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Preface
After having received an intensive four-year training, I have realised what “becoming a translator” really implies. The art of translating is so much more than just mastering foreign languages and being able to render a text into another language. Translators have to be able to see beyond what is visible to the eye by putting the words in a context and considering the background of the source and target culture. This is exactly what I have aimed at in this thesis; at providing an “eye-opener” for those who are ignorant of the complex process of translating.
Having spent a lot of time in England and in Russia, these wonderful countries have served as a valuable source of inspiration and it was a true pleasure for me to apply my research to these two world powers. When choosing the subject of my Master’s thesis, my primary aim was to lay a foundation for future translators; to provide them with the most essential knowledge and insight that is required when translating. It was important to me to emphasise all the different variable factors that are of influence on the job of the translator in order to make clear that it is the duty of the translator to take into consideration the impact their work can have on a society.

It is, however, most unfortunate that the limited length of the thesis did not allow me to give more concrete examples and I sincerely hope that someone will continue this research. After all, translators deserve to know just how significant their work is.

Introduction

“United we stand, divided we fall,” as the rather optimistic saying goes. But can this be considered to be the general standard for all individual forms of interrelations? 

Two of the world’s most influential superpowers prove the saying to be partly wrong. England and Russia share a very rich history; a history in which the line between love and hate could not have been any thinner. They have fought with as well as against each other in various conflicts; they have been sovereign allies whilst at the same time inveterate foes. It is therefore very interesting and didactic to explore all individual fields of influence, to try to determine the actual causes, aims and effects of the Anglo-Russian relationship. Which factors help determine the conditions of the relationship? In which areas and to which extent are difficulties most likely to occur? And how could the Anglo-Russian relations affect society? These and many more questions will be answered in this thesis, in an attempt to form a reliable foundation of knowledge for translators. 

It must be stressed that, although the thesis will discuss a very broad timeframe, some periods are considerably more significant than others. In the introduction, an outline of the historical background of the relationship between England and Russia will be presented, beginning in the 18th century and ending in the 20th century. In the first chapter, two sections will divide the two epochs that are most important in this study, i.e., the interrelations at the time of the Soviet Union – from 1922 until 1991 – and the current relationship up to the present day. The second chapter will be similarly composed; the effects of the Anglo-Russian relations on mass media and literature will be studied in a timeframe covering the Soviet era and the following years – more concretely, from the 1920’s until the beginning of the 21st century. The third chapter will show to which extent the Anglo-Russian relationship may influence the art of translating. The section on the importance of political correctness will only refer to the contemporary world of translation; the impact on literary translation, on the other hand, will be applied to the situation during the Soviet era. Finally, the conclusion will provide a summary of the most important findings and a quick glance at the future; speculations on how the relationship between England and Russia may develop in the following years and to which extent such relations will continue influencing the other discussed areas of study.

Another very important matter to bear in mind is the way in which both countries are referred to in the thesis. Depending on many variable factors – such as timeframes, meanings, specifications, events, official sources, etc. – both England and Russia may be referred to in different ways. It is essential to comprehend that the thesis is mainly based on a comparative analysis of the situation during the Soviet regime and the contemporary affairs at the present day. The historical background is indispensable in order to gain insight and basic knowledge of the relevant issues, but it is not the core of the study. This explains why the title – and the majority of the information – denominates the nations as being England and Russia. Both countries, however, will also be called differently for several reasons. England, for example, will also be referred to as the British Empire, Great Britain and the United Kingdom. As will be explained, the British Empire stopped existing in the beginning of the 1920’s as it lost the honourable title of the world’s most powerful colonial empire. Along with the change in its influence and power, also the name of the nation changed. From then on, people talked about the nation as the United Kingdom, which is Europe’s largest isle, consisting of Great Britain – i.e. England, Scotland and Wales – and Northern Ireland. The reason why these references are sometimes inevitable has nothing to do with the timeframe, but everything with “political correctness”. The primary aim of this thesis is to discuss information involving only England; however, it was impossible to avoid using reliable sources that refer to the entire United Kingdom, and, of course, such information has to be respected. Russia, for its part, is by no means inferior to England. The way in which one must refer to Russia only depends on the relevant timeframe. Like the British Empire, Russia too can proudly declare that it has owned the title of Russian Empire. As will be discussed, after the Russian Revolution in 1917, the empire was subject to some radical changes, resulting in the foundation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) – also known as the Soviet Union. After the collapse of this union in 1991, the Russian Federation was established and at present day this is usually the notion to which the term Russia refers. It is essential to pay attention to these references in order to fully comprehend the given information about the research into the Anglo-Russian relationship.

This research requires much more than just an insight into purely historical matters; various areas have helped to determine the past and current interrelations between royal England and imperial Russia. Clearly, politics forms the most determining factor in these affairs and therefore lays a solid foundation for other fields and areas of study. Particularly in Russia, politics has regulated the world of the media, literature and translation for a very long time. In England, on the other hand, politicians rarely had the power to exercise very strict control over such matters, seeing that both authorities and the people strongly believed in liberalism and individual freedom.
 Nevertheless, to some extent English authorities actually did and still do act as a watchdog of particular affairs. In both England and Russia, journalism and press coverage have always played an important role in domestic as well as foreign affairs, and it is thus essential to subtly keep an eye on their developments. It is important to consider that politics too is based on a scientific foundation and it is therefore vital to first gain an insight into that particular basis. This is where history makes an appearance. Sufficient knowledge of the historical interrelations between the nations is a prerequisite for understanding current and future international affairs. After all, it is the knowledge of the past that guides us through the present.

A scrutiny of the most memorable historical events involving both England and Russia, is therefore essential in order to fully comprehend the background of current – generally tense – interrelations between the two superpowers. These usually derive from political matters, but affect a much wider range. The areas on which this thesis has focused are the worlds of publication – including the media and literature – and translation.
History has shown that many factors greatly influence the fields of journalism and literature. In the English media and literature this connotes that authors generally had to write about subjects and in a style that was generally accepted in a certain period. Politics and international relations often determined to which extent these factors were to be respected.
 English executives, and thus publishers, were predominantly concerned about the reception of their publications in other countries. The English authorities never really had the last say over the decision on whether or not to publish certain works, but sometimes expressed their disapproval of writings considered to be too controversial.
 In Russia, on the other hand, government control on publications has for a long time been inordinate. At the time of the Soviet Union both Russian and foreign writings were carefully examined and selected. As a result, a whole range of publications were censored and the majority even completely banned. Soviet literature, considered to offend the regime, found its way to the notorious “blacklist”, as did the authors.
 Foreign publications was even fundamentally to be prohibited; very often owing to strained relations with the outside world. In those times, many works and critiques were written, but only published in the 1980’s or often even later.
 This was the time when also English literature became popular in Russia. One must bear in mind that Russian authors and journalists were still not entirely free to write as they desired. Even today, press coverage is still somewhat supervised and journalists still need to be cautious when writing about Russia’s political ideology. These days, the act of publishing is no longer such an issue anymore; it is now about being prepared to take the consequences.

Such restrictions subsequently affect the world of translation as well. One may say that almost every book has been translated into English and, indeed, English has proven to be the world’s most common into-language.
 This does not necessarily imply that all translated foreign literature is to be found in English bookshops. Of course, referring to the act of translating itself, English authorities have always allowed translators to live in their ivory towers. Nevertheless, supervision is to some extent indispensable and it is therefore subtly implemented in the form of, e.g., proofreading and critiques.
 Russia, on the other hand, is notorious for its inordinately strict control on the field of translation. According to Prof Dr Tatiana Andreevna Schors
, head of the department of Germanic languages and professor of Russian and English translation at Moscow State Linguistic University, the former Soviet regime – in particular under the reign of Stalin – only allowed translators to work for agencies run by the government. Translations of blacklisted books were strictly forbidden. Foreign literature was first carefully selected and, if approved, translated by the translators most loyal to the Soviet authorities. It must be stressed that, in the years of Stalin’s rigid rule, almost no foreign literature was allowed to be translated; only technical, scientific and legal texts. With the fall of the Soviet Union and the foundation of the Russian Federation in 1993, this extreme form of supervision was considerably weakened. Nevertheless, to a certain extent, the job still exerts some limitations and even risks. Prudence is thus permanently called for in the dangerous world of translation.

The art of translating is so much more than just searching for the right equivalent for all separate words and rendering a text from one language into another. Without a thorough knowledge of the context and background information of texts, it is impossible for translators to produce excellent work. Besides the actual practice of translating, the theoretical part – known as Translation Studies – has also proved to be very useful. Over the decades, various theories have been developed, all of them ensuing from overall beliefs in a particular literary epoch. 

This is exactly why practically all fields of science play a role in the world of translation. Firstly, history is important in order to understand current developments and thus the broad framework in which texts were written. Politics too is essential, so as to fully comprehend the background and true meaning of writings. This field in translating has proven to be the most sensitive and delicate one, capable of causing much dispute. Hence the necessity for translators to keep abreast of these areas so that they do not have to be afraid of provoking an ideological war. Furthermore, familiarity with literary sciences is imperative to enable accurate rendering of the style of the original text. Every epoch in literature has its own guidelines and norms that should be respected to a certain degree. All these fields somehow affect each other, which makes a basic knowledge indispensable for devoted translators.

The research and findings of this thesis may be considered to be a valuable basis for translators and their translations. By first expounding a few of the most significant events in history – based mainly on literature and library research – a foundation can be laid for further, more thorough scrutiny and investigation. A profound analysis of both English and Russian newspaper articles and other press coverage will then give a clear insight into current political life, more specifically with regard to Anglo-Russian interrelations. In addition, interviews with experts in the relevant fields will shed light and bring to life all given information in order to comprehend all causes, objectives and possible effects of past, current and future developments. Furthermore, it is essential to give some clear examples by analysing and comparing both English and Russian writings. In conclusion, all findings will be neatly recapitulated and the future relationship between England and Russia will be discreetly speculated on.

It is clear that all the discussed information is indispensable in the world of translation and this thesis will therefore lay a partial foundation for translators who may rely upon this material when translating Russian into English and vice versa. After all, the first blow is half the battle.
Historical Background
As mentioned previously, some knowledge of the historical events involving both England and Russia is indispensable in order to clearly understand the grounds of the relationship between the two superpowers. England and Russia have never been able to decide what would be most beneficial; war or peace.
 As a result they were allies in one war – only in consideration of personal interests – and sworn enemies in another conflict. It is important to consider that most of the conflicts between England and Russia were based on ethical and political grounds, and rather rarely resulted in physical encounters.

According to Prof Dr Tatiana Valentinovna Brailovskaya
, a Russian historian and professor of English history at Moscow State Linguistic University, England and Russia have de facto only once fought against each other; during the Seven Years’ War, which waged from 1756 until 1763. This war was considered by many to be the first world war, seeing that some of the world’s most powerful nations at that time were involved and that it was fought on a worldwide scale.
 

The conflict was an immediate result and continuation of the French and Indian war which started in 1754 and was fought in North America. The war actually erupted from great animosity between the French and the British, who by then had conquered most of North America and its Indian society – hence its name, the French and Indian war.
 In addition to this encounter, Austria and Prussia also found themselves in a colonial dispute. In 1756, during the so-called Diplomatic Revolution
, Austria and France, supported by Russia, eventually decided to form an alliance against Prussia. The British Empire – worrying more about its own territories than about its ally – immediately decided to fight alongside the Kingdom of Prussia. Initially, this powerful alliance was entitled to claim a series of victories; however, despite their many conquests, the war dragged on for six more years
. Meanwhile, Russia had succeeded in considerably improving its artillery and altering its strategy. Together with Austria this reinforced Russian Empire was ready to turn Prussia’s tactics to its advantage. Finally, in 1761, Prussia and Britain seemed to have definitely lost the battle. However, after the death of Empress Elizabeth of Russia in 1762, Peter III – who clearly favoured the Prussians – ascended the throne, ordering Russian troops to withdraw and to end their participation in this notorious Seven Years’ War.
 The war went on until 1763, when the Treaty of Paris
 came into effect. Russia, France, Austria and Spain were defeated by the great alliance Prussia-Great Britain. The British Empire managed to establish itself as one of the greatest European and colonial powers.
 Many may wonder why Russia played such an important role in this conflict, arguing that it did not engage Great Britain personally in battle and even withdrew early. As stated by Prof Dr Brailovskaya, particularly Russia took the matter a little too seriously; it felt that England had been most hostile towards their empire and regarded the conflict as a personal defeat. Great Britain, on the other hand, had now been introduced to a new superpower; a considerable rival, that – they had learned – should be feared. And ever since, both countries consider these events as the official commencement of their relationship.
 Unfortunately, they had started off on the wrong foot…

One could argue, however, that it would be too optimistic to assume that the relationship between England and Russia only once in history had taken a turn for the worse and led to a conflict. Sadly, there have been numerous other battles in which the two empires “fought” against each other. One of these disputes arose during the Napoleonic Wars, which were waged from 1803 until 1815. Initially, Russia and Great Britain formed an alliance against Napoleon’s French Empire. Russia knew it was in great need of Britain’s aid; nevertheless, it had managed to turn its allies against the their empire. The rivalry was a direct result of the so-called Treaty of Tilsit, in which France put Russia under the obligation to stop all maritime trade with Great Britain. Because of the many defeats Russia had suffered, Napoleon had the power to force Russia into signing the Treaty of Alliance at Tilsit in July 1807.
 Russia was coerced to severe its relationship with Britain by adhering to Napoleon’s Continental System, designed to unite Europe in an economic war against Britain. It excluded British goods from Europe by restricting the import via maritime trade and therefore undermined British commerce and finances.
 

However, experiencing great economic difficulties, Russia saw itself forced to ease the stiff anti-British tariffs
. Unfortunately, it was too late to lick the deep wounds and the continental blockade eventually served as a casus belli
, further fuelled by Russia declaring its ports open to imported British goods. Changing its enemy from Britain to France turned out to be a stroke of genius, given that Russia received a considerable amount of subsidies from its British “friend” when Napoleon attacked Russia in 1812. Two superpowers had proven the saying “he that hath a full purse never wanted a friend” to be true…

The Anglo-Russian relationship between the two superpowers started to improve from then onwards. In July 1840, Russia, Britain, Austria and Prussia concluded a treaty at the London Convention in order to cooperate on the matters concerning the Dardanelles Straits
 and the Egyptian-Turkish war
. In the following years, Russia and Great Britain both took great advantage of their favourable relationship.

Nevertheless, they were not able to prevent yet another encounter that originated in the course of the Crimean War that raged from 1853 until 1856. In November 1853, Turkey declared war on Russia and Britain eagerly followed suit, mainly driven by widespread Russophobia.
 In this battle, Russia found itself alone against the so-called Allies, consisting of England, France, the Kingdom of Piedmont-Sardinia and the Ottoman Empire. The Allies protested against Russia’s aggressive policy in the Balkans and were anxious to teach Russia a lesson. Initially, the Russian army suffered great losses, but soon winter settled over the region, surprising the unprepared British soldiers. In the end, the Crimean War had not been advantageous at all, but had only caused death and humiliation in both camps. In 1856, the war was ended by the Treaty of Paris, forcing Russia to give up many of its territories and ambitions in the Balkans.

At the end of the nineteenth Century, England and Russia expressed opposite opinions concerning the present and future situation in Asia. This turned out to be a major point of argument that even today still lingers on, especially in the Iraq War. This is when the rivalry between the two superpowers rose to an extreme. It is important to bear in mind that, once again, this was de facto an ethical war, rather than a physical battle.

In 1907 – without the problems with regard to Asia having been entirely solved – the two countries signed a collaboration and peace treaty, called the Anglo-Russian Entente. After signing this agreement, both empires joined the Triple Entente – also known as the Allies of World War I, involving Russia, the British Empire and France. As a result of this convention, England and Russia allied during the First World War against the Central Powers.

In as early as 1917, the Russians threw in the towel and withdrew their troops from Europe, seeing that in their home country too all hell had broken loose. After the revolution of 1905-7, Russian citizens had discovered the general strike as a powerful new means to exert political pressure. Although the revolution had failed to achieve its ultimate objective – to overthrow the autocracy – different sections of the Russian population had made gains as a result of their social upheavals. They had succeeded in making the government promise to introduce a constitution with an elected government. Nonetheless, the powers of the Duma were very limited, which again led to general discontent amongst the Russian people. This tense situation eventually resulted in the February Revolution and later the October Revolution of 1917, leaving Russia weak and vulnerable.
 Britain, worried about containing German power and driven by the Red Scare, sent troops as well as money and equipment to fight communist Russia. However, exhausted after four years of war, the British army was forced to give up their battle against communism and withdrew from the conflict. By 1922, the communists prevailed, resulting in the establishment of the Soviet Union.

The following years, relationships between England and Russia became very strained. British authorities loathed the communist Soviet regime and the latter by all means tried to prohibit international interference. Matters kept on deteriorating as a result of the notorious cat and mouse game, called war scare
, exploited by both England and Russia. London authorities thought they would be capable of restraining German and Soviet menace at the same time by introducing an appeasement policy. The Soviets’ answer was loud and clear; they made a diplomatic bomb explode by signing the so-called Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in 1939, dictating a treaty of non-aggression between the Nazis and the Soviet Union.
 

