the publication of tamizdat
flourished. This phenomenon involved both the main Italian publishing
houses—like Mondadori, Einaudi and Il Saggiatore—and others founded at
that time which specialised in the publication of uncensored Soviet literature,
such as La Casa di Matriona and Jaca Book. Besides this specifically Italian
impetus, another key factor was Olsuf’eva’s personal interest and direct
involvement in the selection of translations. Thanks to her contact with
numerous Soviet dissidents, she was able to pitch these texts to Italian
publishers, often mediating between the latter, Soviet authors, and various
transnational socio-cultural actors.

Her activity as a mediator and, not infrequently, as a literary agent for
dissident writers intensified after her first institutional visit to Moscow at the
invitation of Viktor Shklovskii, several of whose works she had translated for
the De Donato publishing house.*! In December 1967, she wrote excitedly to
Giampaolo Dossena—a Mondadori editor—that she would spend New Year in
Moscow.*? Olsuf’eva often recalled that trip as a turning point in her professional
and private life when she encountered several leading exponents of the Soviet
intelligentsia:

I just happened, at the beginning, to meet Shklovskii [...] and through
him I met the first writers right at our home* during a New Year’s party,

41  Viktor Shklovskii, Una teoria della prosa [O teorii prozy, 1929], trans. by M. Olsufieva
(Bari: De Donato, 1966); V. Shklovskii, Viaggio sentimentale | Sentimental noe
puteshestvie, 1923], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Bari: De Donato, 1966); V. Shklovskii,
La mossa del cavallo [Khod konia, 1923], trans. by M. Olsoufieva (Bari: De Donato,
1967); V. Shklovskii, Majakouskij [ O Maiakovskom, 1940], trans. by M. Olsufieva
(Milan: 11 Saggiatore, 1967); V. Shklovskii, Il punteggio di Amburgo [ Gamburskii
schét, 1928], trans. by M. Olsoufieva (Bari: De Donato, 1969); V. Shklovskii, Marco
Polo [Marko Polo razvedchik, 1931], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan: Mondadori,
1972); V. Shklovskii, Tol’stoj [ Lev Tol’stoi, 1963], trans. by M. Olsufieva (Milan: I1
Saggiatore, 1978).

42 Florence, Archivio Contemporaneo ‘Alessandro Bonsanti’ Gabinetto G. P.
Vieusseux (ACGV), Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.3.15.

43 Here Olsuf’eva refers to the fact that, by a curious chance, the House of Writers
(Dom Literatorov) in Moscow, where all the official ceremonies of Soviet literati
took place (including New Year celebrations which she herself attended several
times) had its headquarters in Povarskaia Street, in the very building which
had been the Olsuf’ev Palace before they fled Russia. Olsuf’eva repeatedly
mentioned the toast that Shklovskii dedicated to her during the celebrations of 1
January 1968, calling her “the landlord”, and how, as soon as word got out that
the granddaughter of the old owner (Count Olsuf’ev) was present in the room,
everyone raised their glasses in greeting: “I spent in that house three New Years,
always invited by fellow writers of the Union [of Soviet Writers]. And it is funny
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where I also met Sakharov’s wife [Elena Bonneér] [...]. And since then,
one thing leading to another, it has been a string of acquaintances that
have given me a lot.*

Thanks to her friendship with the Sakharovs, her circle of acquaintances
in Russia greatly expanded, soon including several groups of dissidents,
especially Muscovites. Thanks to their intercession, when Solzhenitsyn
signed a contract with Mondadori in 1974 for the first volume of The Gulag
Archipelago, he requested that the translation be entrusted to her. The book
caused quite a stir in the Italian press and public opinion,* and Olsuf’eva
gave several interviews explaining why Solzhenitsyn chose her as his Italian
translator:

I don’t know Solzhenitsyn personally. I know him through the friends we
have in common. First of all, the scientist Andrei Sakharov [...]. It was
Sakharov who told me about Solzhenitsyn during my visit to Moscow.
[...] Previously I had translated Cancer Ward, so I think that’s why
Solzhenitsyn trusted me.*

This trust was later confirmed by the writer himself, as Olsuf’eva mentioned in
a 1975 interview:

I personally met him [Solzhenitsyn] only in September, when he
returned. He knew about me, I asked him why and with a smile he told
me ‘when I was still allowed into the House of Writers, which as you
know is your home, I heard about you and your translations and so I
wanted you to be the translator of my works’. Needless to say, this gave
me immense pleasure.*

Over time, the professional relationship between Olsuf’eva and Solzhenitsyn
turned into friendship, thanks to the support that she offered the Soviet writer.
Their closeness is evidenced not only by their correspondence, but also by

that every time, as soon as word got around that the old owner was present [...] a
line of people would form in front of me, with full mugs, to greet me joyfully, to
toast my health, as if indeed for a moment they were once again the guests of an
Olsuf’ev. Funny, isn’t it?”. Claudio Serra, ‘Solgenitsin ha voluto lei’, L'Europeo, 7
February 1974, 48-51 (p. 48).

44 Romero, ‘Intervista a Maria Olsufieva’.

45  On the reception in Italy of Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago, see: A. Reccia,
‘Narrazione del silenzio e dibattito nella prima ricezione di Arcipelago Gulag in
Italia’, in Lo specchio del Gulag in Francia e in Italia, ed. by Luba Jurgenson and
Claudia Pieralli (Pisa: Pisa University Press, 2019), pp. 323—42.

46 Mario Pancera, ‘Intervistata a Firenze la signora russa che ha tradotto “Gulag”’,
Corriere d'informazione, 13 February 1974, p. 3.

47 Romero, ‘Intervista a Maria Olsufieva’.
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the numerous letters that she received from editors and various Italian and
international cultural personalities requesting her to act as an intermediary
with Solzhenitsyn. Among Olsuf’eva’s personal papers is one particularly
interesting letter from Giorgio Mondadori on 22 February 1974, ten days after
Solzhenitsyn had been expelled from the USSR. The publisher offered his
hospitality to the writer in his house near Verona, in order to show support at
such a fraught moment. Giorgio Mondadori asked Olsuf’eva—then translating
The Gulag Archipelago—to communicate his invitation to Solzhenitsyn.*® On 3
March, Olsuf’eva wrote to Solzhenitsyn attaching her Russian translation of the
letter she received from Mondadori.* The film director Franco Zeffirelli, in the
days immediately following the expulsion of the Soviet writer from the USSR,
also felt the need to express his solidarity by sending a telegram to Olsuf’eva’s
Florentine address, in which he asked her, as a friend of the writer, to transmit
his message of solidarity to Solzhenitsyn.*® Olsuf’eva’s friendly relations with
other leading Soviet dissidents were also known outside Italy; for example,
Patricia Blake, an American Slavic scholar specialising in dissident literature,
wrote to her on 29 August 1971 requesting an interview about Solzhenitsyn (on
whom Blake was writing a biography).> Olsuf’eva told Blake that she had not
yet had the pleasure of meeting the writer personally, but that she could help
by sharing anecdotes she had heard from mutual friends. However, she asked
Blake to keep her identity strictly confidential and not name her in the book as
a source.”

Olsuf’eva’s international fame as a personality close to the circles of Soviet
dissent increased further in 1975, the year when Sakharov was awarded the
Nobel Peace Prize. The physicist could not personally collect the award because
the Soviet authorities had denied him permission to go abroad. His wife Elena
Bonnér—who, when he was proclaimed the winner of the Nobel Prize, was in
Florence as Olsuf’eva’s guest to undergo an eye operation—went to Oslo in his
stead. She chose Olsuf’eva to accompany her to the ceremony and interpret.

48 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL. 3.12.19.

49 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL. 3.12.21.

50 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.2.3.9.

51 Pavan, Le carte di Marija Olsuf’eva, pp. 135-36. A footnote to Blake’s review of
Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago informed the reader that “[Blake herself] is
writing a biography of Solzhenitsyn” (New York Times Book Review, 26 October
1975, 1). However, no trace of this volume has been found either in Blake’s
bibliography, or in the general bibliography on Solzhenitsyn: probably, the book
remained unpublished, although Blake had worked on it for several years.

52 Pavan, Le carte di Marija Olsuf’eva, pp. 136-37.
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Fig. 4 King Olav V, M. Olsuf’eva and E. Bonnér at the Nobel Prize ceremony,
December 1975. Courtesy of Elena Bonnér’s heirs. ©Norsk Telegrambyra.

Fig. 5 M. Olsuf’eva sitting in the stalls during the Nobel Prize ceremony, December
1975. Courtesy of E. Bonnér heirs. ©Norsk Telegrambyra.

Fig. 6 E. Bonnér at the Press Conference with M. Olsuf’eva in the background,
December 1975. Courtesy of E. Bonnér heirs. ©Norsk Telegrambyra.
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Olsuf’eva’s personal papers contain invitations to the official award ceremony
and to the gala dinner;* a signed typewritten copy in Russian and English
of Sakharov’s lectio magistralis (Mir, progress, prava cheloveka—Peace, Progress,
Human Rights); a copy of the speech given on that occasion by Elena Bonnér; and
a series of congratulatory letters and telegrams, including a letter from Nikita
Struve congratulating Bonnér and Olsuf’eva on their global celebrity, referring
to the fact that the international press had published the official photographs of
the awards ceremony in which both were portrayed alongside King Olav V of
Norway.>*

Thanks to her contacts with numerous Soviet dissidents (Sakharov, Bonnér,
Solzhenitsyn, Roy Medvedev, Andrei Amal’rik, Vladimir Bukovskii, and Natalia
Gorbanevskaia, to name but a few) and with some of the most influential
intellectual Russian émigrés in the West (including Nikolai Struve, Marc Slonim
and Zhores Medvedev), Olsuf’eva soon became a key contact for anyone seeking
to contact Soviet dissidents at home or abroad. Italian publishers interested in
samizdat wrote to her, as did journalists, intellectuals, and politicians. On 30
January 1974, for example, the journalist Enrico Romero—author and director
of a series of interviews dedicated to Soviet dissidents, broadcast by the Swiss-
Italian radio and television station (RSI)—wrote mentioning Medvedev’s
willingness to be interviewed if Olsuf’eva acted as an interpreter and mediator.®
Olsuf’eva’s work with RSI is evidenced not only by this correspondence with
Romero, but also by an interview with Bonnér that aired in February 1976,
in which Olsuf’eva is filmed with Bonnér. In fact, the interview took place in
Olsuf’eva’s house in Florence.

Fig.7 Frame from E. Romero’s interview with E. Bonnér (on the left), accompanied
by M. Olsuf’eva (on the right), 1976. Courtesy of RSIL.

53 The following references are located in ACGV. For the invitations Olsuf’eva
received to attend the award ceremony, see OL.2.2.16, and for the gala dinner
OL.2.2.18. For the signed copy of Sakharov’s lectio magistralis, see OL.2.2.20 and
Bonnér’s speech OL.2.2.19. For examples of congratulatory letters and telegrams,
see OL.2.2.24.

54  See, for example: Russkaia mysl’, December 1975; Herald Tribune, 11 December 1975.

55 AGCYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.2.4.9.
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Further proof of Olsuf’eva’s activity as a cultural intermediary is found in her
correspondence with Sergio Jacomella—the director of a Swiss-Italian socio-
cultural cooperative—who, between 1974 and 1977, organised in Lugano a series
of meetings with major Soviet dissidents. Jacomella praised her “invaluable
mediation” and “precious collaboration” in meetings with Aleksandr Galich
and others.* Olsuf’eva also corresponded with Giovanni Volpe—publisher and
founder of the Gioacchino Volpe Foundation—who wrote to her seeking contact
details for dissidents whom he wished to invite to the conference ‘Order and
Disorder’ (“Ordine e disordine”), which was to be held in Rome in April 1979.7
In her reply, Olsuf’eva suggested inviting the poets Natalia Gorbanevskaia and
Naum Kozhavin; she furnished Volpe with their addresses, as well as Vladimir
Bukovskii’s.® Even Ronald Reagan resorted to Olsuf’eva to contact Soviet
dissidents directly: when he first stood for the presidency of the United States
(1975), he tasked Senator James Buckley with sending an article about Sakharov
to Bonnér via Olsuf’eva’s Florentine address.

These close friendships with Soviet dissidents allowed Olsuf’eva to play
a fundamental role in the circulation and diffusion of samizdat in Western
Europe, not only pitching the translation of their works to Italian publishers, but
also often acting as their literary agent, representative, and copyright protector.
Several times Olsuf’eva took the initiative of pitching the translation of books
that interested her or of samizdat manuscripts that had come into her possession
to different publishing houses, as in the case of Anatolii Marchenko’s Testimonies
(Moi pokazaniia, 1969), which she introduced to Il Saggiatore thus:

Following the telephone conversation of 20 February [1969] with Miss
De Vidovich [editor of Russian literature], I hasten to send you the
typescript (photocopied) of the book, unpublished in the USSR, Anatolii
Marchenko’s Testimonies, which I received from Nikita Struve in Paris.
[...] if the book rights have not yet been acquired by some other publisher,
I'would deem it appropriate and urgent to translate it.

However, her proposal was rejected by the publishing house on the grounds
that the work had “a more scandalous than literary nature”. In 1977, she pitched
to the Florentine publishing house Editoriale Nuova two non-fiction books by
Valerii Chalidze (The Legal Situation of Workers in the USSR and Criminal Russia:
Essays on Crime in the Soviet Union): the editorial director Giampaolo Martelli
thanked her and requested the original manuscripts in order to submit them

56 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL. 2.4.19.

57 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL. 2.4.47a. Given that papers by Soviet dissidents were
not published in the conference proceedings (Ordine e disordine. Settimo incontro
romano, 1977, Roma: Giovanni Volpe Editore, 1980) and none is mentioned in the
list of participants (Ordine e disordine, p. 217), one might reasonably assume that
the Soviet dissidents did not take part in the conference sessions.

58 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL. 2.4.47b.
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to his editorial consultants, a request that Olsuf’eva satisfied by sending the
manuscripts in her possession. Martelli’s letter reveals his keenness to stay
updated about “the most significant books by Soviet authors who turn to you
for the publication of their works in Italy”, while demonstrating how editors
held Olsuf’eva’s collaboration in high esteem.

One of the authors who benefited most from Olsuf’eva’s intermediation was
undoubtedly Eduard Kuznetsov; their substantial correspondence (1972-80)
attests to their friendship.” In 1972, Olsuf’eva personally undertook to publish
Kuznetsov’s diary of his years of imprisonment in a labour camp in Mordovia.
Olsuf’eva’s 1972 translation for the publisher Longanesi, as Without Me. Diary
of a Soviet Concentration Camp, 1970-1971 (Senza di me. Diario di un campo di
concentramento sovietico, 1970-1971), was a world premiere. Her correspondence
with Longanesi clearly shows that the proposal was pitched by Olsuf’eva
herself.®* The most interesting aspect of this correspondence is Olsuf’eva’s role
as the author’s literary agent, providing the publishing house with detailed
information on the remuneration to be paid to the author through her:

We agreed that as copyright fees for publishing the work, you will pay
me the lump sum of 1,000,000 lire. This amount includes my translation
into Italian and any amount due on the work up to 10,000 copies of your
edition. Beyond this amount, you will pay me an 8% stake on the cover
price of each copy sold. For any other use of the work, in any language
and any form, you will reserve for me 50% of the net revenue.®!

Olsuf’eva frequently reiterated the need to protect the rights of Soviet authors,
well aware of the difficulty experienced even by officially approved writers
in receiving copyright fees across the Iron Curtain. She often acted as their
guarantor, offering to personally collect their fees and to send them on to the
recipients, sometimes even advancing money out of her own pocket.®> One
such example is her correspondence with Bulat Okudzhava, several of whose
poems she translated: Okudzhava, through his wife, asked her to help him
obtain his copyright fees.®® Olsuf’eva repeatedly used his fees to buy and send on
garments for the Okudzhavas; she also personally brought his money to Russia.®

59 The following references concerning Olsuf’eva’s mediation with Soviet dissidents
are located at ACGV. For more on President Reagan, Senator Buckley and
Olsuf’eva, see OL. 2.2.14a and OL.2.2.14b. For more on Olsuf’eva’s Marchenko
pitch to Il Saggiatore, see OL. 3.15.70, and regarding the publisher’s rejection of
the work as more scandalous than literary, see OL.3.15.73. For correspondence
between Martelli and Olsuf’eva, see OL. 3.7.1. and OL. 3.7.2. On Olsuf’eva’s
friendship with Eduard Kuznetsov, see OL.3.28.

60 ACGV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.3.11.30.

61 Ibid.
62 Pavan, Le carte di Marija Olsuf eva, p. 30.
63 Ibid., p.78.

64 Ibid., p.79.
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Confirming Olsuf’eva’s helpfulness, a 1977 letter from Bonnér’s son-in-law,
Efrem Jankelevich, mentions that Bonnér hoped to be able to travel to Italy using
the fee for the translation of an article by Sakharov.®®

Olsuf’eva also carried out an important role as an intermediary between
Soviet authors and their Western literary agents, as evidenced by a letter sent on
behalf of Bonnér to the literary agent Eric Linder.®® Here Olsuf’eva was passing
on a request from Bonnér to the agent: since the Garzanti publishing house
had rejected Sakharov’s My Country and the World (II mio paese e il mondo, 1975),
Bonnér wanted another firm, Rusconi, to option it.