Neglecting all condemnations, Germany attacked Poland on 1 September 1939, marking the beginning of the Second World War – in Russia better known as the Great Fatherland War. Initially, Soviet authorities had their way; the Germans first conquered France and invaded England. In 1940 Churchill declared: “The Battle of France is over; I expect that the Battle of Britain is about to begin. Hitler will have to break us in the island or lose the war.”
 And so it did, the Battle of Britain became a fact. After only a few months it became clear that the German Luftwaffe was losing the battle and Hitler was thus forced to abandon the invasion. Unfortunately for the Soviets, this implied that Germany would break the pact and attack the USSR in 1941. Operation Barbarossa had begun, initiating four years of the most brutal and destructive war in history – Hitler’s war of extermination.
 Banishing the strained relationship, British troops rushed to help the Red Army. After four years of terror, the Germans were forced to capitulate on 8 May 1945.

 Wartime alliances rarely persist once the initial threat disappears. It is therefore hardly surprising that the relationship between England and Russia weakened in the aftermath of the World War. Churchill introduced the notion of the iron curtain
, emphasising the division of Europe in a western and eastern front. The situation gradually deteriorated, eventually resulting in the antagonism of the Cold War, which mainly waged through diplomatic and ideological means rather than force – hence the name.
 The repressive nature of the Soviet regime no longer made it possible for England to co-operate with the USSR. When, in 1979, Margaret Thatcher came into power in England, the relationship with Russia went from bad to worse. Thatcher – sarcastically called the Iron Lady
 – was known for her defiant anti-Soviet policy. Surprisingly, when in 1985 Gorbachev seized power in the Soviet Union, Thatcher spoke of him as “a man I can do business with.”
 Gorbachev was clearly willing to improve Soviet relations with the West and openly supported new efforts at a détente. Gorbachev was determined to win the sympathy of England and, in 1986, introduced his Glasnost’ campaign.
 Literally the Russian term Гласность means publicity, but what it actually implied was openness and freedom of speech. This was a very important turning point for the Russian and world literature. After years of strict government control, the censures were lifted and Russian literature was allowed to bloom again. Continuing his diplomatic improvements, Gorbachev carefully unfolded his plans to carry through a whole range of reforms that were to be known in history as Perestroika. The notion перестройка – meaning restructuring – left no doubts; it was time for the Soviets to change course towards a mild form of democracy. In 1989, the Cold War finally came to an end and, against all expectations, the Anglo-Russian relationship became rather favourable.

After the fall of the Soviet Union on 25 December 1991, the relationship between England and Russia initially improved. Unfortunately, history was soon to repeat itself and matters began to deteriorate again. England and Russia restarted their notorious cat and mouse game, this time resulting from tensions regarding espionage, extraditions, political murders, etc. The continuous struggle for power between the two nations has turned into an awkward tit-for-tat row.
1. Anglo-Russian Relations

The Anglo-Russian relationship has always been a very difficult and delicate area of study. It is subject to many variable factors and influenced by a diversity of other fields. It therefore involves utterly complicated issues, making it impossible to declare  such interrelations as being generally friendly nor can they be called awfully strained. A thorough scrutiny is therefore indispensable in order to gain a clear insight into these matters.

As mentioned previously, the world of politics may be considered as a basis for a wide range of other fields and areas of study. Above all, it is vital to understand that political affairs have greatly diverged over the past centuries. The epochs that deserve particular attention in this study are the periods under the reign of the Soviet regime as well as the so-called new Russia and contemporary England. A comparative analysis of these periods will reveal a great dissimilarity and discrepancy in the relevant foreign affairs. In the first stage, a general survey will be presented, including an outline of the situation and political relations between England and the Soviet Union. This information is most essential in order to gain a distinct understanding of the grounds and causes for later developments and current relationships between the two superpowers. A wide range of present-day issues will be considered, including the relationship purely based on foreign political affairs and other contemporary problem areas – such as espionage, extraditions and political murders. 

All this information will be derived from various reliable sources. The theoretical study of the political relationship between England and Russia will be mainly based on literary and library research. The section with regard to the current relationship, on the other hand, will be primarily composed by analysing and comparing newspaper articles and other press coverage in England and Russia. Finally, interviews with experts in the relevant fields will help concretising the given information and will give an idea of the conception of the Anglo-Russian relations.

This entire chapter may therefore be considered as a groundwork for further research, involving the effects on the English and Russian media, literature and translation in the following chapters. It is clear that these notions may have a very broad meaning. It is most unfortunate that the research will therefore be limited to the most significant examples. In order to fully comprehend the information presented in the following chapters, it is indispensable to first look into the political matters and problem areas involving England and Russia. The most important, interesting findings of this study and the probable effects thereof on the worlds of publishing and translating will then be further elaborated on in the following chapters.
1.1. Anglo-Soviet Relations

The end of the nineteenth century – with the foundation of the British Empire – may be considered to be England’s golden age. Oxford-historian J.R. Seeley claimed that the expansion of England was indispensable in order to establish the nation as the most influential global power. With a view to substantiating his argument, he declared that “together with Ireland and Scotland a ‘Greater Britain’ had to be formed as to quit the scene of the US and Russia as incontestable world powers.”


 His proposal turned out to be a great success. For more than a century, Great Britain was the world’s most powerful empire, having established a large number of colonies. Nevertheless, when in 1921 the Soviet Union was officially founded, England’s heydays were numbered. The British Empire was forced to make way for a state that would become more powerful than it had ever been. This eventually emerged as a milestone in Anglo-Russian relations.

The Russian Revolution in 1917 implied that former foreign affairs, led by the Russian Empire were to belong to the past; any form of continuity with the old Russia was by all means prohibited and suppressed by the coming Soviet administration. Until 1953, the Soviet Union experienced a tempestuous development in its foreign policy.

In the first years of the Soviet Union, the communist regime considered itself to be the avant-garde of the proletarian revolution that challenged the established superpowers worldwide and, in this respect, there was definitely no room for diplomatic relationships. The still weak Soviet Union was, however, forced to pursue a pretended foreign policy, called peaceful coexistence.
 This was merely a tactical manoeuvre in order to gain time to allow the expansion of Soviet power and to cause rivalry amongst the imperial states. The coexistence was by many considered as a two-track policy. On the one hand, Soviet authorities thought they were in need of a normalisation of diplomatic relationships. England was the first nation to show its readiness to reluctantly engage in a relationship and initially sought rapprochement with the new Soviet regime, mainly taking into account the protection of the nation from German menace. On the other hand, this policy of normalisation was nourished by intentions to cause destabilisation amongst the capitalist nations. Soviet authorities speculated that soon a war would brake loose between several capitalist powers – particularly referring to England and the US.
 Initially, their wishes were granted, seeing that in the meantime in England many politicians, philosophers and even common people started to show great interest in a similar communist government, causing domestic trouble. They discovered revolution and civil war as a means of extorting freedom. Proponents considered the Soviet communism as “an instrument of radical policies and a more direct and accurate expression of democratic sentiments with a view to actually get things done.”
 But the Soviet policy soon became much more radical and even aggressive, and consequently the English enthusiasm for communism begun to erode by a growing perception of the political character of Stalinism.
 England now merely considered the Soviet Union as a convenient second string to its bow, but did not fully trust the communist regime. The nation realised that defending the country from fascist and communist threats needed to become top priority. The only way to achieve this was to collaborate with its former colonies, which resulted in the conversion of the British Empire into the Commonwealth of Nations, in 1931.
 The Soviet Union realised that the Commonwealth was partially founded in order to protect its members from communist influence. This understanding was interpreted in two very divergent ways: On the one hand, the Soviet Union was frightened by the idea of a major imperialistic bloc being formed; but, on the other hand, it made the Soviet authorities more self-conscious than ever, as they discovered that the Red Scare had started to spread itself throughout the entire world.

This notion – implying a great fear of communism spreading worldwide – was mainly introduced under the reign of Stalin (1927-53). His predecessor, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, had already expressed a bias against capitalist nations, but still thought his peaceful coexistence was the best option for the Soviet Union: 

“The capitalist and socialist camps may both compete and co-operate, and military conflict between them is not necessarily inevitable. Nevertheless, socialist states may interact, especially economically, with the capitalist world because in a long-term competition socialism will ultimately prevail.”
 
Soviet Russia now began to focus on weakening English powers. Via the Treaty of Rapallo, concluded in 1922 between Russia and Germany, Soviet authorities were determined to play England and France off against each other. In 1924 – after Britain’s first Labour government had recognised the USSR –, the notorious Zinoviev letter caused scandal during the British elections, leading to Conservative victory.
 Over the next few years, the situation continued to deteriorate and eventually England found itself forced to break off all diplomatic relations with Russia. Stalin saw his chance to exploit this situation and, in 1927, introduced the notion of war scare with Great Britain.
 The meaning of this concept has always remained controversial; two main theories have been developed over the last few decades. A first one claims that Stalin deliberately provoked the conflict in order to gain supremacy over the Soviet government. A second one fully contradicts this and argues that Britain was indeed trying to undermine the Soviet powers by severing its diplomatic ties and the possibility of an actual war could therefore not be ignored by Soviet Russia.
 The true grounds for the war scare will probably never be known; nonetheless, it is certain that the incident considerably prejudiced the Anglo-Soviet relationship.

In the following years, both England and the Soviet Union realised that the German menace was becoming increasingly more alarming. Both countries felt the need to seek rapprochement in order to collaborate against Hitler’s threatening expansionist policy, claiming more Lebensraum. In particular the British government – led by Winston Churchill – tried to win over Soviet support. Unfortunately, Stalin seemed more interested in Hitler’s fascist regime and he did not conceal the desire to cooperate with the notorious German fascist. In order to convince Hitler of his loyalty, Stalin introduced the ever so infamous Great Purges –  as part of his Great Terror – in which he is said to have “cleaned out” the government; in particular the opposition.
 The Nazi-Soviet alliance became a fact, but only lasted for a short time. When Hitler attacked both England and the Soviet Union in 1941, the latter nations saw themselves obliged to turn for each other’s support once again.

In the aftermath of the Second World War, England and Russia again proved that they could not stay on friendly terms for long, by starting the Cold War. Russia claimed that the conquest of the war was entirely owed to the intervention of its Red Army; an attitude England did not really appreciate. Soon the allies became inveterate foes again and – with Stalin continuing the spread of communism throughout Eastern Europe – the anti-Soviet feeling resurged. England started to express its concern about the great influence of Soviet communism and declared that it felt forced to undertake action.
 In 1946, Churchill introduced the Iron Curtain, dividing Europe into two large political areas.
 This also announced the two camp theory, based on the division of capitalist and socialist territories. This theory was in fact already been introduced in the first Soviet Constitution, but only led to a definite dispute in 1947.
 As if this was not enough to frighten the mighty Soviet Union, the West in 1949 concluded the agreement of a defensive alliance, called the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, or simply the NATO. The Soviet regime replied with their very own first nuclear bomb. The continuous struggle for power and arms race had begun.

The 50’s marked a period of “death” and thus the definite end of a few superpowers, including Stalin and the British Empire. It was obviously time for change... This change was implemented in Soviet policies by Nikita Khrushchev, who, in 1953, seized power in the Soviet Union. Khrushchev was clearly determined to follow a new avenue with regard to Soviet foreign policy and introduced a new meaning of peaceful coexistence, taking into consideration the “breaking out of the foreign policy constraints imposed both by the Stalin inheritance and by Western containment.”
 His peaceful policy involved de-Stalinisation and a mild form of democratisation, which implied that the era of bureaucrats had come to an end – theoretically speaking. Relationships with England now started to improve, as Soviet leaders realised that serious conflicts could easily lead to a nuclear war, destroying whole parts of civilisation. Khrushchev was convinced that the only way to avoid this was through the globalisation of international affairs. England prevailed and expressed readiness to start “cooperating” with the Soviet Union. This armistice was maintained until the end of Khrushchev’s reign.

Khrushchev’s successor, Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev, took over leadership of the Soviet Union in 1964 and was able to maintain it until 1982. During that period the relationship between England and the Soviet Union continued to be rather favourable. Brezhnev is most known for his policy of détente, which, in England, was well received. The Anglo-Soviet interrelations were therefore expected to stay amicable on a long-term basis.

Unfortunately, Margaret Thatcher – aka the Iron Lady – decided differently. Lady Thatcher claimed the honourable title of Prime Minister of the United Kingdom in 1979 and was able to maintain that power until as long as 1990, making her Britain’s first – and so far only – female prime minister. She is also one of the most controversial ones, especially owing to her strong belief in British nationalism and her famous iron will. She won three resounding election victories in a row for the Conservative Party and served these terms with great passion.
 She developed a “very special relationship” with the US President, Ronald Reagan
 and supported him in his anti-soviet policy. By collaborating, they succeeded in introducing the final end of the Cold War. Surprisingly, a remarkable reversal took place when, in 1985, Gorbachev assumed power in the USSR. She remarked of him that he was “a man she could do business with.”

When Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev came to power, Moscow for the first showed great willingness to introduce a total détente with the Western powers. This change, however, was so radical that the whole Soviet Union eventually came tumbling down. Gorbachev’s policy was based on three main goals: Perestroika (reconstruction and reform), Glasnost’ (publicity and openness), and even democratisation. With regard to great reforms in domestic affairs; Perestroika was meant to refashion all state institutions; Glasnost’ was to expose abuses of the system, opening opportunities to create new ideas and improve international relations; finally, democratisation would deal summarily with bureaucracy and autocracy.
 In order to reinforce his Glasnost’, Gorbachev sought rapprochement to the intelligentsia, writers and the press. This proved to be a milestone in the areas of journalism, literature, and translation, seeing that censorship became much more relaxed.
 Even more remarkable were his reforms in the foreign policy, which caused a clean break from the policies of his predecessors. Soviet leaders now approached the West with a friendly smile and willingness to give up Soviet foundations and fundamental ideas in order to improve interrelations. England – still led by Lady Thatcher – was most impressed and kindly accepted the offer of overture, resulting in a considerable improvement of the Anglo-Soviet relationship. After conquering the sympathy of England with his wide, joyful smile, Gorbachev introduced the epoch of the thaw – which turned out to be a very important period in the field of literature – mainly by promising to guarantee human rights and freedom of speech.
 The Anglo-Soviet relationship was warmer than ever before in history – the weekly magazine Time even chose him as the “man of the year”
 and, in 1990, he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.
 Regrettably, every medal has its reverse; Gorbachev was much more popular abroad than at home. Perestroika and democratisation were certainly not welcomed with open arms by the Soviet people. Furthermore, the policy inspired many of the Eastern European countries and, by the beginning of the 90’s, the majority had detached themselves from the Soviet Union. The discontent among Soviet citizens and the independence of each of the fifteen republics heralded the end of the Soviet experiment. Russia was now ready to embark on the foundation of a new order.

Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin came to power as the first President of the Russian Federation, serving from 1991 until 1999. He followed Gorbachev’s path of democratisation and, in 1993, proposed to draft a new constitution, resulting in a new set of fundamental laws.
  Soviet days were definitely over and a new Russian Federation was born. The Anglo-Russian relationship was initially most favourable; nevertheless, the past never stopped haunting the two superpowers and disputes soon flared up again – as will become clear in the next chapter.

The days in which the wishes of one lonely, indecisive Kremlin dictator were law belonged to the past; foreign policy – in theory – was now to be pursued through peaceful debate and constructive dialogue. It is very difficult to fully comprehend and therefore explain the grounds of Soviet foreign policies. Who will ever know what went on in the heads of the greatest Soviet leaders? Such political affairs have remained a closed book for a very long time. Today, many official Soviet documents and information have been released, but about the majority of Soviet events, crucial decisions and aims, the greatest secrecy will probably be sustained forever.

1.2. Current Anglo-Russian Troubles
After the collapse of the Soviet regime, the Anglo-Russian relationship initially continued to be rather favourable. Yeltsin seemed eager to follow Gorbachev’s avenue as regards foreign policy, because he knew that the newly born Russian Federation would need all the help it could get. England, for its part, felt it should give the novice the benefit of the doubt and cooperated with the newest federation on friendly terms. Nevertheless, the English government remained on its guard, as it was not fully convinced about Russia’s “good” intentions. Its main concern was that – once the Russian Federation considered itself ready to leave the nest and fly on its own – Russia would start its struggle for power again. As a result of mutual distrust, the everlasting “cat and mouse game” between the two superpowers was officially reopened. 

Under apparently constant tension, the Anglo-Russian relationship presents a very interesting area of study. It is a known fact that this relationship is beset by a series of significant problems that serve to undermine the confidence in each other.
 On both sides, suspicion started to grow beyond boundaries – some critics even talk about paranoia.
 What to do about such mutual distrust? Apparently, England and Russia found only one possible solution – espionage. Both English and Russian press have introduced the ever so notorious concept of the tit-for-tat spy row.
 This everlasting spy game had great, negative impact on the Anglo-Russian relationship, resulting in a wide range of disputes and vengeance.

Unfortunately, poor interrelations do not stop here. Many other factors have influenced the current troubled relationship. Especially politics has become a major point of arguing, mainly because of the elections that were held in both countries. England and Russia love to criticise each other’s electoral system and condemn each other of corruption during polls and the actual electing procedures. The recently “elected” British Prime Minister, Gordon Brown, and the former President of Russia, Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin cannot be called the closest friends and – considering Mr Putin’s successor, Dmitry Medvedev, is determined to follow Putin’s course – it is not very likely that this relationship is soon to be improved.