Another relevant aspect of Olsuf’eva’s cultural activity was her commitment
to disseminating samizdat and tamizdat works not only in Italy, but abroad. By
exploiting her personal acquaintance with numerous cultural agents, Olsuf’eva
was able to advertise the tamizdat publication of Kuznetsov’s Diary which, as
we have seen, was first published thanks to her mediation. In a letter to the
publisher Mario Monti on 25 November 1972, Olsuf’eva proposed sending this
tamizdat work to Time correspondent Patricia Blake and to the editors of the
Nouwvel Observateur, who were keen to run a review of Kuznetsov’s work.*”

I have shown that Olsuf’eva’s agency as a cultural actor was not limited to
translation, but also included various editorial activities, such as pitching texts
to publishers on her own initiative and offering to mediate with and on behalf of
Soviet authors about copyright issues, as well as promoting tamizdat works in
the national and international press. Another significant side of her commitment
as a social actor was her work for Amnesty International, which facilitated her
representation of Soviet dissidents in Italy. As such, Olsuf’eva exemplified the
role of a “gatekeeper”.%

Social Activity and Activism

From the late 1960s onwards, Mariia Olsuf’eva was committed to defending
humanrights in the USSR: she helped promote a series of international campaigns
and mobilisations supporting political prisoners and other victims of Soviet
authorities. In 1968 she became the spokesperson for an initiative promoted
by Marc Slonim to support Solzhenitsyn at the Mondadori publishing house.®

65 Ibid., p. 98; ACGV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.2.2.25.

66 The letter is stored in the archive of the International Literary Agency (Agenzia
Letteraria Internazionale, ALI) at the Fondazione Arnoldo e Alberto Mondadori
(FAAM) in Milan. FAAM, Agenzia Letteraria Internazionale-Erich Linder, Serie
annuale 1975, b. 54, f. 10 (Maria Olsufieva).

67 ACGV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.3.11.34.

68 William Marling, Gatekeepers: The Emergence of World Literature and the 1960s
(Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2016).

69 FAAM, Archivio storico Arnoldo Mondadori Editore, Area Editoriale Marco
Polillo, SolZenicyn, serie non-ordinata, 32b.
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Slonim’s letter, translated into Italian by Olsuf’eva and enclosed with her own
message,”® was a last-ditch attempt to stop the oppression to which Solzhenitsyn
was subjected in the USSR: Slonim proposed to send, on the occasion of
Solzhenitsyn'’s fiftieth birthday (11 December 1968), a series of telegrams from
writers, translators, professors, editors and any other cultural actors in Europe
and the United States to the Writers” Union and to the Literaturnaia gazeta. It
was hoped that this show of European intellectuals’” genuine commitment to
Solzhenitsyn and his protection could not fail to impress the Party leaders.”
Thanks to mediation by Olsuf’eva and by the literary agent Eric Linder,? the
Mondadori Director of the Foreign General Secretariat Glauco Arneri and the
Editorial Directors Donato Barbone and Vittorio Sereni joined the initiative.”

In 1980, Olsuf’eva personally promoted an international protest campaign
against the escalation of the persecutions suffered by the Sakharovs, now in
internal exile in Nizhnii Novgorod, the birthplace of Gorky. On 19 February,
Olsuf’eva sent three telegrams from her Florentine address to, respectively, Iurii
Andropov,” the Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs Andrei Gromyko, and the
Procurator-General Roman Rudenko. The first two cables, in Italian, were sent on
behalf of the Florentine branch of Amnesty International, which she had helped
found in 1977; the third, in Russian, was signed personally by her. A few days
later, Olsuf’eva began collecting signatures, campaigning for the Sakharovs. This
campaign soon involved several Italian MPs, as shown by letters exchanged with
the Christian Democrat member of parliament Gianni Cerioni and his assistant,
Giuseppe Fortunato. On 23 February, on behalf of Cerioni, Fortunato sent
Olsuf’eva several documents with official Italian Chamber of Deputies headers,
to be used for messages signed by the Italian MPs; on 25 February, Olsuf’eva sent
to Cerioni three letters she had written (in Italian and Russian) to be addressed
to Gromyko, Anatolii Aleksandrov (the President of the Academy of Sciences of
the USSR), and Iurii Khristoradnov (the First Secretary of the CPSU Gorky City
Committee). She also promoted this campaign with Italian editors: one letter from

70 FAAM, Archivio storico Arnoldo Mondadori Editore, Area Editoriale Marco
Polillo, Solzenicyn, serie non-ordinata, 32c.

71 Ibid.

72 FAAM, Archivio storico Arnoldo Mondadori Editore, Area Editoriale Marco
Polillo, Solzenicyn, serie non-ordinata, 32a.

73 A copy of the cable sent by Vittorio Sereni on that occasion is stored at the
Arnoldo Mondadori Foundation: FAAM, Archivio storico Arnoldo Mondadori
Editore, Direzione Letteraria Vittorio Sereni, Solzhenitsyn, 26/20. See also: FAAM,
Archivio storico Arnoldo Mondadori Editore, Area Editoriale Marco Polillo,
SolZzenicyn, serie non-ordinata, 32; 32b.

74  The archival references relevant to this paragraph are all located at ACGV. For
Olsuf’eva’s telegram to Andropov, see OL.2.2.56; to Gromyko, see OL.2.2.55; to
Rudenko, see OL.2.2.54. For Fortunato’s documents to Olsuf’eva, see OL.2.2.57.
Olsuf’eva’s letters to Gromyko via Cerioni are found at OL.2.2.61; her letters
to Aleksandrov are found at OL.2.2.60; and her letters to Khristoradnov are at
OL.2.2.59. The letter from Citta Armoniosa can be found at OL.3.5.24a.
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the publishing house Citta Armoniosa reported that “about Sakharov we filled
out a lot of the sheets that you sent to us. About 500 signatures”. In those years,
she also collaborated with Amnesty regularly as a translator and interpreter.”

As with her cultural activity, Olsuf’eva’s varied work as a social actor and
human rights activist kept her occupied on several fronts simultaneously. On
15 February 1974, the British newspaper The Guardian published Sakharov’s
‘Appeal from Moscow’, in which he protested against the arrest of Solzhenitsyn
and requested the publication of The Gulag Archipelago in the USSR. Olsuf’eva
was mentioned in the article because Sakharov had dictated the text of his
appeal to her over the phone, so that it could be disseminated in the West.”
The Italian press also mentioned Olsuf’eva, quoting her in numerous articles
relating to human rights in the USSR, or publishing photographs that portrayed
her in the company of important Soviet dissidents and human rights activists.
On 13 September 1977, during Bonnér’s second stay in Florence, La Nazione
reported on her meeting with the city’s mayor, Elio Gabbuggiani, publishing a
picture of the two in Olsuf’eva’s company alongside its article.”” She was once
again interpreting, having also organised the meeting.

On 22 March 1978, La Nazione wrote about an institutional visit to Florence
by the General Secretary of Amnesty International, Martin Ennals: Olsuf’eva
was present on that occasion too, not only as an interpreter, but as a member
of Amnesty International and co-founder of its Florentine Group.” In 1977, she
also committed herself to protecting the families of political prisoners in the
USSR, launching an international aid campaign. Among the papers relating
to her activity as a member of Amnesty International are two letters with the
names and addresses of the families of political convicts which request the
recipients (other Amnesty co-ordinators) to deliver staple goods via tourists
visiting the USSR and other occasional travellers.” The list of desired goods,
which Olsuf’eva received from Bonnér, contained shoe and clothing sizes for the
Russian end users.* She therefore aimed to provide support to Soviet dissidents
and their families via every possible route, promoting international campaigns
in their favour so as to raise public awareness, as well as offering pragmatic
material help, such as clothes parcels and other goods.

75 InJanuary 1980, Olsuf’eva wrote to Leoni that she was working on an urgent
translation of Amnesty International’s annual report on the USSR (ACGV, Marija
Olsuf’eva, OL.3.5.21); on another occasion, she also mentioned her participation as
an official interpreter in the Sakharov Hearings, which were held in Washington in
1979 (ACGV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.3.5.20).

76  William L. Webb, ‘Dissidents Challenge the Kremlin’, The Guardian, 15
February 1974, https://www.theguardian.com/theguardian/2013/feb/13/
alexander-solzhenitsyn-arrest-1974-archive.

77 ‘Elena Sakharova dal sindaco’, La Nazione, 13 settembre 1977.

78 ‘Il rapporto annuale sui diritti dell'uomo’, La Nazione, 22 marzo 1978.

79 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.2.1.3; ACGV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.2.1.4.

80 ACGYV, Marija Olsuf’eva, OL.2.4.50.
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Conclusion

Olsuf’eva’s case exemplifies “the active and often physical contribution”®! made
by individuals involved in the cross-border flow of samizdat and tamizdat, a
transnational community composed of many émigrés from different waves of
the Russian diaspora. Their role has been described thus by Kind-Kovacs:

The role of émigrés was one, if not the most crucial element in the
initiation and maintenance of cross-cultural literary entanglements.
While the community across the “Other Europe” was one of discourses
and ideas, through the West this virtual community developed into
a tangible collective. The long-term presence of émigrés created the
foundations for cross-border communication.®? [original italics]

As we have seen, in fact, it was also thanks to Olsuf’eva’s network of contacts
from the different waves of Russian emigration to Europe and the United States
that she was able to obtain manuscripts smuggled out of the USSR, which
she then pitched to Italian publishing houses and, ultimately, translated.
Therefore, besides her roles as a translator and intercultural mediator, she was
actively involved in the production, dissemination, and reception of samizdat
and tamizdat and, last but not least, as an activist defending human rights in
the USSR.

In the transnational distribution of wuncensored Soviet literature
(nepodtsenzurnaia literatura), the translator’s role was not limited to linguistic
and cultural mediation. In the case of samizdat and tamizdat, we have seen
that the translator was often one of the main actors within that “transnational
community’ which enabled the circulation of cultural goods and ideas
on both sides of the Iron Curtain. Thus, when considering the production,
dissemination and reception of the ‘other literature” between the ‘two Europes’,
it is important to rethink the role of the translator, as a transnational (non-
state) actor of cultural diplomacy.**> Reframing the translator’s role in this way
would moreover enrich the field of cultural Cold War studies, which has often

81 Friederike Kind-Kovécs, Written Here, Published There, p. 220.

82 Kind-Kovécs, Written Here, p. 155.

83  See, for example, Giles Scott-Smith’s essay ‘Opening Up Political Space: Informal
Diplomacy, East-West Exchanges and the Helsinki Process’, in Beyond the Divide.
Entangled Histories of Cold War Europe, ed. by Simo Mikkonen and Pia Koivunen
(New York and Oxford: Berghahn, 2015), pp. 23-43; and various essays in
Entangled East and West: Cultural Diplomacy and Artistic Interaction during the Cold
War, ed. by Simo Mikkonen, Giles Scott-Smith and Jari V. Parkkinen (Berlin and
Boston: De Gruyter, 2019).
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wrongly regarded translators as marginal to the production, dissemination
and reception of unofficial Soviet culture across the Iron Curtain.®

84 On the cultural Cold War, see The Cultural Cold War in Western Europe 1945-1960,
ed. by Giles Scott-Smith and Hans Krabbendam (Portland: Frank Cass, 2003);
Across the Blocs. Cold War Cultural and Social History, ed. by Rana Mitter and
Patrick Major (Portland: Frank Cass, 2004); and Divided Dreamworlds? The Cultural
Cold War in East and West, ed. by Peter Romijn, Giles Scott-Smith and Joes Segal
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2012). See also Esmaeil Haddadian-
Moghaddam and Giles Scott-Smith, “Translation and the Cultural Cold War.

An Introduction’, Translation and Interpreting Studies, 15:3 (2020), Special Issue:
Translation and the Cultural Cold War, 325-32.
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This paper aims to map the history of Russian literary translation in Italy in
the twentieth century and to reflect on how politics influenced publishers’ and
translators’ choices. Literary exchange is an important vehicle for intercultural
knowledge and understanding. Through this lens, translation, as the
interpretation of verbal signs in one language by means of verbal signs in another,
represents a particularly complex and sophisticated process of communication
involving different recipients, both in terms of individual people and of specific
social contexts.! According to Giovanni Maver’s speech at the First Congress of
Slavonic Studies held in Prague in 1929, translation highlights the relationships
between different languages, cultures, and peoples.” If we understand, with
Maver, translation as a “linguistic and literary tool” that starts from a precise
model and transfers it into a different culture, there are many investigative angles
for study. By comparing the original with its translated version, we find many
valuable elements through which to study the evolution of literary language.
The translation enables communication between cultures or individuals while
being open to analysis and comparison, because it lacks the sacral quality that
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distinguishes the original. The concept of ‘restitution’, of the restoration of
equilibrium between the original text and its translation, an equilibrium made
vulnerable by translation itself, raises ethical questions of extreme complexity.
The transcendence of a merely inter-textual problematic that is centred on the
relation between an original and its translation leads to a series of specifically
sociological questions about the stakes and functions of translations, the space
in which they are situated, and the constraints, both political and economic, that
circumscribe them.

In the twentieth century, the growth in technology and the development
of communications produced a sharp increase of translations. The Index
Translationum, created in 1932 as an initiative of the League of Nations
International Committee on Intellectual Cooperation, is an international
bibliography of translations. Founded as a quarterly catalogue of books
translated in fifteen countries, it was taken over by UNESCO after World War II.
Throughout recent decades, the Index has progressively transformed itself into
a large database capable of producing statistics on the flow of global translation,
providing figures on the most-translated books and authors, as well as the
languages from which and into which literature is translated. In the period from
1948 to 1970, the total number of translations increased four and a half times,
while Russian was the second most widely translated literature.

To understand the reason for this centrality of Russian culture, we must
consider several aspects of the conditions of transnational circulation of cultural
goods: firstly, the structure of the field of international cultural exchanges;
secondly, the types of constraint—political and economic—that influence these
exchanges.® The prestige and power gained by the USSR had implications for
the status of the Russian language and related translation activity. The increase
of Russian literary translation into Italian is linked to the strong interest Italians
have maintained for Russia since the eighteenth century, and to a reception
process unique among European literatures.* The rise of the overall cultural
level and the politics of the publishing industry in the twentieth century in Italy
have had important consequences. Multi-volume editions of the works of major
Russian authors were published, demonstrating the lively interest Italians took
in the culture of this country. A bibliography of Italian translations of Russian
literature gives interesting and objective information on the choices made by
Italian cultural circles, on the contribution of intellectuals to the development
of publishing, and on the progressive transformation of the critical-literary
world. Moreover, it sheds light on the important but often under-examined role

3 Johan Heilbron and Giséle Sapiro, ‘Outline for a Sociology of Translation:
Current Issues and Future Prospects’, in Constructing a Sociology of Translation,
ed. by Michaela Wolf and Alexandra Fukari (Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA:
Benjamins Translation Library, 2007), pp. 93-107.

4 For more on this subject, see Claudia Scandura, Letteratura russa in Italia. Un secolo
di traduzioni (Rome: Bulzoni, 2002).
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of the translator, especially their understanding and sensibility, details which
ultimately ensure the success or failure of a work. Unscrupulous exploitation
of translators’” work was, however, not infrequent. It suffices to mention the
relationship between a prominent writer, critic, and editor such as Elio Vittorini
(1908-66) and Lucia Rodocanachi (1901-78), the wife of the painter Paolo
Rodocanachi, who conducted a literary and artistic salon in Arenzano, near
Genova. A writer herself and a polyglot (she spoke English, French, Spanish,
and German), Rodocanachi effectively became a ghostwriter for Vittorini,
who sold her translations (from English) as his own work.® Vittorini’s silence
about Rodocanachi’s contribution to his literary translations from English is
unfortunately a common form of misconduct, encoded in literary practice: the
translator traditionally occupies a marginalised position.

In the twentieth century, Russian literature became increasingly familiar
to Italian readers, for various reasons. The failed Russian Revolution of 1905
brought various exiles to Italy, most famously Maksim Gorky, who arrived in
Naples in October 1906 from the United States aboard the steamship Princess
Irene. The Neapolitans welcomed him warmly. Tommaso Ventura, a journalist
from the newspaper Roma, greeted him in Russian; the entire Italian press
announced his arrival. The Socialist newspaper Avanti! wrote:

We warmly welcome our Gorky. He symbolizes the revolution, its
intellectual principle. He represents fidelity to ideas and now the
fraternal souls of proletarian and socialist Italy are looking at him. Long
life to Maksim Gorky! Long live the Revolution!®

In the streets of Naples, a joyful crowd cheered Gorky’s arrival; a party in his
honour was organised at the Labour Union. As a writer and as a revolutionary,
Gorky was lionised in Italy. Following his arrest in Riga two days after the
‘Bloody Sunday’ incident in St Petersburg in 1905, protests were voiced in
the Italian Chamber of Deputies, and both the media and the general public
expressed support for Gorky. His fame as a great writer owed much to Italian
translations of his works, largely printed by Neapolitan publishers. Among
these were the Societa Editrice Partenopea, a company that, in the years
immediately before World War I, published popular Socialist literature; and
Bideri, established in 1876 in Naples by Ferdinando Bideri (1850-1930), which
mainly published Modernist literature. The principal translators at this time
were the young Socialist, Cesare Castelli (1871-1940), and the writer and
journalist Federico Verdinois (1844-1927), who taught Russian language and

5  Elio Vittorini, Si diverte tanto a tradurre? Lettere a Lucia Rodocanachi 1933-1943 [ Do
You Enjoy Translation So Much? Letters to Lucia Rodocanachi] (Milan: Archinto,
2016).

6  Angelo Tamborra, Esuli russi in Italia dal 1905 al 1917 (Bari: Laterza, 1977), p. 16.
All translations, unless otherwise indicated, are my own.
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literature at the Oriental Institute in Naples and authored many translations of
works by Dostoevsky, Gogol, Gorky, Pushkin, and Tolstoy. Castelli was the Milan
representative of the Ladyzhnikov publishing house, based between Russia and
Berlin. It held the rights for translations of Leonid Andreev’s works, among other
Russian writers; it collaborated with Mondadori, a Milanese publishing house
established in 1907 by Arnoldo Mondadori (1889-1971). However, according
to the scholar Ettore Lo Gatto, Castelli did not know Russian and therefore
translated from German versions. Nevertheless, his contract with Mondadori
lasted ten years (1922-32). However, from 1927 his translations were co-signed
with Raissa Olkienizkaia Naldi (1886-1978), who sometimes appears under
the pseudonym Raissa Folkes, or with Ossip Felyne (1882-1970), both Russian
emigrants who settled in Italy after the October Revolution. Later, Mondadori’s
chief translator from Russian would be Erme Cadei, former employee of the
publishers Treves and Bietti.