The Anglo-Russian relationship remains rather unexplored; there is a considerable shortage of expertise and resources devoted to the development thereof. Many critics explain this phenomenon by claiming that it reflects the fact that neither state has been a priority for the other.
 Nevertheless, it is important to gain a clear insight into this problematic relationship – in particular for translators as they are required to know the full background and context of texts that are to be translated. Therefore, in this part of the thesis the more current – tense – relationship between England and Russia will be discussed. This will mainly involve political affairs and election fevers, but also other common problem areas, such as espionage, extraditions, political murders and Russia’s bureaucracy. The research will be primarily based on a comparative analysis of English and Russian newspaper articles and other forms of press coverage as well as interviews with experts in the relevant fields.

It is general knowledge that most relationships between countries predominantly derive from political interrelations. The political systems of England and Russia could not be more different – in fact, they are almost two opposite extremes –, which very often leads to disputes and mutual recriminations. Serious value differences exist between England and Russia which undermine the interrelations. An increasing tension is emerging in the Anglo-Russian political relationship that is short of mutual confidence and, as a result, appears to constantly be deteriorating. During the last four years, England and Russia found themselves politically at opposite ends of the spectrum over certain issues.
 Especially with regard to personal relationships between the nations’ authorities, elections and Russia’s bureaucracy, the two countries permanently seem to be at loggerheads with each other and they are not afraid of showing their discontents. The media, of course, do not seem to mind such troubles, considering that conflicts between the two superpowers tend to raise people’s attention and make very interesting news.

But what do the English and Russian governments think about their poor relationship? According to Prof Dr Alexander Arturovich Sagomonian
, Doctor in the theory and history of international relationships at Moscow State Linguistic University, the nations do not give any priority to these issues. They will try to negotiate, but both will always be determined to justify their opinion and are not all that concerned about the relationship badly deteriorating because of this. They have other – according to them more important – matters to pay attention to. Mr Sagomonian also claims that the troubled relationship relies heavily on personal relations between the leaders of both countries. In the last years, the former British Prime Minister Tony Blair and former Russian President Vladimir Putin have been very critical about each other. When President Putin came to power in 2000, Tony Blair was seen by many as the most influential leader in Europe; a man of the future. Yet, six years later, Blair’s political stature had considerably decreased and Putin could not use his services any longer. From then on everything changed, with Mr Putin not shying away from seeking to embarrass Blair publicly. Experts claimed that “it may take the replacement of both Blair and Putin to provide a boost to elite level relations.”
 Nevertheless, the relationship has even further deteriorated when in 2007 Gordon Brown assumed power in the UK. The British tabloid Daily Mail reported that “the Foreign Office is said to be alarmed at the lack of contact between the two leaders, which has fallen to levels last seen in the pre-Glasnost’ era of Margaret Thatcher and Leonid Brezhnev.”
 Furthermore, both leaders have openly criticised each other’s electoral system – how they in practice take place in both countries – as being clearly undemocratic. In November last year, Putin talked overtly in an interview with G8 newspaper journalists about his opinion on the UK elections of 2007. The British newspaper The Times posed the following question: 
“Tony Blair has finally decided to give his support to Gordon Brown to become the new prime minister. Do you think this is the right choice? For your part, who would you like to see as the next President of Russia?” 
Putin impudently replied: 
“If you are hinting at Gordon Brown, he is not likely to become President of Russia (laughter). As for Russia, unlike in the United Kingdom, the President here is elected by Russian voters through direct secret ballot.”
 
Putin is clearly implying his discontent with the way in which Gordon Brown had seized power in the UK. In principal, Mr Brown had not been elected in the way democratic regulations prescribe, considering that the people did not have a chance to vote for their new prime minister. Indeed, Gordon Brown was only elected by the UK government and general elections were never held. This, of course, was the perfect counter-argument for President Putin in case Gordon Brown would criticise the Russian elections of 2008 as being fraudulent and not free. But Gordon Brown did not allow British officials to be led astray by that temptation; he would not grant Russian officials the pleasure. Nonetheless, – stubborn as he is said to be – Brown did want to show his doubts about the fairness of Russia’s elections by not personally telephoning the president-elect and not inviting him to Downing Street after his victory; although this is considered to be the standard procedure. Instead, Gordon Brown chose to simply send Dmitry Medvedev a short letter of congratulations. The premier's spokesman said that it was "too early to determine the prospects of Anglo-Russian relations, and that the U.K. would judge the new Russian leadership on actions and the results of those actions."
 Mr Brown eagerly added that the reasons for his reluctance are “the continuing strains over the murder of the former dissident spy Alexander Litvinenko in London and Vladimir Putin's refusal to extradite the main suspect to Britain.”
 It is clear that the Anglo-Russian relationship has far from improved and it is very likely that it will continue to be unfavourable for at least a while. It is now a matter of waiting for someone to take the first step.

Other problem areas – all, of course, somehow related to the currently poor political relationship – are all involved in the so-called tit-for-tat game
 between England and Russia. In fact, this term dates back to as far as the last years of the Soviet Union. In 1985, the tit-for-tat diplomacy between England and Russia officially began, when first the UK expelled 25 alleged Soviet spies and a few days later Soviet authorities replied with the expulsion of 25 English nationals. This – in comparison with later developments innocent – cat and mouse play between England and Russia lasted until 1996
, when another four British diplomats were withdrawn from Moscow, followed by the expulsion of four Russian diplomats by London authorities.
 Headlines proclaimed: “Spy scandal strains relations between Russia and Britain”.
 

For a few years matters seemed to have cooled down, partly owing to the dismantling of the infamous KGB – the abbreviation for the Russian Комитет Государственной Безопасности; in English, the Committee for State Security. In 1991, the KGB officially ceased to exist and in 1995, Boris Yeltsin – still President of Russia at that time – signed a federal law
, stating that the name should be replaced by FSB – Федеральная Служба Безопасности or Federal Security Service of the Russian Federation. This implied not only altering the name; the law also provided a structural change in the organisation, as well as a considerable expansion of the activities and rights of FSB organs. Initially, this alteration was considered to be a positive change towards democracy, leaving behind the corrupt and aggressive policy of the former Soviet security service, the KGB. Nevertheless, the radical expansion of its duties soon started worrying critics; especially the implemented articles that form a danger to human freedom and the right to privacy. One of the articles of the federal law states that: 
“FSB organs have the right to freely enter citizens' residential and other premises, plots of land belonging to them, the grounds and premises of enterprises, establishments, and organizations irrespective of their form of ownership in the event of there being sufficient grounds to believe that a crime is being or has been committed there.”
 
This, nonetheless, turned out to be just of minor concern compared with the actions the FSB was yet to undertake. In 1998, Yeltsin appointed Vladimir Putin as chief director of the FSB, resulting in yet another expansion of the service’s power. Under the lead of Putin, officials involved with the KGB or FSB began infiltrating into the political institutions of the Russian Federation. Olga Kryshtanovskaya, director of the Moscow-based Centre for the Study of Elites, declared in an interview with the Washington Post: 

“I recently analysed the official biographies of 1,016 leading political figures and found that 26 percent had reported serving in the KGB or its successor agencies. A more microscopic look at the biographies, examining unexplained gaps in résumés, unlikely career paths or service in organizations affiliated with the KGB suggested the startling figure of 78 percent.”
 
These figures are most concerning and suggest that the Russian population is under totalitarian state control. Critics claim that the FSB is much more powerful than the former KGB, alleging that the aggressive activities of the KGB – which were supposedly banned by the 1995 Federal Law – were illegally adopted by the FSB and even further exploited.

Three of the most famous among these numerous anti-Kremlin critics are Boris Abramovich Berezovsky, Anna Stepanovna Politkovskaya and Alexander Valterovich Litvinenko. All three of them have their own story, nonetheless, all closely related to each other.

Boris Berezovsky – one of the richest Russian oligarchs who mainly acquired his wealth by taking control of state assets after the fall of the Soviet Union
 – is known for his controversial statements, claiming that the current Russian government is one of the world’s most dangerous criminal networks and that the Russian authorities greatly resemble those of the totalitarian Soviet regime. After abusive declarations about the war in Chechnya, he was informed by Alexander Litvinenko – who also had expressed fierce critiques on the Russian government, in particular on Mr Putin – that Russian security services were planning an assassination attempt on him.
 Berezovsky decided self-imposed exile would be the only way to prevent from being murdered and he therefore fled to London in 2000. When he was granted political asylum in England, he saw his chance to further blacken the reputation of Vladimir Putin, accusing him of pursuing an authoritarian and, above all, criminal policy. After another warning from Alexander Litvinenko about a planned assassination, Berezovsky turned to an even more radical approach. He openly declared in interviews with English newspapers that he was determined to plot a new Russian revolution
 and that he would overthrow the current Russian regime by force.
 It is important to bear in mind that not one of his allegations against the Russian government has ever been proved. When asked about his sources and contacts, he claimed that they have to remain top secret, as he fears that each one of them would be murdered by Russian authorities if they were identified.
 In order to further investigate these matters, Russia, in 2003, asked London for the extradition of Berezovsky. This request was refused by English courts, which based their decision on two main grounds. Firstly, London officials were convinced that “in current circumstances, there is little possibility of a fair trial."
 Secondly, because of the fact that English courts are independent institutions and political interference is prohibited, the government in England is not allowed to make any decisions in such matters. This separation of judiciary and executive powers is very difficult for Russia to understand as their system is based upon a cooperation between the political powers and the courts – a system that is criticised by England, claiming that Russian politicians too often interfere in court rulings. According to the Court of England, the extradition of Berezovsky could not be allowed, as the evidence against him was not coherent nor convincing enough.
 The fact that Berezovsky is able to continue declaring such abusive allegations without London authorities taking action, is what bothers Russia the most. Russian ambassador, Yury Fedotov, told the English newspaper The Guardian that “absence of a reaction would have some impact on bilateral relations and create a ‘new situation’."
 Also President Putin personally – though indirectly – warned England at the Conference of Prosecutors General of Europe in Moscow, by declaring: 
“Russia is open for honest and non-politicised dialogue on human rights issues. We want this dialogue to focus on finding solutions to concrete problems. There are plenty of problems both in the West and in the East. But it is unacceptable to us that human rights issues should be used as a means of exerting political pressure or pursuing opportunistic aims of any sort … We find it hard to explain, for example, why some countries refuse to extradite terrorism suspects and even go as far as to give them some kind of ‘political’ status.”

It is clear that he is referring to England, accusing English authorities of conspiring with Berezovsky against his regime. Monaghan concluded that Putin remains convinced that the refusal was politically motivated and that, if the UK wanted to, it could arrange for the extraditions to happen.
 Reason enough for both countries to recommence their ever so famous tit-for-tat game.

One of the unfortunate victims of this ever-lasting game was Anna Stepanovna Politkovskaya, for a long time considered to be Russia’s leading radical journalist. Fiercely criticising Russian authorities, she was internationally admired for her fearless reporting on political scandals involving the Russian government – especially the Russian President. She won a large number of awards for her polemical writing for the Russian newspaper Novaya Gazeta. For a while she was stationed as a journalist in Chechnya to write reports on the situation there. She told the stories of people who had experienced the horrors of the war and the “peace” that was just as cruel.
 Afterwards she decided to make her battle for human rights and freedom a little more personal and wrote the famous – to some, of course, infamous – book “Putin’s Russia”. Since Ms Politkovskaya herself was cruelly silenced, she now relied on her book to speak for her. The synopsis of her distinguished work speaks very clear language: 
“From her privileged vantage-point at the heart of Russian current affairs, Politkovskaya reports from behind the scenes, dismantling both Putin the man and Putin the brand name, arguing that he is a power-hungry product of his own history in the security forces and so unable to prevent himself from stifling dissent and other civil liberties at every turn.”
 
Apart from the critical statements about the Russian Army, government and its president, the book is also an appeal to the Russian people to stand up and claim their civil rights. Unfortunately, in this fight for her people, for human rights and the freedom of her profession, Politkovskaya had to sacrifice her own life; she was shot dead in her apartment building on 7 October 2006. According to the Russian communist newspaper Pravda, she had predicted her assassination the year before by declaring at a press freedom conference in Vienna that “people sometimes pay with their lives for saying out loud what they think and people can even get killed just for giving me information.”
 Her death shocked people from all over the world. Fortunately, every cloud has a silver lining; her sacrifice strengthened her opinion on Putin’s criminal character and helped her provoke anti-Kremlin feelings throughout the world. The media and press coverage exploited the story of Anna Politkovskaya, knowing Russian murders always make a good story. Most probably, Anna herself would not have minded such attention as it serves her objective, for which she was willing to make great sacrifices. Not surprisingly, soon the key question arose: “Who is the mysterious thin man in a black baseball cap who murdered Anna Politkovskaya?”
 Editor-in-chief of Novaya Gazeta, Dmitry Muratov, told the commercial newspaper Kommersant that he had “no doubt that they will find Politkovskaya's murderers, especially since Novaya Gazeta shareholder Alexander Lebedev declared a 25-million rouble reward for information on the criminals.”
 It is not very surprising that suddenly half of the Russian population was made suspect. Meanwhile, Russian prosecutors charged nine possible suspects and Moscow Court took three suspects into custody. Unfortunately, they were still not able to point out the actual murderer. This particular person is, however, not the main concern of Russian and international prosecutors. What is more important, is, who was the mastermind behind the planned assassination? Two of the most investigated theories are that either the Russian government or Boris Berezovsky ordered the murder of Anna Politkovskaya. Many anti-Kremlin critics are in “little doubt that Politkovskaya's dogged, gloomy reporting on the sinister turn Russia has taken under what she called his ‘bloody’ leadership was what led to her body being dumped in the lift of her Moscow apartment block”, the Economist reported only a few days after the assassination.
 In an interview with Time Magazine, Putin calmly refuted these allegations by stating: 
“Politkovskaya did not play any significant role in the political life of Russia; speculations about her being dangerous for Russian authorities are nonsense. The murder of the journalist was a provocation against the authorities and she was chosen and killed as a sacral offering in order to arouse anti-Russian feelings."
 
With this statement Putin treaded on many toes; however, many prosecutors do believe Putin’s theory, that the investigative journalist was killed by anti-Kremlin forces in order to discredit Russia.
 One of those strong believers is Dmitry Dovgy, a chief investigator at the Russian Prosecutor General's Office
, who claims that exiled Berezovsky is behind the murder. He declared that his “deepest conviction is that Boris Berezovsky is behind the murder. The murder was not linked to her articles, but to her personality. She was so bright and in opposition to the ruling government, that she met Berezovsky and got killed.”
 Berezovsky publicly denied he had anything to do with the assassination of his “colleague” and emphasized that only the Kremlin leaders could have gained by the disappearance of one of their fiercest critics. Officials have not yet found any reliable evidence; however, it is rather peculiar that Berezovsky was named by a leading Russian prosecutor only a few days after the Russian Prosecutor General's Office announced that the killer – who will temporarily remain anonymous – of investigative journalist Anna Politkovskaya  has been identified and placed on the country's most wanted list…