Titles for Italian translations can be quite arbitrary, and barely related to the
original title. For example, Gorky’s novel Forma Gordeev (1899) was translated by
Nino De Sanctis as Life Is a Foolishness (La vita é una sciocchezza!, 1904), and one
can deduce the Russian title only by back-translating the characters’ Italianised
names (‘Ignazio Gordeieff” is the protagonist). This characterised many pre-
Second World War Italian translations. Gorky lived in Capri until 1913, returning
to Italy several years after the October Revolution, officially for health reasons.
He stayed in a beautiful Sorrento villa, ‘Il Sorito’, from 1922 to 1928 (departing
permanently for Moscow in 1932). This period played an important role in
the development of Russian-Italian relations, thanks to Gorky’s cultural heft,
and to the large number of writers and artists who visited him and enjoyed his
generous ‘Russian” hospitality.

After the October Revolution, other Russian exiles, including Evgenii
Anagnine (1888-1965), Mikhail Osorgin (1878-1942), and Olga Resnevich
(1883-1973), chose Italy as their second home. There they tried to propagate
their culture and values, binding their lives to the history of Italian culture.
The most important of these was the poet Viacheslav Ivanov (1866-1949), who
lived in Rome from 1924 until his death, aloof and disengaged from émigré life
and politics. However, he played an important role in the translation of Russian
poetry in Italy. Thanks to his encouragement, the first rhymed Italian translation
of Aleksandr Pushkin’s Evgenii Onegin appeared (as Eugenio Oneghin, 1937).
The translator was the celebrated scholar Ettore Lo Gatto (1890-1983), who
rendered Russian verse (nine-syllable lines) in Italian hendecasyllable, which
Ivanov praised in his introduction as “faithful, artistic, straightforward Italian”.”
Thanks to Lo Gatto, known as the ‘father’ of Slavic Studies in Italy, Italian culture

7 Venceslao Ivanov, ‘Introduzione’ (1937), in Aleksandr Pushkin, Lirica, ed. by
Ettore Lo Gatto (Florence: Sansoni, 1968), pp. 681-87 (p. 687).



Italy 207

was actively involved in the debate between Russia and Western Europe.® He
was the first to grasp and satisfy Italian social demands for better knowledge
of Russia. Friendly with the many Russian and Slavic intellectuals circulating
in Europe after the October Revolution, Lo Gatto, with his wife Zoia Voronkova
(1892-1963), was a very active translator of Russian literature of all genres.

Russian literature appealed to Italian intellectuals commensurately
with their enthusiasm for social transformation. In 1936, the poet Giuseppe
Ungaretti (1888-1970), knowing no Russian, translated two poems by Sergei
Esenin, ‘Requiem’ (‘Sorokoust’, 1920; as ‘Requiem’) and ‘The Ships of the
Mare” (‘Kobyl'i korabli’, 1919; as ‘Le navi delle cavalle’) to “understand why
Russian rural masses opposed the Soviet regime”.’ If this was his reason,
Esenin was not the most appropriate poet to choose; his poems, written under
the influence of Imaginism, one of many poetic movements that flourished in
Russia after the Revolution, could not be read as historical documents. Esenin’s
poetry relies on arresting and unusual images that privilege hyperboles and
metaphors. Ungaretti’s translation, probably made via a French bridge text, is
also powerfully expressive; he became the first translator to circulate Esenin’s
poetry in Italy.

Another poet, Clemente Rebora (1885-1957), deeply concerned with moral
and ethical problems, produced his own versions of Gogol’s ‘The Overcoat’,
Leonid Andreev’s Lazarus (Eleazar,1906) and Tolstoy’s Family Happiness (Semeinoe
schast’e, 1859). Rebora empathised with these predominantly pessimistic works,
characterised by passive acceptance of life. His translation of Gogol’s short story,
one of the most popular texts chosen by Italian translators, merits some discussion.
Formalist critics such as Boris Eichenbaum have identified Gogol’s narrative
technique here, with its alternating grotesque and pathetic declamations,
as “skaz”, which reproduces the forms of oral communication, including
grammatical mistakes, pauses, repetitions, and dialectal variations.’® Gogol’s
use of long, complex sentences, rare or invented character names, comical puns,
and bizarre sound combinations both challenge and attract translators. His texts
are insidious in their apparent simplicity. Rebora’s version of “The Overcoat’ (as
‘Il Cappotto’, 1922), masters Gogol’s subject and accentuates the text’s capacity
for nonsense, while Tommaso Landolfi’s later translation of the same story

8 Lo Gatto was Secretary of the Institute for Eastern Europe from 1921, and in 1922
he was appointed Professor of Russian Literature at the Universities of Naples,
Padua and Rome. He authored many works on Russian culture, still fundamental,
such as A History of Russian Literature [ Storia della letteratura russa, 1942, A History
of the Russian Theatre [ Storia del teatro russo, 1952, The Myth of Petersburg Il mito
di Pietroburgo, 1960], Pushkin: The Story of a Poet and His Hero [ Pushkin: storia di un
poeta e del suo eroe, 1954].

9  Iginio De Luca, Tre poeti traduttori. Monti-Nievo-Ungaretti (Florence: Olschki
editore, 1988), p. 229.

10  Boris Eichenbaum, ‘The Structure of Gogol’s “The Overcoat
(Oct. 1963), 377-99.
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as ‘Il Mantello’ (1941) aims to reproduce as faithfully as possible the original
text, not only its appearance but also its inconsistencies, vexing constructions,
redundancies, and punctuation. Landolfi (1908-79) was a translator and writer
whose aesthetic sensibility resembled Gogol’s. As each translator found his own
equivalent of “The Overcoat’, multiple Italian versions appeared under titles
such as ‘The Uniform’, “The Cloak’, or simply ‘The Coat’. Recently (in 2018), a
new version of Gogol’s so-called ‘Petersburg Tales” appeared, translated by the
writer Paolo Nori (1963). Nori, who has also translated Venedikt Erofeev’s 1973
samizdat novel Moskva-Petushki with the title Mosca-Petuski: Poema ferroviario
(Moscow-Petushki: A Railway Poem, 2014) and Daniil Kharms’ 1933 short-story
cycle Sluchai (Disastri, 2003), privileges the surreal and grotesque elements of
these stories. His translations of Gogol’s Dead Souls as Anime morte (2013) and of
the short story ‘Diary of a Madman’ (‘Zapiski sumasshedshego’, 1835; ‘Memorie
di un pazzo’), included in his 2014 anthology Gogol, Dostoevskij, Tolstoj: tre matti
(Three Madmen, 2014), together with his translations of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy,
show his love of Russian literature. In his lively version of Gogol’s short stories,
which include dialectal terms from his regional idiom (emiliano), Nori captures
both the innovative and disruptive character of the Russian writer’s prose and
the ambiguity that enhances Gogol’s relevance today."

From the early 1920s until the mid-1930s, publishing activity flourished in
Italy. In 1933, in Turin, a group of friends who shared a belief in the values
of cultural freedom and civil commitment, founded the publishing house
Einaudi, wishing to create an Italian class of intellectual readers. Their company
soon became “a wellspring of fine literature, intellectual thought and political
theory”.”? Giulio Einaudi (1912-99), son of Luigi Einaudi (1874-1961), the
future second president of the Italian Republic, was the entrepreneurial soul
of the group, but Leone Ginzburg (1909-44), of Russian-Jewish origin, was the
first editorial director. Thanks to Ginzburg’s work as a critic and translator, Italy
received the first complete editions of many Russian masterpieces, including
Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina (1878) and major works by Gogol, Turgenev, Pushkin,
and others. During the later 1930s, when Italy allied itself with Nazi Germany,
Russian titles for translation were carefully curated by publishing houses. Works
by White émigrés and other critics of the Soviet Union were preferred.”® There
are always vested interests involved in choosing texts for publication; care and
prudence in the selection of reading materials for the masses were considered
crucial for social control. To fulfil the political functions of Italian Fascist culture,
selections were based on the positions of both translated authors and translators.™

11 For more on Paolo Nori’s active translation work, including his use of Emiliano, see
his regularly updated blog: https://www.paolonori.it/.

12 Luisa Mangoni, Pensare i libri. La casa editrice Einaudi dagli anni Trenta agli anni
Sessanta (Turin: Bollati Boringhieri, 1999), p. 403.