The one person who was believed to have come closest to the truth was Alexander Litvinenko, a former Russian security officer who died on 23 November 2006, after having been fatally poisoned with radioactive polonium 210. He declared that he started feeling ill a few days after he had received important, revealing documents concerning the murder of Anna Politkovskaya.
 Before 1 November 2006 practically no one in England had ever heard of a man called Alexander Litvinenko. Nevertheless, he was able to radically change the relationship between his two “homes”, England and Russia, for the worst. His story has been told by many journalists and writers, who gladly offered the devastating stories of the mourners who had known Litvinenko. According to them, “their Sasha” had always been a very loyal and obedient servant of the Soviet/Russian authorities – whether it were the communists, Boris Yeltsin or Vladimir Putin. Surprisingly enough, it was Putin in particular – back then Sasha’s commander at the KGB – for whom he showed great respect and unconditionally admired. Whether or not these statements are true, it eventually comes down to one and the same truth; he started feeling humiliated by this “greater power” and turned from being a “humble and loyal supporter” into a “bitter, irreconcilable enemy” of the Russian government. To show his discontent, Litvinenko united with the number one anti-Kremlin critic, Boris Berezovsky, who he followed to England in 2000. From then on, Litvinenko became much more radical in his critical attitude towards the Russian authorities, and later on especially against Vladimir Putin, who was by then elected President of the Russian Federation. His accusations against the man he had once “looked up to” became considerably more abusive and offensive. He accused Putin of personally taking part in several contract killings, corruption, terrorism, and many more criminal activities.
 In July 2006, he even dared to accuse the President of Russia of paedophilia, in an article he wrote for the Chechen press.
 From his safe haven in London, he engaged himself in intensive polemics against his former colleagues from the FSB. Surprisingly, Litvinenko himself became rather famous in the criminal world he disputed so much, as he was said to be involved in a blackmail scandal.
 Taking all this into consideration, it is clear that many people would have had a motive to kill him.
 On 1 November 2006, the ex-KGB spy was poisoned with a fatal dose of radioactive polonium 210. During his stay in a hospital in the centre of London, his situation rapidly deteriorated and when he realised that there was nothing more the doctors could do for him, he whispered: "The bastards got me but they won't get everybody."
 With they he clearly referred to the FSB, under direct command of Vladimir Putin. Litvinenko himself, as well as his closest relatives, friends and colleagues strongly believed that the FSB executed the assassination on direct order of Vladimir Putin.
 Although such accusations were at the least unsubstantiated, the English press and even investigators seemed eager to believe Litvinenko and presumed that the Russian government was the “murderer”.
 British officials claimed that the murder of Litvinenko was “undeniably state-sponsored terrorism on Moscow’s part.”
 According to Monaghan, they “refused to rule out the possibility that Litvinenko was killed as the result of a politically motivated conspiracy involving Russian security services.”
 Russian authorities have always denied any involvement in the matter and accused English officials of searching for excuses to turn the dispute into another political conflict, and warned England that the issue could severely damage their relationship. Both countries started blaming each other for deliberately not providing sufficient cooperation in the investigation and withdrawing information. Whilst London and Moscow continued there mutual recriminations, other theories developed about how the former KGB officer had died. 
England’s main suspect still remains Andrei Lugovoi, a former KGB commander and now elected Deputy of the Russian State Duma. He and Litvinenko met in the hotel where the latter was believed to have been poisoned. Furthermore, traces of polonium 210 were found on the plane Lugovoi took to England and it turned out that he himself had been exposed to the metalloid. Lugovoi openly said that the former KGB spy was a "traitor, whose death was caused by his own reckless way of life and imprudent choice of associates".
 Reasons enough for England to request the extradition of Andrei Lugovoi from Moscow in order for him to face charges in London. Russia, however, refused this request, claiming that the Russian Constitution explicitly forbids the extraditions of Russian residents and may by no means be changed. Article 61 of Chapter 2 Rights and Freedoms of Man and Citizen of the Russian Constitution adopted in 1993, states that “a citizen of the Russian Federation may not be deported from Russia or extradited to another State.”
 With Russia still refusing the extradition and Lugovoi denying any involvement in the affair, the matter is not likely to be solved any time soon. 
Russia itself has come up with a wide range of possible theories. According to Russian officials, either British foreign intelligence agency MI6, exile Boris Berezovsky, or Litvinenko himself were behind the murder.
 In the first stages of the investigation, Russian prosecutors pointed their finger in the direction of Boris Berezovsky, accusing him of having masterminded the assassination of both Anna Politkovskaya and Alexander Litvinenko.
 These allegations were based on the fact that the London police had found traces of polonium 210 in Mr Berezovsky’s offices in London.
 Later, several sources declared that Litvinenko had been warned by the British secret service MI5 that his life was in danger because of his close relationship with billionaire Russian exile Boris Berezovsky. According to those sources, Litvinenko had fallen out with Berezovsky and had broken off all ties and cooperation with him.
 The fact that Berezovsky would have been humiliated by “his friend” and that Litvinenko was no longer wanted in his battle against the Russian government, would – according to Russian officials – form an acceptable motive for Berezovsky to kill his former associate. More to the point, the only way Litvinenko could still be of service was to allegedly be murdered by Russian authorities… Berezovsky, however, refuted these allegations, stating at a press conference that he "thinks the same people behind this plot [to kill him] were behind the plot against Alexander Litvinenko. Not only people in general, but Putin personally."
 
One of Andrei Lugovoi’s theories is that the UK is behind the murder of Alexander Litvinenko. The high quality Russian newspaper Rossiiskaya Gazeta partly supported that statement by publishing an article claiming that Litvinenko was “a paid-up MI6 agent.”
 At a press conference, Mr Lugovoi said that he believes “MI6 was involved in the murder because agents had been unhappy with the way Mr Litvinenko had boasted of his links to them.”
 "Even if MI6 had not done it itself, it was done under its control or connivance," he said.
 
The latest development in the case is the theory that “Alexander Litvinenko may have accidentally poisoned himself.”
 As a former KGB officer, Mr Litvinenko would often have come in contact with all kinds of arms and even radioactive substances. Possibly, Litvinenko had been smuggling the polonium 210 and accidentally exposed himself to the toxic.
Although many theories have been developed, mutual recriminations have been made, much dispute has aroused and the Anglo-Russian relationship has been put on the line, no one has yet been able to come up with sufficient evidence and it is likely that no one ever will.

It is obvious that all these unfortunate events have considerably undermined the already tense relationship between England and Russia. Ready-made answers and solutions are out of the question in these affairs; many disputes will probably remain unresolved. The worst part is that these controversies form a basis for more political conflicts and stimulate the tit-for-tat game in which England and Russia stand against each other, knowing that there may never be an odds-on winner. As long as both countries continue refusing each other’s requests, seeking political and legal excuses and blaming each other, the situation is likely to continue to deteriorate. Monaghan correctly argues that “Russian actions, such as depriving high-profile British visitors of their visas and putting pressure on the activities of the British Council in Russia will certainly not help restoring the relationship.” All the more so because both England and Russia attach great value to their countries’ pride and they are determined to persist in their demands. To the expulsion of four Britons from Moscow, England answered by expelling four Russian diplomats from London; to restricting visa issuing, London replied by further tightening up the conditions. Russia delivered the last blow by demanding that the British Council, the cultural arm of the British Embassy in Russia, closes its two regional offices in Saint Petersburg and Yekaterinburg, which were believed to be operating illegally.
 The British ambassador in Russia, Anthony Brenton, assured that by no means he would give up his battle and that he will ignore the Russian demands by persistently keeping the council’s doors open. Russia again warned London authorities that this conceited attitude would force the government to take action and – based upon the saying “it is dogged that does it” – continue the tit-for-tat.

What was most peculiar, was that the western press immediately fell in love with these exciting stories. “Almost every anti-Putin conspiracy theory is given wide media coverage in England, with few attempts to analyse it or test the credibility of its suppliers. This serves to warp our views of modern Russia and perpetuate politically heavy, yet evidence-light myths about it,”
 Monaghan argues. Any statement claiming that the Kremlin is one big criminal network will be published – and even further exaggerated and exploited – in England with a view to confirming the anti-Russia feelings amongst the majority of the westerners. English prosecutors failed to investigate the matters objectively; they refused to look at the whole picture. Instead, they tried their very best to proof that the Russian state was involved in the crime in order to foster their impressions of Russia. Monaghan’s conclusion sounds as follows:

 “It is important to maintain an equally dynamic understanding of this complex situation rather than slip into assumptions of “typical” Russian (or, worse, even Soviet) behaviour, as such assumptions merely serve to cloud our understanding of the real aims and intentions and therefore our ability to approach them effectively.”
 
Prof Dr Igor Vladimirovich Obraztsov, Doctor in Russian politics and sociology at MSLU, supports this statement:

“At the moment nor the Russian nor the English government has the full power to improve the Anglo-Russian relationship. Once the media stop thriving on biased publications, the people will be able to form an own opinion, without unnecessarily exaggerating the relevant issues, and problems between the two countries could much more easily be solved.”

It is most unfortunate that, in general, the relationship between England and Russia may certainly not be defined as being favourable. Many conflicts between the two superpowers have arisen over the past decades, leading to mutual reproaches. One dispute triggers another, which again provokes yet another one; resulting in a continuous tit-for-tat row. Nevertheless, many experts are hopeful that the situation will soon improve, even to the extent that England and Russia may be on friendly terms again. It is now up to them; who will take that difficult first step?
2. Effects on Publishing

Not only does the relationship between England and Russia have a substantial effect on historical and political matters; it also considerably affects a much wider range of fields. Unfortunately, the past and current tense relationship has had a rather negative influence on the world of the media. History has shown that the lack of freedom of the press may too often serve as a great source of discontent and opposition. Both in England and in Russia, the authorities have made it their right to exert pressure and implement state control on the media – in some countries more inordinate than in others. Especially in the beginning and mid twentieth century, this has led to enormous issues. It is a fact that the forms of censorship have become less extreme, but it seems that the problem is not entirely solved; it has merely took on another form. The relationship between England and Russia has become a determinant factor in these matters. How are journalists supposed to report on the political conflicts between the countries? It is clear that the English and Russian news agencies do not share the same opinion on the answer to this question. In democratic states, inordinate state control should by all means be prohibited; nevertheless, the governments do know – although indirectly – how to put sufficient pressure on the media life. In England, the press only gladly responds to the desire of the majority of the people to confirm their anti-Russia feeling by providing them with sensational – often magnified – stories. The Russian administration, on the other hand, prefers to be left alone and therefore tries to restrict the press coverage on the tit-for-tat with England. It would, of course, be wrong to excessively generalise such findings; but the next part of the thesis will show that the Anglo-Russian relationship had and still has the power to provoke such tendencies.
A more positive development has occurred in the world of literature. In the past, English literature in Russia – and to a certain extent vice versa – was most undesirable. For many decades, English writings were banned by the Russian censors. Nevertheless, both worlds of literature have always continued to exert a certain influence on each other. Russian writers celebrated the English literary life for its liberalism and English writers showed great respect for the few courageous Russian authors who claimed their right to freedom of expression. Nowadays, such influences are no longer taboo and writers are more than welcome to inspire each other. This has resulted in a considerable bloom of both the English and Russian literature; a significant step in the right direction, which will – hopefully – have a positive impact on the general Anglo-Russian relationship.
The findings in this part of the thesis derive from a research into the freedom of expression – or the lack thereof – in the English and Russian media and literature. Regrettably, it was inevitable to discuss a great number of negative effects of the Anglo-Russian relations on the relevant areas of study. It is, nonetheless, very fortunate that the chapter could be brought to an overall favourable conclusion.
2.1. Media

“Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers,”
 states the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations in 1948. Theoretically, this would imply that all 192 UN-members – including both England and Russia – are obliged to guarantee the people’s right to freedom of opinion and expression at any given time and place. In practice, however, on many occasions the majority of those members failed to fulfil these good intentions. England and Russia are certainly no exceptions to that rule. 

Freedom of speech is a very controversial subject, especially when applied to the broad fields of media and journalism. Investigative journalists are generally known for their great curiosity, their determination and devotion to the quest for the truth. Some people, however, prefer the world not to know about certain truths and therefore choose to “silence” the media. Over the past century, this silencing has been implemented in many distinct forms and degrees, some more drastic than others. 

The most radical form of media suppression was without a doubt executed by the early Soviet authorities – Stalin in particular. The era of Soviet censorship was officially heralded on the night of 24 October 1917, with the confiscation and burning of the latest issue of the liberal newspaper Русская Воля
, said to contain “libellous concoctions.”
 The entire media world was by then tied in by the communist government and under strict state control. In those days, only one rule applied in the state-governed media: “All news concerning the Soviet Union needs to be good news; news about the West was to be bad.”
 The media became the mouthpiece of the Kremlin and the Большевики
 and soon appeared to be the ideal means to mislead the public opinion, turn bad news into propaganda and to conceal particular harmful facts. These restrictions on publishing bad news about the Soviet government and the necessity to publish negative news about the “Wild West” were political strategies in order to make the Soviet citizen believe that they were living in the Promised Land. People were not able to see any harm in restricting the press in their freedom, on the contrary, they agreed with the authorities that banning certain newspapers and journalists was the ideal communist policy. This idea had been purged upon them already in the early days of the Soviet Union. Lenin wrote many statements, claiming that the working class would only benefit from these actions. One of these statements read as follows: 

“The capitalists (followed, either from stupidity or from inertia) call ‘freedom of the press’ a situation in which censorship has been abolished and all parties freely publish all kinds of papers.

In reality it is not freedom of the press, but freedom for the rich, for the bourgeoisie, to deceive the oppressed and exploited mass of the people.”

Political propaganda through mass media had by then become one of the most popular means of “guaranteeing the success of the constituent assembly”284. Newspapers that refused to cooperate with the communist government could roll up their business. Although Lenin was a very strong-minded politician and clearly ready to fight for the implementation of his communist ideas, he was certainly not aggressive towards his people – or at least, the working class amongst them. It was not until 1922, when Joseph Stalin came to power, that the Soviet policy started to show its most aggressive side. Stalin was determined to take full control over all Soviet individuals and institutions and therefore felt forced to take drastic measures. Nothing or no one was to stand in his way, certainly not the media. Through the 1922 Положение
, he stated that the state-governed organisation Главное управление по охране государственных тайн в печати
, or Glavlit, was established to bring together “всех видов цензуры” (all forms of censorship) of domestic and imported printed works; it was to compile lists of banned works, and was supplied with broad criteria – such as containing agitation against Soviet power – for proscribing harmful items.
 News agencies had lost all their rights; they were by then fully governed by a rigid Soviet state. Glavlit itself was not allowed to take any real action, its task was to search for and record all publications that may damage the reputation of the Soviet government. The organisation then had to pass on its gathered information to the security polices and secret services so that they would be able to prevent the circulation of those undesirable writings.
 When, in the late 1930’s, Stalin initiated his Great Purges, journalists soon realised they had become an endangered species. Secret services were not afraid of turning their hunt for harmful individuals into an aggressive struggle. Stalin’s Great Terror was meant to wipe the nation clean of dissident individuals, opposing against the Soviet state, and was enforced by means of trials, imprisonment and often even killings.
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Не болтай!                                                                               Do not chatter!

Будь на чеку,                                                                           Beware,

в такие дни                                                                              these days 

подслушивают стены.                                                              walls have ears.                                      

Недалеко от болтовни                                                            Chatter and gossip
и сплетни                                                                                 tend
до измены.                                                                               to treason. 

The image above is only one of the many Soviet posters that explicitly warn the Soviet people that it is best to keep their mouths shut – if not, they would have to bear the consequences as they would be convicted of treason. Unfortunately for many researchers in this area of study, most of the frightened Soviet citizens obeyed to this policy, and the few ones who did speak out, were brutally silenced.

It was not until Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985 introduced his famous policy of Гласность that the Soviet society literally “opened up”. Through his policy of openness, Gorbachev wanted to relax all forms of censorship by guaranteeing freedom of information and press. He even indicated that he would vouch for the freedom of dissent, allowing people to openly express their discontent with the Soviet rule.
 It is, however, important to stress that, above all, his “friendly” policy was, like all the previous ones, another political strategy. By means of granting the media more openness, he aimed at recovering the press’s reliability and credibility so as to make it useful again as a political instrument.
 Nevertheless, this promising aim was already soon put to the test. The 1986 Chernobyl disaster proved that the Soviet media were still not allowed to give priority to negative press coverage. In England, the media immediately raised the alarm to warn its governments and citizens to take precautions. In the Soviet Union, it was not until two days after the explosion that the state-governed news agency TASS
 published the announcement that “there has been an accident […] victims were taken care of.”
 This only showed that the Soviet fear of causing anxiety and distrust amongst its obedient people was greater than the desire to implement the intended policy of openness. There were also other drawbacks to Gorbachev’s Glasnost’. As mentioned previously, the campaign was initiated by the ruling Soviet party and not by the press itself. Therefore, the boundaries of the openness were set by the Soviet authorities. On the one hand, the policy had to provide the media with more freedom, allowing them to spread more accurate news; on the other hand, this news was not to oppose against the Soviet administration nor undermine the power of the ruling party. Underlining the continuing inviolability of the state control on the media, Sergei Roy – editor-in-chief of Московские новости
 during the Glasnost’ period – declared at a press conference in Vienna that in the Soviet Union, “the ruling party had the right to determine what would and what would not be published about domestic affairs.”

To put it briefly, during the last years of the Soviet Union the media hardly gained more freedom than it was granted in the early days. Gorbachev was full of good intentions, but he was not self-confident and powerful enough to translate them into actions. It must be said, however, that his policy did yield some significant profits. For one, Gorbachev succeeded in convincing Margaret Thatcher – the then British Prime Minister – of his good intentions and was therefore able to somewhat restore the relationship with England. Secondly, he unveiled the malpractices of the bureaucratic elite. Although he was not able to fully remove Soviet bureaucracy, he was able to make the people see that not everything in their Promised Land was as ideal as they believed it to be and that it was time for change. In 1991, that change became a fact. All that people could then do, was hope history would not repeat itself...

In England, the issue concerning the freedom of press has never been as delicate and menacing. Nevertheless – unlike what many may think – it has been an issue of concern. The problem regarding the media in England may be divided into two separate areas:

Firstly, during both World Wars – and especially WW I – the English government saw itself forced to impose strict restraints on the freedom of the press. Many writings and pamphlets were confiscated; the import of foreign publications was practically forbidden and press releases were to a great extent censored and sometimes even banned. A few newspaper offices even had to cease publishing – e.g. the communist newspaper Daily Worker, which was founded in 1930, forced to terminate its activities in 1941 and eventually came back into business only after WW II.
 After the war, the freedom of the English media soon returned to its previous, favourable values. Nevertheless, the government felt the necessity to somehow keep the press under control and therefore introduced a series of acts and amendments to existing laws. A first example is the amendment to the Criminal Libel Act 1819, which permits publications to be banned in case they are offending towards English authorities, by stating:

“In every case in which any verdict or judgment by default shall be had against any person for composing, printing, or publishing any blasphemous libel, or any seditious libel tending to bring into hatred or contempt the person of his Majesty or the government and constitution of the United Kingdom as by law established, or either House of Parliament, or to excite his Majesty’s subjects to attempt the alteration of any matter in Church or State as by law established, otherwise than by lawful means, it shall be lawful for the judge or the court before whom or in which such verdict shall have been given, or the court in which such judgment by default shall be had, to make an order for the seizure and carrying away and detaining in safe custody…”

In 1952, this law was extended so that the offended individual concerned would always be given the benefit of the doubt, through the amendment that:

“In an action for slander in respect of words calculated to disparage the plaintiff in any office, profession, calling, trade or business held or carried on by him at the time of the publication, it shall not be necessary to allege or prove special damage, whether or not the words are spoken of the plaintiff in the way of his office, profession, calling, trade or business.”