13 Pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Production (Cambridge: Polity, 1999), p. 222.

14 Pascale Casanova, ‘From Internationalism to Globalization’, in The World Republic
of Letters, trans. by M. B. De Bevoise (London and Cambridge, MA: Harvard
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After World War 11

Following World War II, Italians identified Russian literature with the Soviet
Union and thus the reading public and literary critics preferred texts with a
socio-political focus. Interest in Soviet-Russian culture, which had been banned
in Italy in the final years of fascism, grew under the Government of National
Unity (established in 1946). The Italian Communist Party (PCI), founded
and led by Palmiro Togliatti (1893-1964), who had returned to Italy in 1944,
after almost twenty years of exile spent mainly in Moscow, participated in
that government. This political situation, even more than editorial or cultural
considerations, produced a real flowering of pro-Soviet publications. Desire
for social control and moral education were the building blocks of the editorial
system in the second half of the twentieth century.”® Moreover, the ideological
and symbolic value that Soviet culture has traditionally held in Italy should be
emphasised. For this reason, from the postwar period until at least the late 1970s,
the choice of topics for public discussion in both the Italian press and in PCI cells
was almost exclusively dependent on the editorial and cultural institutions of
the left. This monopoly may have been pragmatically justified, since obtaining a
copy of a Soviet book was extremely difficult, almost impossible, if not achieved
through institutional channels such as the PCI and its organs.

Editori Riuniti
Until the early 1950s, the Einaudi publishing house dominated this sector
uncontested, as the sole firm with both the political support and the economic
means necessary to tackle a programme of translations and the widespread
dissemination of Soviet-Russian work. However, Einaudi’s owners manifested
little interest in the ideological discourse that these publications inevitably
entailed. Other firms with stronger political views lacked the funds to support
their own imprint in the nascent Italian publishing market. There was therefore
no serious competition for Einaudi until the appearance of two other publishing
houses: Editori Riuniti in 1953 and Feltrinelli in 1955 (both discussed below).
Editorial competition in a politically strategic sector, such as Soviet literature,
was a genuinely new feature of the Italian cultural landscape. In addition,
Khrushchev’s Thaw had brought relative freedom for Italian intellectuals to
enter Russia and engage in cultural exchanges with their Soviet counterparts
or with Soviet editorial offices and publishing houses. This meant publishers
could potentially obtain manuscripts which had not been filtered through the

University Press, 1999; repr. 2007), pp. 164-70.
15 See Gian Carlo Ferretti, Il mercato delle lettere (Milan: Il Saggiatore, 1994), pp. 69-86
and pp. 209-52.
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Soviet Embassy or the PCL In the postwar period, publishing rights for Soviet
works had to be granted by the Embassy of the USSR. This posed a practical
problem with significant political and economic implications. The question of
rights alone certainly explains little. Yet it helps to understand that in Einaudi’s
business plan, their alliance with the PCI, which was known to be indispensable,
but not binding, assumed strategic importance. Similarly, the Communist Party,
still lacking their own printing press, had focused on an external cultural
agency, a publishing bookshop (Libreria editrice del Partito comunista d’Italia)
established in 1921. Through such subtle social alliances, the publishing industry
appeared to bend to the will of the Party.

But other smaller publishers also took an interest in Soviet literature. Macchia
(in Rome) edited (from 1947 to 1950) a book series called ‘The Stalin Prizes’
(Premi Stalin), which included novels by Aleksandr Fadeev, Aleksandr Grin, Il'ia
Ehrenburg, and Aleksei Tolstoy, to mention only the most important names, as
not all Stalin Prize-winners were included. In 1948, two small publishing firms,
Rinascita and the Edizioni di cultura sociale, appeared: the first favoured works
by Marxist theorists, the second leant towards current affairs. Their publishing
business was impractical when it came to distribution and marketing. Edizioni
di cultura sociale did all of its editing, proofreading, and advertising in a room in
Via delle Botteghe Oscure (Rome), which was also the headquarters of the PCI.
In March 1953, Rinascita and Edizioni di cultura sociale combined to form a new
publishing house, Editori Riuniti, thus allowing the PCI a market outlet. Editori
Riuniti was a modern publisher, with a very wide-ranging catalogue, attentive
to political and trending texts and rich in foreign literature series, of which many
were Soviet-Russian titles. Hence Editori Riuniti soon became one of Einaudi’s
main competitors, even forcing the latter to abandon important plans, such as
the projected publication of Vladimir Maiakovskii’s Letters (1958) (Perepiska),
or IIia Ehrenburg’s Uomini Anni Vita (published in Italy 1960-65) (Liudi, gody i
zhizn’, 1956-60). It was Editori Riuniti who, between 1956 and 1960, published
Gorky’s Collected Works (Sobranie sochinenii) in Italian in twenty volumes, and
also Maiakovskii’s eight-volume Works (sochinenii) in 1958. Its series ‘Le opere
e i giorni’ (Works and Days) and ‘Scrittori del realismo’ (Realist Writers) were
devoted exclusively to Soviet-Russian literature. Italian readers discovered Soviet
authors through these cheaply produced editions, which were sold everywhere
from bookshops to newspaper kiosks, often with primitive graphics and at low
Pprices.

1956 marked a turning point, when Khrushchev’s cultural Thaw
transformed the intellectual environment in the Soviet Union. A period of
détente in international diplomatic relations and revisions to internal policies
followed. The important process of rehabilitating victims of Stalin’s repression
in the Soviet Union led to the publication there of previously banned works;
persecuted and censored authors could now be discussed. The world followed
Thaw literature attentively, and Editori Riuniti published a series titled “Scrittori
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sovietici’ (“Soviet Writers’ (1961-65)), which set works by contemporary
authors alongside newly rehabilitated 1920s writers. Ehrenburg’s memoirs, so
controversial at home, were published by Editori Riuniti in six volumes; so, too,
were poems by Evgenii Evtushenko (Babii Iar, 1961) and Andrei Voznesenskii
(Antimiry, 1961). Prose translations included Isaak Babel's Red Cavalry
(Konarmiia, 1926), Nikolai Zabolotskii’s ‘Columns” (Stolbtsy, 1929), Aleksandr
Grin’s Scarlet Sails (Alye parusa, 1923), Vsevolod Ivanov’s Armoured Train 14-69
(Bronepoezd 14-69, 1927), Bulat Okudzhava’s Good-bye, Schoolboy! (Bud’ zdorov,
shkoliar!, 1961), and the epic novel by the 1965 Nobel Prize laureate, Mikhail
Sholokhov, And Quiet Flows the Don (Tikhii Don, 1928-32).

The 1960s saw Editori Riuniti gradually gain autonomy from the Communist
Party as it became increasingly professionally structured and economically
viable. In the 1970s, two new series appeared, the ‘David’, which showcased
contemporary fiction (including emerging talents Valentin Rasputin, Vasilii
Aksenov, Vasilii Shukshin and Iurii Trifonov), and the “Universale’, which
consisted of paperback reprints. The mid-1980s marked the onset of a crisis for
Editori Reuniti, which had traditionally focused on social issues, with economic
problems forcing it to reduce its fiction output. The collapse of old ideologies
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union changed the traditional market; Editori
Riuniti underwent many changes in ownership. It seems reasonable to say that
the Communist Party had established the publishing house Editori Riuniti
because of its failure to ally itself politically with Einaudi. This project, so
attractive on Liberation Day (25 April 1945), collapsed during the Cold War.
Soviet and Russian writing (not confined to literary fiction) had represented
both a strategic node and a weak point in that internal pact that the Italian
Left made with the publishing industry. Italy’s left-leaning publishers had
conferred value and legitimacy on the Soviet Union in its incessant struggle for
international power.'®

Einaudi and Feltrinelli

Russian literature played a fundamental role in Einaudi’s later development,
as well as that of the ill-fated Riuniti. After World War II, the publishing house
had welcomed twentieth-century Russian writers, thanks to Ettore Lo Gatto,
Tommaso Landolfi and Angelo Maria Ripellino (1923-78), whose high-quality
translations had revealed to Italian audiences the existence and aesthetic value
of Russian poetry and prose. Pietro Zveteremich (1922-92), a translator and
literary critic, played a significant role in liaising between the Communist Party
and Einaudi. In 1945, he was summoned to Turin by the publishing house as
their main consultant for Soviet writing. From this point onwards, his editorial

16 Pascale Casanova, ‘The Small Literatures’, in The World Republic of Letters, pp.
175-90.
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decisions were politically informed, aimed at a convergence between Party
goals and publishing activity. A member of the Communist Party, Zveteremich
was also editor-in-chief of Cultura sovietica, the journal of the Italian Society for
Cultural Relations with the USSR. He immediately prepared a rich programme of
translations, which included little-known modern Russian and Soviet literature,
such as Konstantin Simonov’s novel Days and Nights (Dni i nochi, 1944).”
However, many of the proposed books were not translated: Zveteremich’s list
was sharply criticised by Elio Vittorini, who had helped to connect him with
Einaudi. Vittorini felt that Zveteremich’s choice of authors was influenced by the
latter’s links with the Soviet Embassy.'®