As an additional restraint on the freedom of expression, the English government, in 1959, introduced the Obscene Publications Act:
“For the purposes of this Act an article shall be deemed to be obscene if its effect or the effect of any one of its items is, if taken as a whole, such as to tend to deprave and corrupt persons who are likely, having regard to all relevant circumstances, to read, see or hear the matter contained or embodied in it.”

In principal, this law was mainly meant to defend the rights of the English citizen; however, it was applied to certain political cases when the reputation of politicians was blemished. To put it briefly, England – although not as directly and explicitly – too has always been very fond of its government and has therefore chosen to guarantee its inviolability by means of subtle restraints on the freedom of expression and media.

The second problem area with a historical background as regards the freedom of the press in England, is the so-called self-censorship. In England, this form of censorship has never been radically implemented; nevertheless, the majority of English news agencies has adopted a political bias towards a specific party.
 This, however, only depended on the preference of the agency itself and the decision was therefore entirely free of political interference or state control. The written press in England has always been financially independent of the political parties and, therefore, the government – aside from the few laws on the freedom of publication and expression mentioned above – has never had the ability to exercise significant supervision over the media. Or, at least, that is what the Anglophiles have always wanted to believe…

These historical backgrounds have their repercussions on today’s media in England and Russia. Firstly, it might be worth mentioning that the international non-governmental organisation Reporters sans Frontières, that engages into the struggle for freedom of the press, speaks clear language in its 2007 ranking of the Worldwide Press Freedom Index. England can be rather proud of itself, being declared the 24th “most press free” country, out of a total of 169 nations. Russia, on the other hand, might have to reconsider the implementation of its newest Constitution as it only ranks 144th. The organisation substantiated its result for Russia as follows: 

“Russia (144th) is not progressing. Anna Politkovskaya’s murder in October 2006, the failure to punish those responsible for murdering journalists, and the still glaring lack of diversity in the media weighed heavily in the evaluation of press freedom in Russia.”

It is certainly not the Constitution itself that forms the problem. On the contrary, the Constitution of the Russian Federation holds a very clear, unambiguous law on the right to freedom of expression in Article 29 of Chapter 2 Rights and Freedoms of Man and Citizen 
:

1. Every individual shall be guaranteed the right to freedom of opinion and speech.

2. Propaganda or agitation provoking social, racial, national or religious hatred and hostility is inadmissible. Propaganda of social, racial, national, religious or language superiority is prohibited.

3. No one may be forced to express one's opinions and convictions or to renounce them.

4. Every individual has the right to seek, obtain, relay, produce and distribute information by all legal means. The list of information constituting the state secret shall be determined by federal law.

5. The freedom of mass media shall be guaranteed. Censorship is prohibited.

This article suggests that the freedom of expression and the press shall be guaranteed at any given time and place. Nevertheless, soon after the publication of this promising act, critics started expressing their great mistrust. One of the fiercest critics was Jonathan Becker, Dean of International Studies, Associate Professor of Political Studies at New York Bard College and director of Bard’s Globalization and International Affairs Program
, who claims in the European Journal of Communication that the new policy of the Russian Federation is based on a neo-authoritarian system, which he defines as follows:

“Under a neo-authoritarian system, state-owned media have limited autonomy, and appointments to key questions are linked to political loyalty. Access to the media may be open and private ownership may be tolerated, but other mechanisms are used to control messages”
 

Becker declares that the most essential condition for freedom of the press is that the media are fully independent of the government and able to function autonomously, without any state control. Regrettably, this has proven to be a dream that has not come true yet. In the last decade, the media have been oppressed by increasingly more state control. The written press in Russia heavily relies on the support of government institutions. Furthermore, the government has the right to refuse the provision of certain information and to prohibit the publication of various news releases.
 This statement can be substantiated by referring to the Information Security Doctrine, adopted in 2000 by Putin. Stephen J. Blank describes this newest act on the freedom of expression in his essay Putin’s Twelve-Step Program:

“Russia’s information doctrine, propounded in September 2000, aims to suppress all critical, independent information through police repression and the imposition of severe penalties for transmitting even unclassified data. The policy presupposes that the uncontrolled flow of information in and of itself threatens Russian security. Finally, Putin and his subordinates are working steadily to concentrate local and national media under state control, thus suffocating the media’s freedom and rights. Even so, media controls by themselves do not suffice; the political process must also be corrupted.”

Blank is very radical in his conclusion, claiming that the Putin government is returning to the old totalitarian Soviet values. Unfortunately for Russia, England largely agrees with Blank’s views and shows no reluctance to openly declare such adverse opinions on Russia. Although many critics claim that the English media are not entirely free of government control and that too many restraining acts have been adopted, affecting the freedom of the press
, the English press may be considered – certainly in comparison to its Russian counterpart – to be very liberal. In 2000, the English government introduced the Freedom of Information Act, guaranteeing journalists even more rights to obtain information. Subsection 1 of Chapter 1 Access to information held by public authorities, states that:

“Any person making a request for information to a public authority is entitled to be informed in writing by the public authority whether it holds information of the description specified in the request, and if that is the case, to have that information communicated to him.”

England has indeed proven that its media are granted considerable freedom of expression and information. Russia knows this and is everything but pleased about all the negative statements published by English news agencies. Especially over the last few years this has led to a number of issues and a deterioration of the Anglo-Russian relationship. A few of the most current conflicts, including the issues involving Anna Politkovskaya, Alexander Litvinenko and Boris Berezovsky, have already partly been discussed in the previous chapter. These matters will, however, be further considered in the following section.

Another source of vexation for Russia has been the numerous English publications of the radical anti-Kremlin statements, expressed by Masha Gessen, a Russian-American writer and journalist who has uttered many fierce critiques on Putin’s rule. It was in particular BBC News that showed great interest in Gessen’s stories. In an interview with the BBC, following the tragic death of Anna Politkovskaya, Gessen stated that “while she was one of the best known Russian journalists in the West, she had been ‘effectively silenced’ in Russia itself.”
 This was, most probably, due to a few radical statements in the Nieman Reports, first published by the Boston Globe and afterwards widely spread in England. As an example, two of Gessen’s most significant expressions:

“The late Soviet regime was far more economical than the Stalin regime: Its leaders seemed to understand that, to keep the country in line, they didn’t need to imprison tens of millions of people. They just needed frequently to punish a few people at random. The Putin regime has adopted a similar strategy.”
“In the last five years, Putin’s government has systematically eradicated a variety of political freedoms, turning back Russia’s attempt to build a democracy.”

It is not surprising that the Russian government is not at all pleased about all the negative publicity surrounding Putin, distributed in England. It is widely known that the English media eagerly seize all opportunities to write about “anti-Putin conspiracy theories”
 in order to confirm the overall public opinion that the current Russian regime is some form of criminal network. This shows that there is an undeniable reverse to the medal of England’s favourable freedom of the press. As soon as English journalists become aware of radical allegations against the Russian government, they seize the opportunity to make it into a sensational and exciting story. A few cases have shown that the English media tend to make only few attempts to analyse or test the credibility of the information given by anonymous sources. In his book, Monaghan concludes that:

“The widespread, yet relatively simple acceptance of negative assertions and statements fit neatly with the perceptions of many about Russia, such as the pervasive and all powerful role of the state and organs such as the FSB and the continuation of Soviet power.”

More than once, this has resulted in press releases containing false, or at least biased and distorted information. One of the examples is the information on how Anna Politkovskaya died. 
First of all, where was the investigative journalist found? One would assume that there is only one possible answer to this straightforward question; nonetheless, news agencies do not seem able to agree on this. The BBC claims that she was murdered in the lift of her apartment block in Moscow
 – which is the most probable version –; The Times says that she was found near the lift
; and The Telegraph writes that her body was discovered outside her home
 – as was The Guardian’s story
. The Daily Mail is not sure about what to write; was it in the stairwell of her apartment
 or near her car whilst she was collecting her shopping bags
? 
Secondly, how many shots were fired? Two of the most honourable English news agencies have published contradictory statements. The BBC told its readers that four bullets were shot
; The Telegraph, on the other hand, claims that only two were found
. It is not very surprising that some may start wondering where the news agencies obtain their information. 
Finally, some newspapers had the courage to publish their own radical opinions, without any attempt to substantiate their statements. One of them was The Independent, stating that “If ever any proof were needed that Russia is still haunted by its Soviet demons, it has been provided by the assassination on Saturday in Moscow of Anna Politkovskaya, the acclaimed investigative journalist.”
 Strong language for a newspaper that claims to be neutral and “independent” from all political influence…

As a result of such unsubstantiated statements, Russia has expressed fierce critiques on the English system of freedom of expression and demanded that all information concerning Russian affairs should be more verified and, if necessary, censored from all unsubstantiated allegations.
 Although both countries by law guarantee that the media are independent of political influences, neither the English Prime Minister, Gordon Brown, nor the (former)
 Russian President, Vladimir Putin, seem reluctant to use the press as a means of expressing their opinion on the issues between England and Russia. In an article, Al Jazeera English summarised the statements of both leaders: 

Brown said: "It is very important that the world understands this: you cannot have people assassinated on British soil, and then discover that you wish to arrest someone who is in another country, and to be not in a position to do that. We cannot tolerate a situation where all the evidence is that not only was one person assassinated but many other people were put at risk. We want the Russian authorities, even at this stage, to recognise that it is their responsibility to extradite for trial the Russian citizen who has been identified by prosecuting authorities."
Vladimir Putin, the Russian president, said: "The material presented in the Alexander Litvinenko case doesn't suggest an objective investigation by Scotland Yard, and shows political rather than legal assessments."

This debate was further fuelled in the aftermath of the murders of Anna Politkovskaya and Alexander Litvinenko.

The Russian journalist, Anna Politkovskaya, had to sacrifice her life fighting for freedom of expression; a freedom that was promised by the Russian Federation. In the last few years of her life, Politkovskaya had expressed her concern about the increasing state control on the media in Russia. Over the years, she had become increasingly more devoted to her struggle for those so-called freedoms and, as a result, her statements and polemics turned into fierce Anti-Kremlin critiques. She claimed that the Russian Federation was heading straight towards the old Soviet rule; she stated that Russia is “hurtling back into a Soviet abyss, into an information vacuum.”
 In order to prevent the situation in Russia from deteriorating, she even turned to the West, by arguing that “Putin is very influenced by the Western opinion. He doesn't like to think about society and civil society in Russia, about points of view of civil society here. So, it means that only the West now could change him, could change him from tyranny to democracy.”
 Because of such statements and her writing on a revealing article about the Chechnya war, she was forever silenced by a thin assassin with a dark baseball cap.

Only a few weeks later, another incident occurred; exile Alexander Litvinenko was fatally poisoned in London. This murder case showed most of the English press at its worst.
 The media happily published the devastating stories of Litvinenko’s widow, family, friends and former colleagues; all pointing with an accusing finger at Vladimir Putin. They claimed that the Kremlin, and maybe even the Russian president personally, had ordered the assassination of their beloved. Also Boris Berezovsky saw his chance to accuse Russian authorities once more of leading a criminal network, ordering contract killings. In order to sensationalise the story, the English press accepted information without thoroughly verifying the reliability of its sources, and was not reluctant to somewhat exaggerate the issue. The reputation of Vladimir Putin was again blemished by the English media and the negative points of view about Russia were confirmed once more. Short after Litvinenko’s death, the Independent published an article in which it stated that Russian authorities were furious about the ongoing allegations towards the Kremlin and that they had warned about a forthcoming “war”:

“The Kremlin has launched an aggressive public relations war designed to undo the damage caused by its claimed involvement in the murder of Alexander Litvinenko. After five weeks of allegations that the poisoning of the former KGB agent was sanctioned by President Vladimir Putin, state-controlled media in Moscow made a concerted attack on Mr Litvinenko's reputation ­ describing him as a hard-up fantasist whose death was part of a smear campaign against Russia.”

The newspaper did not mention where this information came from or by whom such statements were expressed. Furthermore, the article claimed the exact opposite of what the attitude of the Kremlin in the aftermath of the assassination suggested. The fact that Putin stated that the dispute between England and Russia was just a “mini crisis” and that that it would soon be over
, and that the Russian government showed precious little interest in helping the English prosecutors with their investigation, shows that the Litvinenko case was not all that important to Russia and its people. Prof Dr Sagomonian Alexander Arturovich
, Doctor in the theory and history of international relationships at MSLU, confirmed this point of view. In an interview, he stated that neither the Russian government nor the people showed much interest in the Litvinenko murder. He claimed that if one would ask someone on the street about Anna Politkovskaya and Alexander Litvinenko, he or she would most probably ask what happened to the latter individual. Only the few people who read the very small, insignificant newspaper columns, would have heard of the assassinated exile. This proofs that Russia is much more concerned about its domestic affairs than about foreign affairs. In this respect, Monaghan concludes that “it is most unfortunate that the Russian authorities did not show more interest in helping the British investigators of the murder, if only to prove their detractors wrong. Proud with their newly achieved power and status, the Russians have decided to play the legal power game, fuelling unnecessary conspiracy theories.”
 Especially these forms of negligence upset England and – with the ongoing tit-for-tat between England and Russia, including refusals of requests for extraditions, expulsions of diplomats, the demanded closure of two departments of the British Council in Russia, etc. – lead to further deterioration of the Anglo-Russian relationship.

It is beyond doubt that freedom of the media remains a delicate issue of current interest and that it has caused much damage to the relationship between England and Russia. On the third of May, the world celebrates the World Press Freedom Day. It is hoped that people in England and in Russia will take a moment and think about the true meaning of such a memorable event.

2.2. Literature

The impact of politics and international relations knows no boundaries. History shows that these factors have great influence on a very wide range of fields, including literature. England and Russia play a significant role in such matters. Over the centuries, the English and Russian worlds of literature have had a remarkable influence on each other, both in a positive and a negative manner. In this chapter of the thesis such connections will be discussed on the basis of the most significant examples. 
Because of the fact that history provides numerous cases of literary controversy, it is necessary to confine the area of study to the most considerable examples regarding the influence Russian and English literature has had and still has on each other. The scrutiny will be divided into two main parts; English and Russian literature in the time of the Soviet Union and the world of contemporary literature (from the end of the 1990s until the beginning of the 21st century) in both countries. 

Firstly, the very contentious satire We by Yevgeny Ivanovich Zamyatin will be discussed, as well as Zamyatin’s influence on the distinguished English writers George Orwell and Aldous Huxley. Secondly, the misfortune of the famous Soviet writer and critic Alexander Isayevich Solzhenitsyn, author of the controversial novel The Gulag Archipelago, and his relationship with the West will be considered. Finally, – a most interesting turn in this section of the study – the influence of Russian literature on other forms of English literature – such as script and song writing – will  be examined. Firstly, the effect of Boris Leonidovich Pasternak’s masterpiece Doctor Zhivago on the English screenwriter Robert Oxton Bolt will be explained, and secondly, Mikhail Afanasievich Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita will be put forward as a source of inspiration for the writing of the song Sympathy for the Devil by the English artist Mick Jagger. 
The final section of this chapter will summarise the contemporary English and Russian literary worlds and pose the question as to whether or not these countries still exert an influence on each other.

From the early 20s until the late 80s, literature was burdened by many political restrains, imposed by state institutions. Censorship became an important means of domestic and foreign policy in both England and Russia – of course, more in the Soviet Union than anywhere else. It is essential to fully understand the notion of censorship in order to comprehend the developments in the suppressed literary worlds of those times. In his famous work История цензуры в России XIX-XX вв. (translated: History of Censorship in Russia in the nineteenth and twentieth Century), Gennadii Vasilevich Zhirkov provides a comprehensive definition and additional explanation:

A constitutional body, the censorship, regulates the information that circulates in a society. Jurist M.A. Fedotov provides the following definition: “Censorship is a broad concept. It implies various types and forms of state control on the content of published and disseminated mass communication with a view to suppressing or restricting views and knowledge that authorities consider undesirable or harmful. The implementation of control depends on the type of mass media (written press, television, radio broadcast, film). It is essential to distinguish the form of censorship that imposes a ban on the publication of specific information from censorship that interferes in the creative process.
Great minds have elaborated the ideal foundations of complete freedom of speech; nevertheless, in practice, history has poked fun at them. Just think of the words from John Milton’s well-known ”Areopagitica”, his passionate speech in the English Parliament and pamphlet in 1644: “As good almost kill a man as kill a good book. He who kills a man kills a reasonable creature, God's image; but he who destroys a good book, kills reason itself, kills the image of God, as it were, in the eye…”
 In 1660, Milton’s book was burned, the poet himself was arrested and served a month in prison.

Soviet literature and the associated Soviet censorship are terms that often appear in English. However, according to Prof Alexander Nikolayevich Uzhankov
, Professor in Literature at Moscow State Linguistic University, the term Soviet only refers to the specific period of time between 1922 and 1991. He claims that the term is too often wrongly used in fixed expressions, as a reference to the political activities during those decades. His contention may be partially substantiated with the fact that the term Soviet literature is rarely to be found in encyclopaedias. According to Zhirkov, the majority of the encyclopaedias published in the time of the Soviet Union does not even mention such a phenomenon. Nevertheless, Zhirkov does use the term Soviet censorship, but seems to contradict himself when saying that such a thing was non-existent. He provides the following illustration:

Until 1917, Russian censorship had arisen from certain traditions; it had developed into different types and forms with a view to protecting the foundations of the state and its institutions, limiting the freedom of speech and the access to various types of information, oppressing dissidents, etc. However odd it may seem, Russian censorship – which for a long time allegedly did not exist – has absorbed the acquired experience with its advantages and, above all, disadvantages. Nevertheless, the Great Soviet Encyclopaedia (1957 edition) states: “The character of the censorship in the USSR differs from that in the bourgeois states. It is a constitutional body of the socialistic state, its activities aim to protect the military and state secret in the press as well as to prevent the publication of material that may prejudice the interests of the working classes.” The Encyclopaedia of Soviet History (the much later edition of 1974) does not even mention Soviet censorship. The term censorship is only associated with tsarist Russia and other so-called capitalist countries. A similar tendency is also apparent in many subject indexes (they only include Censorship in Russia, Tsarist censorship, Civil censorship). A paradoxical situation occurred: A strict, purposive, total censorship prevailed, but was de facto supposedly non-existent. That is exactly why the issue concerning the recent history of Soviet censorship is so intriguing.

Nevertheless, some experts claim that the term Soviet literature does justifiably refer to the political and ideological life under the Soviet regime. The Dutch writer Willem G. Weststeijn, who cherishes a great passion for Russian literature, endeavoured in his book Russische Literatuur to draw a comparison between Russian literature and Soviet literature. Weststeijn claims that the notion of Sovjetliteratuur should be considered to be the official term for a specific literary genre in the time of the Soviet Union. According to him, the term Sovjetliteratuur was reserved for the official literature, written by authors in favour of the Soviet regime and approved by the ruling party. For a very long time, until the period of Perestroika, this was the only literary genre that was taught at schools. The writers who tried to safeguard their independence, claiming that literature should be free of all ideological control – called the meelopers or fellow travellers
 – belonged to the category Russische literatuur.
 

It cannot be denied that both the former Soviet Union and Russia have a rich literary history, full of controversy because of censorship and bans on literary publications, as well as persecution, imprisonment, expulsion and sometimes even execution of writers.

It would be absolutely wrong to only associate such controversial terms with Russia and its former Soviet Union. In England too censorship on literary works is a well-known phenomenon. It must, however, be stressed that the form of censorship in England is certainly not as radical as the one imposed by the Soviet regime. In a critical essay, Scott Burchill, lecturer in International Relations, explains why the term English censorship is rarely – unjustifiably – uttered in relation with liberal and democratic societies, such as England:

“One danger of defining our society in opposition to less desirable 'others' is that it relieves us of the burden of internal vigilance and introspection. It is comforting and sometimes reassuring to know that other communities are demonstrably less privileged than ours but it can also lead us to complacent assumptions about our own capacity for free thought and expression.”

Burchill also claims that censorship in England is relatively unknown because of the fact that it is imposed in a much more subtle and sly form. As a result of the numerous Acts England has adopted over the years on restrictions of literary freedom, writers are forced to impose a form of self-censorship. Burchill writes about this tendency that:

“In liberal societies, voluntary censorship is certainly more effective than the coercion practiced by dictatorships, which only encourages resistance to authority and ruling ideas. In democratic societies, ruling elites cannot control the population by violence and fear. They must therefore use more subtle and sophisticated mechanisms to maintain what George Orwell called "smelly little orthodoxies."

The latter, George Orwell – pseudonym of Eric Arthur Blair –, is one of the most noted, controversial English writers in the 1930s and 40s. Like many critics have done over the past decades, Burchill used Orwell as a shining example for the supposed lack of freedom of expression in England:

“George Orwell offered a preliminary explanation of how thought control also operated in liberal democracies. In an unpublished introduction to Animal Farm Orwell warned that "the sinister fact about literary censorship in England is that it is largely voluntary. Unpopular ideas can be silenced, and inconvenient facts kept dark, without any need for an official ban. Anyone who challenges the prevailing orthodoxy finds himself silenced with surprising effectiveness." The metaphor may be anachronistic, but Orwell's warning has contemporary relevance for all modern liberal democracies. "To exchange one orthodoxy for another is not necessarily an advance. The enemy is the gramophone mind, whether or not one agrees with the record that is being played at the moment."”

Herbert George Orwell was an admired English writer, journalist, essayist and critic, who – so he claims himself in his essay of 1947 Why I Write – wrote “directly or indirectly against totalitarianism and for democratic socialism.”
 He claimed that his writings “sought to bring home to readers the human consequences of the political situation; the soul-destroying, the miseries of war, the distortions of the press and the oppressions of British imperialism.”
 This form of explicitness was typical of the prose writing in the 1930s and 40s, when political events were clearly felt in English literature and writers felt the urge to openly take sides in a political or moral debate. Orwell was a devoted socialist who thought that fascism and communism were rotten forms of his beloved democratic socialism. He uttered the desire to fill in the English reader with his truths, his foreboding of the intrusion of totalitarian regimes in England. Nevertheless, he soon realised that the English society was trying to silence him as journals started refusing to disperse his viewpoints and his main publisher declined his request to publish his newest book in which he would preach his truth. Orwell drew his conclusions and stated in an interview with the New English Weekly that “the time of freedom of expression shall soon be over in England. It is now time for a writer to choose between silence and the production of the type of narcotics that was demanded by a privileged minority.”
 Inspired by the Russian Samizdat
, Orwell suggested the foundation of a secret, underground press network in England.
 Although such radical ideas did not find much response, Orwell was able to exert a certain influence with his opposition against the totalitarian regimes that would infiltrate into English society. Over the years, this vision became increasingly more radical, resulting in his post-war novel Animal Farm, published – after having been censored – in England in 1945. This work reflects a general disillusionment with communism, resulting from the revelation of the Stalinist show trials, and the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1941.
 This satire on the manifest failure of Communist ideals in Russia vexed its targets sufficiently to bring about a complete ban on its publication in the Soviet Union
, as well as partial censorship in England. The censorship was imposed on the preface – or, what was supposed to be the preface – to the satirical work. It is not difficult to see why… In his preface, Orwell very explicitly declares that England knows no such thing as freedom of expression and press. He is extremely aggressive in his accusations against the English government, claiming that the English intelligentsia only aims at silencing writers just for the sake of exerting power and draws a comparison with the extreme form of suppression in the feared totalitarian regimes – in particular the Soviet regime. In the first line of the preface, Orwell already indicates that he knew his work would be liable to censorship, if not completely banned. He provides the following explanation:

“If the fable were addressed generally to dictators and dictatorships at large then publication would be all right, but the fable does follow, as I see now, so completely the progress of the Russian Soviets and their two dictators, that it can apply only to Russia, to the exclusion of the other dictatorships. Another thing: it would be less offensive if the predominant caste in the fable were not pigs. I think the choice of pigs as the ruling caste will no doubt give offence to many people, and particularly to anyone who is a bit touchy, as undoubtedly the Russians are.” 

Here, Orwell already starts lashing out at the rigid Soviet regime. He explicitly and radically offends the Soviet government and Stalin in particular. He also blames his own England of being involved in the Soviet plot to suppress all criticism on the communist rule and the Soviet authorities. Orwell believes that there are two reasons why critiques on the USSR are banned in England: firstly, England suffers a great fear of the totalitarian regime, and secondly, it is deceived by the feeling that it is ought to continue protecting its former ally during the World War. He believes that the censorship was mainly actuated because of political interrelations between England and Russia. Orwell is not afraid of speaking very clear language in order to express his opinion, and concludes: 

“What is disquieting is that where the USSR and its policies are concerned one cannot expect intelligent criticism or even, in many cases, plain honesty from Liberal writers and journalists who are under no direct pressure to falsify their opinions. Stalin is sacrosanct and certain aspects of his policy must not be seriously discussed.

[…]

For quite a decade past I have believed that the existing Russian régime is a mainly evil thing, and I claim the right to say so, in spite of the fact that we are allies with the USSR in a war which I want to see won.”

Although his Animal Farm was subject to censorship, Orwell should have considered himself blessed that it was not completely banned in his home country. For obvious reasons, the Soviet Union rather saw the satire blacklisted. Orwell himself guessed that it ma have been the pigs that caused displeasure amongst Soviet authorities.
 And indeed, one could imagine that representing some of the most influential and powerful world leaders in the guise of pigs is likely to cause some discontent... 

The allegory is based upon two main characters and antagonists, Napoleon and Snowball. Napoleon is modelled after Joseph Stalin; he is the tyrant of the farm, referring to the cruel dictatorship of Stalin in the Soviet Union. He abuses other, weak and vulnerable animals, making them into his personal slaves in order to gain all power over the farm. With a view to safeguarding his totalitarian power, Napoleon made sure that Snowball was forever silenced. Snowball, a white boar, is an allegory to Leon Trotsky
. Orwell pictured Snowball as the protagonist, the initial leader of the farm with only good intentions. The poor pig, however, was driven out of the farm by Napoleon; his reputation was blemished, all other animals came to hate him and Snowball saw himself forced to give up his struggle for a better life at the farm. Another significant character in the beginning of the book is Old Major. He was a much respected old boar for which the other animals would sacrifice a great deal. He was determined to assume more power for the farm animals in order to gain independence over the oppressors. In the second chapter of the book, Old Major dies and the animals are left without a firm leadership; a situation of which Napoleon took undue advantage. The opinions of many critics, about who the character of Old Major may refer to, differ. Some claim that it is an allegory to Karl Marx, others believe he represents Vladimir Lenin. Whoever it may be, through this character, Orwell attempts to explain his respect for both Marx and Lenin – at least, to a certain extent. Even the West is granted the honour of being mentioned in Orwell’s satire. Especially referring to his home country, England, Orwell represents the western powers as a rival farm that is overgrown with weeds. Other animals – such as pigs, horses, dogs and pigeons, but also human beings, are used to represent other powerful figures and institutions. A few examples are the allegories to Adolf Hitler, Nicholas II of Russia, Maxim Gorky, the Red Army and the policy of Stalin’s Great Purge.

It is thus not very surprising that this pointed criticism against Soviet Russia was suppressed by the communist government. Nevertheless, besides the fierce critiques that were uttered against Orwell’s satirical oeuvre, the masterpiece demanded much respect in many literary circles and enjoyed great fame worldwide.

Orwell’s Animal Farm was clearly influenced by the anti-utopian novel We – also known as My, the English transliteration of the Russian title Мы – by the distinguished Russian writer Yevgeny Ivanovich Zamyatin. Zamyatin’s chef-d’oeuvre, for its part, is also believed to be influenced by H.G. Orwell’s foreboding about the dangers of the totalitarian state. Also Zamyatin’s earlier works were greatly affected by England and its culture. After being arrested by the tsarist regime because of allegedly offensive writing in 1911, Zamyatin was sent to England to work as an engineer during the First World War. He thought the English society was based upon hypocrisy and Puritanism. He believed that the world was entitled to know about his views and therefore, in 1917, published his satirical comedy The Islanders (Russian: Островитяне). After the 1917 Revolution, Zamyatin returned to his beloved Russia, where he became a leading figure in the literary group Serapion Brothers
. Already in the beginning of the new Soviet regime, Zamyatin managed to become an undesirable individual. He mocked at the pretentious communists and condemned the violence, bureaucracy, oppression and executions, executed by the new rulers. Because of his independent and rebellious attitude, he soon became the devil of the Soviet literature. All hell eventually broke loose when Zamyatin finished his masterpiece We in 1920
. The book was immediately banned in the Soviet Union and was therefore first published in England. 

The satirical and surrealistic novel, written in a cool and terse prose, transports the reader into the 26th century, in which a completely bureaucratic One State dominates the life of all citizens (in the book called subjects). Every individual manifestation is made impossible; the subjects of this totalitarian state are literally and figuratively numbers.
 The story is written in the form of diary notes of D-503, a subject of the One State. D-503 is an engineer who, as a an obedient servant, works on the building of the Integral, a giant spaceship that would take the preachers of the state to other planets in order to convert other societies to the philosophy of their One State. This One State is presented as a nature reserve that is cut off from the outside world by means of the Green Wall. The society is ruled by the infallible Benefactor who strictly regulates the life of his servants. The houses are made of glass and microphones, mechanical eyes and ears have to guard everyone and everything. Dissident figures are overtly executed. The whole principal of the One State is based upon an extreme form of collectivism; even sexual intercourse may only occur by appointment. The narrator and main protagonist, D-503, becomes somewhat opposing and rebellious and is therefore forced to undergo surgery in order to be brainwashed by excising his fantasy from his brain.
 The Benefactor believes that the disease, fantasy, would trigger an even greater danger, the notion of individuality. The One State government claims that only the extermination of all individual desires may lead to happiness. Once the drop-out D-503 is cured, he may return to his normal life and find that happiness. The unfortunate stated that they “were given a choice: happiness without freedom, or freedom without happiness...”

The writing of this futuristic dystopia resulted in the persecution of Zamyatin in the Soviet Union. In 1931, Zamyatin wrote a letter to Stalin in order to defend his novel and to ask for permission to leave the Soviet Union. Two of the most significant exertions are given below:

“I know that my worst habit is writing about the truth instead of on command – about what I consider to be the truth, and that therefore, sooner or later, I will be condemned as a Bolshevik. But even under the most difficult circumstances I will not be sentenced to silence; I will continue writing and publishing – even if that means I cannot use the Russian language.”

[…]

“If I am not considered to be a criminal, I ask for your permission to temporarily, if necessary only for one year, go abroad together with my wife – so that I may return when our country offers the possibility to serve the literature with great ideas, without having to serve the small people; when our views are allowed to change, if only to a certain extent, by the words of a literator.”

Surprisingly, Zamyatin was granted permission by Stalin to leave the Soviet Union. He emigrated to France where he lived in poverty with his wife and died in 1937 of a heart attack – never to return to his beloved Russia. Yevgeny Zamyatin and his controversial novel We remained taboo in the Soviet Union until the 80s when, under the rule of Gorbachev and his Glasnost’ policy, Zamyatin’s novel We was finally published.

Although he was silenced in his home country, Zamyatin was able to influence many of the world’s most honoured writers. Especially in England his visions were well received and adopted by prominent authors. Two of the most significant examples are Herbert George Orwell and Aldous Leonard Huxley. The influence of Zamyatin’s We on Orwell’s Animal Farm has been discussed previously; however, it is worth mentioning the considerable influence it had on his last novel Nineteen Eighty-Four. Published in 1949, the novel predicts the horrible life under a dictatorship and condemns totalitarian regimes. Soviet authorities considered this work to be another personal attack on the Soviet administration and therefore also banned this masterpiece. Besides Orwell, also Aldous Huxley was affected by Zamyatin’s chef-d’oeuvre. The influence became most apparent in Brave New World, published in 1932. The futuristic novel is a dystopia, opposing to the infiltration of totalitarian societies. Contrary to Zamyatin’s and Orwell’s satires, this work does not specifically refer to the alleged totalitarian regime in the Soviet Union.

Zamyatin, Orwell and Huxley serve as perfect examples of the considerable influence the political relationship between England and Russia has on their literature. It is, of course, very unfortunate that these writers had to become the subject of much debate in order to provide the world with their truths; but, as the saying – confirmed by all three men themselves – goes: “The end justifies the means.”

After the death of the notorious Soviet leader, Joseph Stalin, in 1953, Nikita Sergeyevich Khrushchev came to power in a broken Soviet Union. He openly uttered criticism on the rule of Stalin, in particular condemning the Great Purges. In order to put his country back on the right track, Khrushchev introduced a number of liberal reforms, strengthened by his well-known policy of De-Stalinisation. In the field of literature, he was best known for his initiation of the Khrushchev Thaw. He promised to partially cease the acts of repression and censorship, and to release the majority of the political prisoners from the Gulag camps; however, it soon became clear that there were some serious strings attached. It was now allowed to censure Stalin’s dictatorial rule, but literature had to remain Soviet literature, meaning that it could not offend the Soviet regime in general. The most remarkable of Khrushchev’s deeds was for Solzhenitsyn’s masterpiece One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich to be published. For the first time in Soviet history, an anti-Stalin writing was granted permission to be published. The work caused much controversy in the Soviet Union, however, it was also much respected – especially in the West – and Solzhenitsyn instantly became the most renowned writer of his time. As a result, many anti-Kremlin writers thought they would also try their luck by publishing their controversial works. Nevertheless – this is where the strings attached come in – according to Khrushchev, this was too much of a good thing. Censorship was thus not yet entirely part of the past. 