The need to contain the influence of the Communist Party led Einaudi to
supplement Party loyalists with his own ‘internal’ intellectuals. Zveteremich’s
work was overseen by writers such as Giovanni Nicosia, the translator of II'f
and Petrov’s novel One-Storied America (Odnoetazhnaia Amerika, 1936) as The
Country of God (Il paese di Dio, 1947), and Cesare Pavese (1908-50), the poet,
novelist, and literary critic, who was employed by Einaudi as an editor and
translator (from English). The publishing house also worked with freelance
literary agents and translators, as with Franco Venturi (1914-94), the historian
and author of the important monograph Il populismo russo (History of Russian
Populism, 1952), and resident in Moscow since 1947. From Moscow, Venturi
reported on intellectual debates and literary developments to Felice Balbo
(1914-64), manager of Einaudi’s philosophy series, Giuseppe Berti (1901-79),
Secretary of the Italy-USSR Association, and Emilio Sereni (1907-77), a writer
and PCI member. Venturi’s insider input allowed Einaudi to bypass the PCI’s
advocacy for the publication of specific Soviet works. In fact, difficult relations
with the Party pushed Einaudi to distance the press from the former’s influence,
especially in strategic, politically sensitive sectors. This is the context of the affair
surrounding The Flower of Russian Verse (Il fiore del verso russo),” a 1949 poetry
anthology edited by Renato Poggioli (1907-63). This publication aroused the
ire of PCI leaders because of the editor’s decision to include ‘decadent’ poets,
such as Blok, Akhmatova, and Mandel’shtam, and his critical approach to Soviet
poetry. The anthology was problematic on both a cultural and political level;
it was assessed on a political basis as defiant of the Soviet Union. Poggioli, a
Florentine scholar of Russian studies, also a Jew with strong anti-Fascist views,
had in 1938 emigrated to the USA, where he became a professor at Brown
University (and later at Harvard). Italian critics, insisting on interpreting the
anthology in terms of Soviet and anti-Soviet opposition, accused him of choosing

17 Konstantin Simonov, I giorni e le notti [ Days and Nights] (Turin: Einaudi, 1946).

18 Luisa Mangoni, Pensare i libri: la casa editrice Einaudi dagli anni trenta agli anni
sessanta [ Thinking about Books, Einaudi Publishing House from the Thirties to the
Sixties] (Turin: Bollati Boringhieri, 1999), pp. 214-18, pp. 328-29.

19 I fiore del verso russo: Da Pushkin a Pasternak un secolo di poesia, ed. by Renato
Poggioli (Turin: Einaudi, 1949).
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yesterday’s poetry. The furore over this anthology caused a crisis within the
Einaudi publishing house, exposing its relationship with the Communist Party.
The Party’s Secretary, Palmiro Togliatti, Minister of Justice from 1945 to 1946
and a member of the Constituent Assembly of Italy, decided to withdraw his
own collected works from Einaudi as a result of the controversy. Poggioli’s
anthology had exposed the failure of Einaudi’s agreement with the Communist
Party regarding the publication of Soviet works, and the Party’s control over
left-leaning cultural production was seriously challenged.

Zveteremich, who would later harshly criticise The Flower of Russian Verse
(he even referred to Akhmatova as “a limited parlour poetess”), left Einaudi
two years after its publication. In 1953, the year of Stalin’s death, Vittorio
Strada (1929-2018) joined Einaudi’s editorial staff in Milan. Keenly observant
of cultural changes in the USSR, he soon proposed the translation of a novel
which had provoked intense controversy in the Soviet press. Its title would
christen the entire era: The Thaw (Ottepel’) by Il'ia Ehrenburg. This novel had
been published in 1954 in Moscow and by January 1955, The Thaw was already
available in Italian translation from Einaudi®® After its appearance, Strada’s
work became more complex and structured. Thanks to his private contacts, he
could suggest other titles related to the new Soviet cultural atmosphere. In 1958
he moved to Moscow, where he began the ultimately unsuccessful project of
translating Evgenii Zamiatin’s dystopian novel We (My, 1924), which the Soviet
government had refused to publish in 1921. We had been published in 1955
(translated by Ettore Lo Gatto) by a small publishing house (Minerva Italica),
but only in 1963 would the novel enjoy wide circulation, thanks to Feltrinelli’s
reprint of this edition. New translations appeared only as recently as 2013 (by
Alessandro Niero, for Voland) and 2021 (by Alessandro Cifariello, for Fanucci).

However, while increased competition enhanced readers” access to literary
texts, it did not guarantee publishers exclusive rights. The USSR was not a
signatory to the Berne Convention, which regulated the transfer of rights within
Europe. This created tempting opportunities for economic profit, since the first
publishing house to publish any Soviet work within thirty days of its release in
the USSR gained exclusive European rights to that publication. On the other
hand, the potential for commercial gain from Soviet fiction provoked ruthless
competition that was resolved more than once with the publication of duplicate
translations. For example, Viktor Nekrasov’s novel, In the Hometown (V rodnom
gorode, 1955), which criticised the Soviet bureaucratic system, was translated
in the same year as its release under two different titles by both Strada (Nella
cittd natale) and Zveteremich (Nella sua cittd), which had been commissioned by
Einaudi and Feltrinelli respectively.

20 Ilja Ehrenburg, Il disgelo, trans. by C. C. (Torino: Einaudi, 1955). Clara Coisson
(1896-1981), the translator, started working for Einaudi in 1949.
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For both Feltrinelli and Einaudi, Soviet literature was a key element of
their ‘editorial strategy’; Zveteremich’s appointment to the latter was a factor
in their competing ambitions. The Nekrasov affair and the need to outdo
Einaudi induced Feltrinelli to hire Sergio D’Angelo (1923-2023), a journalist
from Radio Moscow, as a literary talent scout in Russia. Famously, D’Angelo
received the manuscript of Boris Pasternak’s novel Doctor Zhivago, published for
the first time in any language by Feltrinelli in 1957 in Zveteremich’s translation.
Competition for this book even extended beyond the border, forcing the
translator to deliver the Italian version within a few weeks, in order to snatch
the rights from Gallimard. This fortunate and even unscrupulous negotiation
that allowed Giangiacomo Feltrinelli (1926-72), a small Milanese publisher
specialising in political works, to secure the world rights to a famous novel, has
been reconstructed thanks to numerous archival materials recently published
in Russia.?! The uproar resulting from its publication, followed by the award
of the Nobel Prize to Pasternak in 1958, was a huge success for Feltrinelli, and
Doctor Zhivago is still a significant part of the firm’s cultural capital. Pasternak’s
novel, censored in the USSR, stimulated very heated debate in Italy, where the
Left-leaning ‘“intelligentsia’ vented still-unresolved issues from the discussions
of 1956, when the Soviet invasion of Budapest had caused deep internal rifts
in the international Communist bloc. The leadership of the PCI was called
upon to intervene by Khrushchev himself—in vain. The publisher and the
translator defended Zhivago against any censorship attack. Later, Zveteremich
was marginalised by the Party, but continued to work as an editor and translator
and, from 1972 until his death, he taught Russian literature at the University
of Messina. In 1957, in addition to Zhivago, he translated Chekhov’s notebooks
(Zapisnye knizhki doktora Chekhova, 1899)% and planned (but never completed)
an anthology of contemporary Russian poets (his riposte to The Flower of Russian
Verse). Feltrinelli, however, secured another world premiére in 1958 with the
publication of Boris Pasternak’s Autobiography (Biograficheskii ocherk, 1956;
Autobiografia e nuovi versi) along with the poet’s last poems, translated by Sergio
D’Angelo.

It was probably the competitive pressure exerted by Feltrinelli that pushed
Einaudi to appoint a scholar to manage its Russian literature titles. On the advice
of Renato Solmi (1927-2015), a Marxist historian who had worked from 1951 to
1963 as an editor for Einaudi, Angelo Maria Ripellino (1923-78), a university
professor and a fine connoisseur of classical and early twentieth-century Russian
literature, joined the editorial staff. Called upon to judge Strada’s proposals, he
might have helped the latter to continue translating Thaw literature, but their

21  Doktor Zhivago: Pasternak, 1958, Italia, Antologia [ Anthology], ed. by Stefano
Garzonio and Alessandra Reccia (Moscow: Reka vremen, 2012).

22 Anton Chekhov, I quaderni del dottor Cechov. Appunti di vita e letteratura di A. P.
Cechov [Dr. Chekhov’s Notebooks. Notes on Life and Literature] (Milan: Feltrinelli,
1957).
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interests diverged sharply. Whereas Einaudi already had plans for translating
Soviet-Russian publications of both literature and theoretical criticism, Ripellino
was heavily invested in the dissemination of classical authors and works, such
as the then almost unknown Nikolai Leskov or Pushkin’s narrative poems and
Little Tragedies (Malenkie tragedii, 1830), as opposed to those by Modernist and
avant-garde poets. Although, due to the USSR’s political heft in Italy at the time,
Soviet-Russian works were generally very successful, the public showed little
interest in Pasternak’s poems (edited by Ripellino) just weeks before Zhivago
appeared.” The most complete collection of Pasternak’s poetry in Italian was
thus lost in the raucous debate over his novel. As an esteemed author of critical
essays about the Russian avant-garde, Ripellino was intellectually close to the
‘Einaudian school’, distinguished by the rigour and care he put into his work and
the erudition and aptitude with which he pursued his project of popularising
Russian literature. But Strada’s and Ripellino’s roles in the diffusion of Soviet-
Russian culture were very different. Strada, like Zveteremich before him, helped
to connect Soviet literature to Europe’s moments of complex political transition
between 1956 and 1989. Ripellino, however, can without exaggeration be said
to have determined the public and academic image that we still have today of
classical and modern Russian literature.