Alexander Isayevich Solzhenitsyn was/is
 one of the most controversial and therefore famous – to some infamous – Russian novelists and critics the world has ever known. This fame was certainly not given to him without an intensive struggle. Already in 1945, he ran into trouble with the Soviet government, after a letter of his to a friend was revealed, containing offensive anti-Stalin propaganda. Stalin consequently sentenced him to an eight-year term in a labour camp and exile in Kazakhstan.
 Stalin based his decision on Article 58 of his self-drawn 1934 Soviet Constitution:

58-1. "Counterrevolutionary" is understood as any action directed toward the overthrow, subversion, or weakening of the power of worker-peasant councils or of their chosen (according to the Constitution of the USSR and constitutions of union republics) worker-peasant government of the USSR, union and autonomous republics, or toward the subversion or weakening of the external security of the USSR and the fundamental economic, political, and national gains of the proletarian revolution.

His time in labour camps, prisons and exile served as the main source of inspiration for his later works. In 1961, he decided to try his luck and asked the general editor of the liberal journal Novy Mir (transliteration of the Russian Новый Мир, meaning New World) to publish his novel One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich. The editor was well impressed, but too afraid to publish it without the permission of the Soviet government. Surprisingly, the then Soviet leader, Nikita Khrushchev, personally approved the publication of the controversial work. The novel describes one day in the life of a political prisoner in a labour camp, written in a rather terse style, without any complaining about bad government (which is probably the reason why it was allowed to be published
). It opened the eyes of the Soviet citizen, as well as those of the West, and was therefore much respected. Solzhenitsyn gained instant fame; however, his luck soon ran out. When, in 1964, Khrushchev was removed from power, Solzhenitsyn’s days of relatively literary freedom were numbered. Under the rule of Brezhnev, Soviet authorities prohibited Solzhenitsyn’s works from being published, the KGB started a smear campaign against him and he was thrown out of the state-governed Union of Writers. Nevertheless, Solzhenitsyn could not be silenced and continued to challenge the authorities by openly expressing fierce criticism on the Soviet administration, publishing violent letters in the West, accepting the 1970 Nobel Prize in Literature, etc. Ultimately, all hell broke loose when his notorious novel The Gulag Archipelago was published in the West in 1973. This was the last drop for the Soviet authorities; the newest Soviet enemy was arrested and expelled from the Soviet Union in 1974. The possession of Solzhenitsyn’s works was made punishable. He became the most contentious figure amongst the Soviet dissidents, even more in the West than in the Soviet Union. He mainly owed this reputation to his chef-d’oeuvre The Gulag Archipelago. The bulky work consists of three large volumes and is based on Solzhenitsyn’s own experience in labour camps, as well as testimonies of 227 political Soviet prisoners.
 It execrated the forced labour and concentration camps in the Soviet Union and posed the question as to who was to be blamed for the suffering of tens of millions Soviet citizens. According to Solzhenitsyn, the responsibility was not to be devolved onto one person in specific (Stalin), but onto the entire ideology. It is exactly this vision, this condemnation of the Soviet foundations, that made the authorities so furious. One example of his accusations against the Soviet ideology appears in the third volume, in Part Five:

The people who had direct, personal experience with 24 years of communist happiness, knew by 1941 what no one else in the world knew: that on the whole planet and in the whole of history there had never existed a regime more evil, more bloody, and at the same time insidious, than the Bolshevik regime, which had claimed for itself the title “Soviet”. Judging by the number of tormented people, the long-term dictatorial ruling, the far-reaching underlying principle, the thoroughgoing, unified totalitarianism, they knew that no other regime on earth could bear comparison with it; not even the amateurish Hitler regime, that at that time clouded the eyes of the West.

Only in 1989 was the journal Novy Mir allowed to publish Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago. Under Gorbachev’s reign, Solzhenitsyn was given permission to return to his home country, which he did in 1994. He exploited the advantages of the Glasnost’ policy by means of speeches and interviews both in Russia and mainly in the West. In an interview with the German news magazine Der Spiegel, Solzhenitsyn continued speaking his reproachful language towards the Soviet rule, as well as the West. Even his savour, Gorbachev, did not escape the abusive language. A few excerpts:

“Gorbachev’s administration was amazingly politically naïve, inexperienced and irresponsible towards the country. It was not governance but a thoughtless renunciation of power. The admiration of the West in return only strengthened his conviction that his approach was right. But let us be clear that it was Gorbachev, and not Yeltsin, as is now widely being claimed, who first gave freedom of speech and movement to the citizens of our country.
[…]

The perception of the West as mostly a "knight of democracy" has been replaced with the disappointed belief that pragmatism, often cynical and selfish, lies at the core of Western policies.
[…]

Isn’t it a luxury for the West to be pushing Russia aside now, especially in the face of new threats? In my last Western interview before I returned to Russia (for Forbes magazine in April 1994) I said: "If we look far into the future, one can see a time in the 21st century when both Europe and the USA will be in dire need of Russia as an ally."”

As a result of such fierce criticism against the West, as well as works like Warning to the West of 1973, Solzhenitsyn could no longer count on much respect and admiration of most of the western countries. Nevertheless, leaving aside the political tensions, Alexander Solzhenitsyn has proven to be a considerable influential figure for many writers in a wide range of literary circles in England. 
Literature does not necessarily have to refer to the writing of books and poems. There are many other forms of literature, such as the writing of plays, film scripts, song lyrics, etc. Soviet literature has been a great influence to the production of English plays, films and songs. As mentioned previously, it is impossible to discuss all such cases, and it is therefore necessary to confine the area of study to the best known examples. Two of those are the influence of Pasternak’s masterpiece Doctor Zhivago on the English Oscar winning playwright and screenwriter Robert Oxton Bolt; and Bulgakov’s chef-d’oeuvre The Master and Margarita on the famous rock musician and songwriter Mick Jagger in his song Sympathy for the Devil.

Boris Leonidovich Pasternak is a Russian novelist and poet, who personally experienced the difficult times of revolution and war. Although he is in England best known for his – what he himself calls his most important work; the only one of which he was not ashamed – novel Doctor Zhivago, he is, especially in his home country, often criticised as being a poor novelist who should have stuck with writing poems. 
 Unlike most of his contemporaries, Boris Pasternak was spared by Stalin. He himself was not persecuted or exiled; nonetheless, his masterpiece Doctor Zhivago was forbidden to be published. Pasternak’s mistress and inspiration for Lara, Zhivago’s lover, Olga Ivinskaya wrote in her memoirs A Prisoner of Time: My Life with Boris Pasternak that Pasternak had predicted this ban on his novel, because the ones who were entitled to make the decision were simply petrified and too weak.
 He realised that – although it was not his intention –he had presented the October Revolution in a too negative frame and that he, unjustifiably, served as a judge of his time. He then decided he was given no choice but to publish his oeuvre in the West. This immediately caused commotion in the Soviet Union. Although he was not arrested nor sent to a labour camp, Stalin ordered the state-controlled Soviet Press to start a smear campaign against Pasternak.
 The situation only deteriorated when, in 1958, his novel was published in England and it became an instant success, which resulted in him being awarded the Nobel Prize in Literature. The Soviet authorities condemned this reward as “a hostile political action against the Soviet state”, owing to the political tension between the West and the Soviet Union, because of the Cold War.
 Because of all the negative criticism, insults, accusations and defamation, Pasternak saw himself forced to voluntarily decline the Nobel Prize. Throughout the world, other writers therefore blamed him for being too weak, for unjustly giving in to the totalitarian regime. Pasternak was more concerned about himself and even wrote a letter to the communist newspaper Pravda in which he declared that it was certainly not his intention to malign the Soviet state or its authorities.
 Because of this self-criticism and flattery, he was spared of being exiled from his beloved Soviet Union. Although it is clear that Dr Zhivago’s character considered the revolution to be a bad thing rather than a favourable progress, critics now agree that the novel is not a political manifest, but a philosophical work of art. They believe that it is obvious that Pasternak rejects Marxism, but that he did not condemn the totalitarian Soviet regime because of ideological or political reasons. They also claim that Pasternak’s mistake was in fact even worse; he treated communism as a historical phenomenon that was not important enough to affect the people.
 And it was because of this undervaluation that Pasternak treated on the toes of many Soviet supporters. Nevertheless, Gorbachev admitted that the authorities had made a mistake by banning the masterpiece and he therefore allowed the work to be published in 1988.

Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago has been a source of inspiration for many English artists. One of them was Robert Oxton Bolt, an English playwright and screenwriter. Bolt did not make it very far in England with his plays, but was considered to be an important figure in the film industry. In the beginning of the 1960s, he happily accepted the offer of the American film producer, David Lean, to write the script for the film Doctor Zhivago, based upon Pasternak’s controversial novel, which was published in England a few years earlier. Bolt made it into a successful epic love story, covering a broad period of time – the years before, during and after the great Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 in what was later to become the Soviet Union. He chose to write the story, seen from the eyes of the Russian doctor and poet Yuri Zhivago, who became involved in a love triangle, being married to the aristocratic Tonya and having an affair with reactionary Lara.
 This, however, was also the main source of criticism against the film. Critics claim that the film was too much of a dramatised romantic love story, rather than a philosophical story in order to raise the voice of the oppressed individual, suffering moral issues induced by the events of that time – which was in the end Pasternak’s intention.
 Nevertheless, it turned out to be a great success and much appreciated in England. It was even rewarded no less than five Academy Awards. One of those went to the scriptwriter, Robert Bolt, who had by then become very inspired by the Russian Revolution of 1917 and dedicated his last play – his State of Revolution, completed in 1977 – to these events. His Award-winning film Doctor Zhivago was released in England in 1965, however – not surprisingly –, just as the book, the film was banned in the Soviet Union and only released there in 1994.

Another well-known example is the reference to Bulgakov’s The Master and Margarita in a famous Rolling Stones song, Sympathy for the Devil, written by the lead singer, Mick Jagger. The song goes as follows
:

Please allow me to introduce myself 

I'm a man of wealth and taste 

I've been around for a long long year stolen many man's soul and faith 

I was around when Jesus Christ had His moment of doubt and pain 

Made damn sure that Pilate washed his hands and sealed His fate 

Pleased to meet you hope you guess my name 

But what's puzzling you is the nature of my game 

Stuck around St. Petersburg when I saw it was a time for a change 

Killed the Tzar and his ministers, Anastasia screamed in vain 

I rode a tank held a gen'rals rank when the blitzkrieg 

raged and the bodies stank 

Pleased to meet you hope you guess my name. Oh yeah 

Ah what's puzzling you is the nature of my game. Oh yeah 

I watched the glee while your kings and queens fought for 

ten decades for the Gods they made 

I shouted out "Who killed the Kennedy's?" when after all 

it was you and me 

Let me please introduce myself I'm a man of wealth and taste 

And I lay traps for troubadours who get killed before they reach Bombay 

Pleased to meet you hope you guess my name. Oh yeah 

But what's puzzling you is the nature of my game. Oh yeah 

Pleased to meet you hope you guess my name 

But what's puzzling you is the nature of my game 

Just as every cop is a criminal and all the sinners, Saints 

as heads is tails, just call me Lucifer 'cause I'm in need 

of some restraint 

So if you meet me, have some courtesy have some sympathy 

and some taste 

Use all your well learned politesse or I'll lay your soul to waste 

Pleased to meet you hope you guess my name 

But what's puzzling you is the nature of my game

Already the very first line of the lyric is a clear reference to Bulgakov’s novel. “Allow me to introduce myself” bears a striking resemblance to the opening lines of the book; 

“Извините меня,  пожалуйста, --  заговорил подошедший  с иностранным акцентом, но не  коверкая слов, -- что я, не будучи знаком, позволяю себе...”

“'Excuse me, please,' the approaching man began speaking, with a foreign

accent but without distorting the words, 'if, not being your acquaintance, I

allow  myself... [to be introduced]“

The song continues with “Pleased to meet you hope you guess my name”. It is clear that this narrative figure represents the fallen angel, Lucifer, aka Satan. This is undoubtedly a reference to the first chapter of Bulgakov’s novel, when two gentlemen are sitting on a bench in Moscow in the 1930s, discussing whether or not Jesus exists. At that moment the Devil joins the two and introduces himself in a way that would make the men believe there is indeed a higher power.

Another close resemblance to the book is the reference to Jesus Christ and Pontius Pilate. Bulgakov successfully managed to interweave the stories of the Master and his lover Margarita versus Lucifer, and Pontius Pilate versus Jesus Christ. He does this by telling the story of a book, written by the Master. The rejection of this book by the Soviet Russian society was what made the Master burn the manuscript and put him in a mental institution. Here, Bulgakov refers to his own problems; his mental blows, as he was not allowed by Stalin to leave the Soviet Union to visit his family in the West, his career which was suffering from censorship and complete bans on publication due to allegations that he was too Anti-Soviet, and him consequently burning his first manuscript of his work The Master and Margarita.

A last reference to Russia are the lines “Stuck around St. Petersburg when I saw it was a time for a change ; Killed the Tzar and his ministers, Anastasia screamed in vain”. Here, Mick Jagger demonstrates Bulgakov’s opposition against Soviet Russia, by emphasising the terror of the Russian revolution, the murder of the tsarist Romanov family and the suspicion that the Tsar’s daughter, Anastasia, was the only one who survived the tragedy.

Mick Jagger himself explains his writing of the song as follows:

“It had its poetic beginning, and then it had historic references and then philosophical jottings and so on. It's all very well to write that in verse, but to make it into a pop song is something different. Especially in England - you're skewered on the altar of pop culture if you become pretentious.”

Critics agree on Jagger being “clearly under the spell of Mikhail Bulgakov's classic allegorical novel of good and evil, The Master and Margarita. Of course Jagger was even more under the spell of the 1960s, a time when heaven and hell seemed to have come to earth in the most lucid terms.”

Both Mikhail Bulgakov and Mick Jagger have been subject to much criticism, due to their satirical works. Nevertheless, in the end, both the English and the Russian societies had to admit that both these men should be much respected for their masterpieces. Today, 2008, Russia is celebrating 20 years of literary freedom. In 1988, Gorbachev ordered the seizure of rigid censorship and the closure of the official Soviet censorship institution, Glavlit. Both in England and in Russia writers are now able to enjoy an increased freedom, without feeling a watchful eye constantly looking over their shoulders with every word they write down.

The censorship in the Soviet Union is believed to be the longest lasting and most extreme form of censorship the world has ever known. During the period of Glasnost’ and Perestroika, state officials were ordered to make all documents containing information on the banned literary works – such as the archives of the special storages for censored books in different libraries and documents held secret by the government – available to the public. The library where most of these books were stored by the Soviet authorities was the state-governed Russian State Library in Moscow, the former Lenin State Library. When the Gorbachev government ordered to close down the Department of Special Storage and to make the works accessible to the general public, everyone was amazed by the amount of books that were banned over the past years. Researchers claim that “the collections then contained approximately 27,000 Russian books, 250,000 foreign books, 572,000 issues of foreign magazines, app. 8,500 annual sets of foreign newspapers and 8,000 publications.”
 The most astonishing number is the one on foreign publications, which indicates that not a single foreign writing was allowed to be read by the Soviet citizens.
 It is shocking to see the impact political and international relations may have on the wonderful worlds of art and literature. Literary artists were being punished for trying to contribute something to their home country and the rest of the world.   

The “write-to-educate” era had proven to be a concept of the past. While a few decades ago, English and Russian authorities demanded literature to be a means of informative and instructive education, over he last years, literary themes have aimed at offering a recreational facility. Unfortunately, this has been the main source of criticism on contemporary English and Russian literature. Nowadays, the most popular literary themes in England are thrillers and science-fiction. It is, of course, unnecessary to mention the Harry Potter hype in this respect... In Russia, detective stories have become an overwhelming success. But also foreign literature – mainly English-language novels – is now more than welcome in Russia. The Russian citizen, however, is still very reluctant to reading in foreign languages. Nevertheless, this already is a huge step forward. The literary outside world is now allowed to enter the Russian society, which serves as a good foundation for favourable international relationships. And indeed, on the grounds of distinct areas of arts, England and Russia have proven to be very close friends. Writers from both countries consider each other a reliable source of inspiration; they exert a positive and productive influence on each other, which has already proven to be very beneficial for the contemporary world of literature in the past years.

After having to conclude the previous chapters – on political matters and the media – in a rather negative tone, it makes a nice change to end this chapter on literature with a favourable conclusion. 

3. Effects on Translating

“A word to the wise is enough.” By this expression, the Oxford Dictionary of Proverbs

claims that a wise man is able to attach a meaning and context to a word, without any further explanation. 
 Unfortunately, the dictionary has to be proven wrong. If one utters the single verb to translate, one cannot possibly comprehend the full meaning of the act of translating. It is most regrettable that also other highly regarded dictionaries do not rectify this grave misconception. Both English and Russian dictionaries make the act of translating seem as if it were as easy as pie. Just a few examples of definitions of the verb to translate in some of the most reliable English and Russian dictionaries:

Oxford English Dictionary: “Express the sense of words or text in another language.”

Collins English Dictionary: “To express in another language.”

Collins Cobuild Dictionary: “If something that someone has said or written is translated, it is said or written again in a different language.”

Словарь Русского Языка: “Передать средствами другого языка, выразить в других знаках.”

Словарь Сочетаемости Слов Русского Языка: “Выражать, передавать средствами другого языка.”