Italy’s special bond with Russia was once again evident in 1964 when Anna
Akhmatova obtained permission to travel abroad for the first time since the 1917
Revolution. Her first trip was to Italy, including Rome and Sicily. In the latter, she
was awarded the Etna-Taormina Literary Prize. During this trip the poetess met
Carlo Riccio (1932-2011), a scholar of Russian literature, to whom she gave the
complete typescript of her poems Requiem (Rekviem, 1935-40) and Poem Without
a Hero (Poema bez geroiia, 1940-60). Based on these manuscripts and notes, Riccio
drafted a translation which Akhmatova read and approved. Thus, these poems
were released for the first time, together with the Russian text of her final draft,
by the publisher Einaudi in 1966.%

The failure of left-wing intellectuals” post-1945 cultural plan was already
clear by the late 1950s, with cultural issues relegated to the publishing industry
and political policies entrusted to the Party. This polarisation increasingly
pushed discourse on Russian and Soviet literature into academia or drowned
it with the “background noise” of political debate.” In Italy, many publishing
houses helped to popularise Russian literature. Eridano Bazzarelli (1921-2013),
a professor of Russian literature at the State University in Milan, edited a
new ‘Scrittori sovietici’ series for Mursia, between 1972 and 1988. This series
introduced Italian readers to more contemporary authors, such as Chinghiz
Aitmatov, Valentin Rasputin, Vasilii Belov, Iurii Trifonov, and Bulat Okudzhava.

23 Boris Pasternak, Poesie [Poems], ed. by A. M. Ripellino (Turin: Einaudi, 1957).

24 Anna Akhmatova, Poema senza eroe e altre poesie, ed. by Carlo Riccio (Turin:
Einaudi, 1966).

25 Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, pp. 180-212.
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An ideologically distinct approach, critical of official Soviet culture, was
formulated by the ‘Russian Gateways’ (Propilei russi) series edited from the late
1970s onwards by the publishing cooperative La Casa di Matriona (Matriona’s
Place), the editorial branch of a Catholic organisation named after Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn’s novella (Matrionin dvor, 1963).

From the mid-1980s onwards, Russian literature gradually lost its centrality
to Italian translation publishing, which was overwhelmed by the collapse of
the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, in 1994 the small publishing house Voland
appeared in Rome; its name derives from the Satanic villain of Bulgakov’s
novel, The Master and Margarita (Master i Margarita, 1928-40). Voland intended to
publish authors from Eastern European countries exclusively, but the publisher
was soon forced to acknowledge market demand and to include other authors
in its catalogue. Thanks to the success of its translations of novels by the Belgian
writer Amélie Nothomb, Voland avoided bankruptcy and has continued to
publish Slavic authors (including Evgenii Zamiatin, Valerii Briusov, Konstantin
Vaginov, Aleksandr Kuprin, Aleksandr Sharov, Vladislav Otroshenko, Zakhar
Prilepin, Marina Stepnova, the Bulgarian Georgi Gospodinov and many others).

Translating Eugene Onegin

The history of Italian translations of Pushkin’s novel in verse Evgenii Onegin
stretches back to a version created in 1856, by an Italo-French poet, Luigi Delatre
(1815-93), with the aid of Pushkin’s friend Petr Viazemskii (1792-1878). The
most recent translation (Milan: Oscar Mondadori, 2021) is by Giuseppe Ghini
(b. 1957), a professor at the University of Urbino, who has tried to restore
the rhythm and linguistic density of the original. Delétre insisted upon the
translator’s right to diverge from the original text in order to clarify obscure
points, remove unnecessary details, and so on (a not untypical view for his
era). Delatre’s version occasionally eliminates epithets, explicates the author’s
ideas (!), deletes descriptions which he felt impeded the narration, and even
shifts the chapter order when it violates his notion of logic. We can only
imagine how readers responded to this revised Evgenii Onegin, as there are no
reviews. Luckily, many other translations followed, including the first in verse
format (non-rhyming hendecasyllable) in 1906, by Giuseppe Cassone. The
hendecasyllable, the classic metre of Italian poetry, was also selected by Ettore
Lo Gatto for his 1937 verse translation of Pushkin’s poem, as mentioned above.
Lo Gatto’s translation was praised by Viacheslav Ivanov, Mikhail Osorgin (1878-
1942), and numerous scholars. Republished in 1950 by Einaudi, this version is
considered definitive and was often reprinted. Despite the flattering reviews,
Lo Gatto, evidently wishing to make Onegin more appealing to Italian readers,
published a prose version of Pushkin’s poem (Milan: Mursia, 1959), which
was lexically not very different from the verse one. Critics failed to show much
interest in his Onegin dialectics. Other translations have appeared over the years,
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but none was more controversial than the 1975 version by the poet Giovanni
Giudici (1924-2011). During his first visit to Russia in 1966, Giudici decided to
translate Pushkin’s poem into Italian verse. He did not know the language very
well, so he worked with Giovanna Spendel, a professor of Russian literature at
Milan’s State University, to co-produce an edition of Pushkin’s poems with the
publisher Mondadori.?® His first translation of Evgenii Onegin appeared in 1975
(Milan: Garzanti). Keen to reproduce the original iambic tetrameter, Giudici
preferred lines of nine rather than eleven syllables since he considered the
former metrically equivalent to the Russian form. Scholarly reception was harsh.
Many Slavists soon pointed out mistakes, oversights, and various imperfections
in Giudici’s translation. This criticism did tend to unfairly ignore the positives
of the translation, as noted by outstanding specialists in Italian culture, such
as Gianfranco Folena (1920-92) and Gianfranco Contini (1912-90), and poets
like Franco Fortini (1917-94) and Giovanni Raboni (1932-2004). Despite the
critical response, Giudici continued to revise his translation for several years,
and new editions appeared in 1983 and in 1984 (Milan: Garzanti), which he then
re-published in a new version in 1990 and reviewed once again in 1999.%

Conclusion

When we analyse the flows of translations in the light of power relations between
languages, we facilitate better understanding of historical change. A country’s
loss of prestige or power, and the resulting diminution of its language’s status,
has consequences for the level of translation activity. After the collapse of Soviet
Communism, the international position of the Russian language underwent this
kind of abrupt change: the number of translations from Russian in Italy dropped
very sharply, and this drop was accompanied by a sharp rise in the number of
foreign translations published in Russia.? In 1991, the collapse of the Soviet Union
and the transformation of the Italian Communist Party into a social-democratic
‘Democratic Party of the Left” had, among many other consequences, the effect
of stripping Russian literature of its protected status. There were no longer
any special channels or funds for translating Soviet authors, and Russophone
writers had to compete for their place in the book market just like everyone

26 Aleksandr Pushkin, Viaggio d’inverno e altre poesie, ed. by Giovanni Giudici and
Giovanna Spendel (Milan: Mondadori, 1985).

27  Giovanni Giudici, Eugenio Onieghin di Aleksandr S. Pushkin in versi italiani (Turin:
Fogola Editore, 1990; Milan: Garzanti, 1999). Gianfranco Folena contributed the
Introduction.

28 Johan Helbron and Gisele Sapiro, ‘Translation: Economic and Sociological
Perspectives’, in The Palgrave Handbook of Economics and Language, ed. by Victor
Ginsburgh and Shlomo Weber (London: Palgrave Macmillan 2007), pp. 373-402,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-32505-1_14.
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else. Canonical writers such as Tolstoy kept their consolidated place while new
authors had to fight for the chance to be read.

Dostoevsky’s bicentenary in 2021 and the many new translations which
appeared to mark it, including his Letters (the most complete edition published
outside Russia),” show how, thirty years after the end of Communist ideological
influence, and despite Russia’s increasing isolation from the European cultural
space, Russian authors can still inspire readers today with their talent for
psychological revelation and original insights on the meaning of human
existence. The success of Paolo Nori’s autofictional It’s Still Bleeding (Sanguina
ancora, Milan: Oscar Mondadori, 2021), winner of the Campiello literature
prize (Premio Campiello 2021), a biography of Dostoevsky that also describes
Paolo Nori’s own life, exemplifies this inspiration. Russian authors continue to
symbolise both the anguish of being human, and the courage of survival.

Poetry, which traditionally has a narrower market than prose, has maintained
its prestigious position within the Italian publishing tradition. However, the texts
proposed for translation have changed: for example, after a period of obscurity,
Maiakovskii’s love lyrics (but not his political poems) have re-appeared in
bookshops. In recent years there have been new editions of authors previously
regarded as of elite interest only, such as Marina Tsvetaeva, whose poems
of the 1920s, “Tsar Girl’ (‘“Tsar’ devitsa’) and ‘The Demesne of the Swans’
(‘Lebedinyi stan”), were translated, as well as her final lyrics (1938-41);® or
Osip Mandel’shtam, a great connoisseur of Italian culture and language, whose
essay, ‘Conversation about Dante’ (‘Razgovor o Dante’, 1967) was published in
a joint edition by three different publishing firms as Discorso su Dante in 2021 to
celebrate 130 years since the po