All dictionaries seem to agree that translating is nothing more than changing one language into another, an act that does not require any further knowledge nor skills. The Collins Cobuild, as well as both the Russian dictionaries make the job of translators the most easy by claiming that they just have to pronounce or write words again, but in another language; as if they were nothing more than copycats. By adding the word sense to the definition, the Oxford dictionary implies that the actual meaning of the words should be rendered correctly, which makes its definition nearer to the truth. Nevertheless, the concept of translating is by far as narrow and simple as the dictionaries insinuate.

For over centuries, experts in the field of linguistics and translation have been trying to determine the true meaning of this one single term translation, having drawn up and defended distinct theories and guidelines. It is most fortunate that some of these specialists have finally realised that it is impossible to define the concept just by examining source and target texts. It is essential to look beyond what is visible to the eye; to look at the complete background and context of texts and their translations. This understanding soon led to the conclusion that many other variable factors exert a significant influence on the act of translating. Original texts and their translations need to be considered within a historical, cultural and political frame. Prof Dr Lawrence Venuti rightfully concluded:

“Translation, as scholarship (to which it is integral), is a constant forward movement of approach to another cultural space. A constant movement, because real knowledge of the other culture is never achieved, be it at the linguistic or semiotic level. And a forward movement, because it implies a goal, the consecution of the sufficient data of an ideal, abstract space which is linked with the progressive advance of the civilizational frontier. Any other space is therefore a shifty signified.”

The history of the world of translation has proven this view to be correct. Cultural and political changes automatically entail changes in the fields of linguistics and translation. This is what makes the job of the translator so complicated; the responsibility a translator needs to assume is often underestimated. In this respect, a prominent expert in English literature, Edward Said, has contributed greatly to Translation Studies. He claimed that, although “knowledge is non-dominative and non-coercive, it can be produced in a setting that is deeply inscribed with politics and the strategies of power. The translator can artificially create the reception context of a given text and, therefore, he can be the authority who manipulates the culture, politics, literature, and their acceptance (or lack thereof) in the target culture.”
 This combination of historical, cultural and political factors implies that translators should always consider the risk of creating a clash between two cultures. It is important for translators to acknowledge the possible consequences that may ensue from manipulating the context and language of a source text in order to render the ideology of the reader of the translation. 

3.1. Political Correctness

One of the most significant implications, which often imposes constraints on translators, is the involvement of politics. Alvarez and Vidal substantiate this argument and state that “from the eagerness to consider translation as a science or the obsession to give a definitive, prescriptive and sole version of a text, we have moved on to a descriptive outlook which likewise, whether we like it or not, is political.”
 This is why the political relationship between the society by whom the original text is exported and by whom the translation will be received is of considerable importance. Translation will automatically be affected by the way the target culture considers the source culture. In times of strained relationships between these two societies, this may impose a complicated and delicate situation.

This has often been the case in the world of translation involving England and Russia. Due to the many dramatic changes that these two countries had to experience, the job of the translator has become very difficult – nevertheless very interesting – throughout history. The English Empire was long considered to be the world’s most powerful empire. However, with the drastic change from the Russian Empire into the Soviet Union, England had to acknowledge that the Soviet regime had become much more influential. During the decades under the rule of the Soviet administration, the relationship between England and Russia was mainly tense. The situation deteriorated when the Soviet government imposed a general ban on foreign literature, causing considerable problems for English-Russian translators. When in 1989 Glasnost’ and Perestroika were introduced in the Soviet Union and in 1991 the latter was dissolved, translators were again forced to change their way of translating. The NATO
 acknowledged these issues and therefore implemented the NATO-Russia Glossary of Contemporary Political and Military Terms in the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation, signed on 27 May 1997.
 In this glossary distinct political terms are provided with a definition in English and Russian to avoid confusion and misconception. One of the most significant descriptions is the one on Common Foreign and Security Policy
:

Established in the Maastricht Treaty on European Union and refined in the Amsterdam Treaty, the Common Foreign and Security Policy as defined and implemented by the European Union is meant to:

a. safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity of the European Union in conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter;

b. strengthen the security of the European Union;

c. preserve peace and strengthen international security;

d. promote international cooperation; and

e. develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.

Oбщий курс в сфере внешней политики и безопасности Общий курс в сфере внешней политики и безопасности был закреплен в Маастрихтском договоре о Европейском союзе, и затем в Амстердамском договоре в него были внесены уточнения. Его задачами в соответствии с определением и реализацией этого курса Европейским союзом являются: 

a. защита общих ценностей, основных интересов, независимости и целостности Европейского союза  соответствии спринципами Устава ООН; 

b. укрепление безопасности Европейского союза; 

с. сохранение мира и укрепление международно безопасности; 

d. содействие развитию международного сотрудничества; 

e. развитие и укрепление демократии, законности, соблюдения прав человека и основных свобод.

The glossary is an unprecedented effort to improve the relationship between the NATO-members – including England – and the Russian Federation, by trying to avoid misperceptions of political concepts.

Many experts involved with contemporary Translation Studies believe that translating in itself is a political act. Tahir-Gürçağlar, Professor of Translation Studies, explains this contention by arguing that “translation is political because, both as activity and product, it displays process of negotiation among different agents. On micro-level, these agents are translators, authors, critics, publishers, editors, and readers.”
 As regards the translation from English into Russian and vice versa, it is very important to understand what this term political actually implies. There are three variants on the perception of this term – the positive, the negative, and the constructive sense. Maria Calzada-Pérez, a prominent linguist and translator, endeavoured to define all the ways in which politics in translation may be understood. Considered in a positive sense, politics in translation serves as “a vehicle to promote or legitimate interests of a particular social group (rather than a means to destroy contenders).”
 The most pessimistic view of this concept is expressed by Teun A. van Dijk, a Dutch expert in textlinguistics. According to him, politics serves only as “a system of wrong, false, distorted or otherwise misguided beliefs.”
 Calzada-Pérez claims that there is also a more neutral view between these two extremes. This view is defended mainly by Marxists, who argue that it should be considered as the constructive sense. They strongly believe that political implications in translation function as “a force that encourages revolutionary consciousness and fosters progress.”
 In such delicate matters it is very important for translators to make the right decision as to how to implement the political factor in their translations.

One of the examples that may cause confusion and translation problems are the closely related English terms indigenous, native, and aboriginal. Translators must be aware of the fact that all target-language readers who are not acquainted with the political and legal connotations of these terms, will have difficulty understanding the translated text. Although the terms indigenous and native are often used as synonyms, it is important to bear in mind that the word native may hold a negative connotation. One of the definitions of native, provided by the Oxford Dictionary of English is: “a non-white original inhabitant of a country as regarded by European colonists or travellers.”
 It is therefore very dangerous to use the term when it implies a reference to non-whites as they will most certainly be offended by it. Such delicate matters may thus cause much controversy. The term aboriginal bears a more narrow meaning, related by the Oxford dictionary to: “1. inhabiting or existing in a land from the earliest times or from before the arrival of colonists; 2. relating to the Australian Aboriginals.”
 Confusion caused by mixing up these terms can cause disputes, because the importance of political correctness in the English language. In Russia, it is an even more delicate issue. In their essay Indigenous – native – aboriginal: Confusion and translation problems
, Winfried Dallmann and Helle Goldman endeavoured to provide the best translations of the English terms into Russian. The problem is that throughout history these terms have undergone major changes, due to dramatic political and geographical changes. The Russian Federation is by law a federal state, consisting of 83 subjects, divided into 21 republics (республика), 46 oblasts (областей), 9 krais (краёв), 1 autonomous oblast (автономная область), 4 autonomous okrugs (автономного округа), and 2 federal cities (города федерального значения).
 This involves a considerable ethnic diversity, consisting of heterogeneous communities of people, all claiming their equal rights as citizens of the Russian Federation. Consequently, it is very difficult for a translator to determine what is exactly meant in the source text. Dallman and Goldman suggest that the most common translation for the general term native peoples is the Russian variant коренные народы. This, however, may cause discontent amongst certain ethnic minorities in giant Russia. It is wrong to speak of native Russians, because all non-foreigners live somewhere in the country, but demand to be considered as citizens of their republic, oblast or okrug. In this respect, translators have the tendency to choose for the Russian term туземец, which somehow narrows down the meaning of indigenous. It is not as general as коренные народы and will therefore give the people the feeling that they are referred to in a more personal, respected way. With regard to the English term aboriginal, the Russian language provides a clearer distinction between the literal translation абориген and the more descriptive коренной житель. The literal translation is mostly used in relation to the Australian Aborigines, while the descriptive term renders a more general meaning; i.e. the original inhabitant of a country free from colonisation. When translating the above mentioned Russian terms into English, Dallman and Goldman propose that the best option for a translator is to add a decisive adjective; such as ethnic, small, small-numbered, non-, etc.
 However, dictionaries on political correctness in languages claim that the English term native should not be used in reference to inhabitants of the Russian Federation. The political correct translation of туземец is believed to be the English indigenous.
 Many choices and possibilities are offered; nevertheless, it is the translator who has to take the difficult decision, whilst bearing in mind its possible consequences.

Another well-known problem that often occurs while translating a Russian text into English is the difference between the Russian terms русский and российский. In England, a similar confusion may sometimes arise. When one asks a citizen of England what nationality he or she has, the answer may be English or British. Nevertheless, in practice, the majority of English subjects will proudly announce that they have the English nationality. Also, these distinctive terms are unlikely to cause translation problems as both the English and the Russian language provide separate words for these concepts. British will be translated as британский and English as английский.  The Russian terms русский and российский, on the other hand, are likely to cause more difficulty, as the English language is restricted to only one possible equivalent; Russian. Lynn Visson, a prominent Professor in Russian Language and Literature, explains this distinction in her very interesting work on translation problems when translating from Russian into English, Русские проблемы в английской речи: Слова и фразы в контексте двух культур
. Visson claims that the wrong use of the Russian terms by translators may provoke racist issues. According the her, the term русский should best be translated as ethnic Russian, referring to the real Slavic peoples. Nowadays, this term implies that the Russian citizen concerned is a real Russian by blood and – above all – white-skinned. When it is clear in the source text that the writer is referring to a dark-skinned citizen of the Russian Federation – possibly of the republic Chechnya – the translator should apply the term российский. Visson argues that this term was invented by the ethnic Russians, because they believe that their dark-skinned compatriots are non-Slavic and therefore non-real Russians, only by law. Some of the extreme nationalist individuals would even claim that these people are “from another country”.
 In his work Using Russian: A guide to contemporary usage, Derek Offord is more careful in his explanation of this delicate issue. He states that the only way to correctly render the exact meaning of the terms in the Russian source text, is to give a descriptive translation. Consequently, the Russian term русский should be translated into English as a native of Russia, while российский should become a citizen of the Russian Federation. Offord substantiates his statement by providing a definition for the Russian российский, arguing that the concept “has come to be used to denote the nationality, which embraces people who are not ethnically Russian and things that are not culturally Russian.”
 In theory, the explanations all sound sufficiently plausible; however, it is the translator who needs to put these theories into practice, and – considering all political problems a translation may provoke – this is all but an easy job to do.

Visson and Offord also acknowledge the confusion that may arise from the translation of English into Russian – and vice versa – of all concepts related to country. Both the English and the Russian language offer a wide variety of equivalents for this term. Because the Russians are very patriotic people, they will not tolerate their country to be referred to as a страна, as it is much too impersonal. Offord agrees with this and claims that the term страна should be translated into English as state, rather than country. Russians will call their country either отечество – which literarily means fatherland – or родина – motherland.
 This is where a translator will come across a serious problem. According to Offord the best English translation for отечество is indeed the English equivalent fatherland, but родина could better be translated as native country.
 Visson does certainly not agree with Offord’s opinion. She claims that in English nor the terms fatherland, motherland nor native land would ever be used. The only way to render the patriotic connotation of the Russian terms is by translating them as our country or my country.
 Another, related, translation problem – which also required extensive research and brainwork in the personal translation of Yevgeny Zamyatin’s letter to Stalin
 – is the Russian habit of using у нас to refer to their beloved country. The literal English translation would be at ours, which would be completely wrong, as every Englishman would think that the writer means at our home/house. The Russian term implies great personality, which is the reason why Offord would prefer to use the English translation in our native country, just to emphasise the patriotic connotation.
 Visson, on the other hand, wants to avoid the adjective native by all means and states that – although she admits that it is unfortunate – the translator has no other option but to neutralise the Russian term and use the English in our country, without any confusing additions.
 The mere fact that even theorists do not seem able to agree on these matters, only shows that the job of the translator and the responsibility they have to carry cannot be underestimated. 

Another study that concerns the delicate issue of political correctness in translation is expounded in an essay titled Translation Problems in Modern Russian Society, written by Irina Khutyz, Master in Linguistics and involved in the research surrounding modern translating tendencies and problems. It regards the recent tendency of Russians to frequently use so-called loanwords in their colloquial language. According to Khutyz, this is mainly due to political developments and the improving relationship with the English-speaking countries. She states: 
“Russians largely borrow these terms from the languages of countries with a longer capitalistic and technological tradition, thus bringing English words and expressions into the language. Translators’ choices are influenced not only by the source language text and the peculiarities of the target audience, but also by the era to which the translator belongs – in translating for the modern reader it is necessary to take into consideration creative traditions, literary norms and conventions that are familiar to the reader of a certain society. Nowadays, due to various political changes and dynamic economic and technological growth, the Russian language has acquired numerous terms, which very quickly migrate from the class of neologisms to the category of familiar and frequently used words.”
 
She claims that she is in favour of the use of loanwords when there is a genuine need for them; however, she also points out that translators should be careful and thoughtful in their decision whether or not to use the popular foreign words in case there is the option of using an existing Russian equivalent. She does admit that translators could substantiate their preference of certain loanwords by arguing that the English borrowings often have a “semantic compactness; whereas a Russian equivalent has a descriptive character.”
 In this respect, Khutyz warns the translator about not using any foreign borrowings at all in the modern Russian language – which nowadays requires some foreignising –, because this negligence may lead to a so-called excessive translation. Nico Wiersema, Master in Translation Studies,  defines this term as “a translation that fails to foreignise/exoticise, i.e., use source language terms in the target language text, to the degree that is now acceptable.”
 Both argue that a frequent use of Anglicism is inevitable to create an adequate translation.
 Derek Offord fully agrees with Khutyz. He explains the tendency of foreignised translation as follows: 
“The radical changes in Russian life, the sudden greatly increased exposure to Western influence, and the introduction of large numbers of new institutions, habits and concepts have led to the flooding of the Russian language with loanwords.”
 
Offord claims that this tendency is related to Gorbachev’s policy of Glasnost’ and Perestroika, declaring that the use of foreign words became necessary because many such concepts were not allowed a Russian equivalent during the Soviet rule. Nevertheless, he also incites translators to distinguish between terms who genuinely need to be foreignised in order to properly convey the meaning of new concepts and “those which seem modish and are used, one suspects, more for the sake of their aura as up-to-date and alien,” because this may provoke protest amongst linguistic purists.
 Offord provides a few interesting examples of borrowings that were introduced during the post-communist period. As regards the first category – the terms which required a foreign borrowing due to political changes in Russia – he gives the example of impeachment, which needed to be adopted in the Russian language as the transliteration импичмент, because such a concept only became known in Russia with the establishment of a bicameral parliament. Also the English word manager required a second Russian equivalent – besides the already existing Russian заведующий –, namely the transliteration менеджер, because this renders the meaning of an executive in a commercial enterprise of a sort that could not exist in the former Russian planned economy.
 Two other examples are the recently adopted terms приватизация (privatisation) and русофобия (Russophobia); concepts that were obviously taboo in the Soviet Union.
 Unfortunately, the list with unnecessary foreignised terms is much longer. Just a few examples are крайм – the modish equivalent for crime – which does not add any more value to the meaning of the existing преступность.
 He also urges translators to keep using the long-established Russian term согласие for consensus – rather than консенсус –, and общество for society – in stead of социум.

Khutyz’s conclusion speaks very clear language:

“In the 21st  century, when effective communication has become the centre of our professional lives, the importance of finding better ways of translating is increasing. Due to globalisation and establishment of international relationships, new criteria appear of what can be regarded as an adequate translation. Introducing borrowings into translations might be viewed as a modern and "open-minded" approach; however translators should be extremely careful about not overloading the translated text with unnecessary foreign expressions. It is important to remember at whom the translation is targeted and what communicative effect it is supposed to produce.”

It is clear that political correctness in translation has become one of the most important factors for translators to take into account. One bad choice may provoke much controversy and protest, which could – in extreme cases of political misconceptions – even lead to the end of the translator’s career.  This is exactly why this section is so important in this thesis. Politics and international relations determine the variable factors translators should bear in mind in a specific period of time and situation. This is especially true for translations from Russian into English and vice versa. It is therefore vital that translators are acquainted with the relationship between England and Russia in a given period. Remember, an efficient translation will most certainly contribute to the view of both countries on each other; on the other hand, one mistake may cause serious issues and it is the translator who will have to pay the penalty.

[image: image1.jpg]Cl
0.Ca.Nlaspentia
(CUiA)

Poccuiickaa ®enepanusa

Poccuickas depepauns — Poccus €CTb AeMokpa-
TU4ECKOe (eAepaTUBHOE NPaBOBOE FOCYAAPCTED
C pecnyGAnKaHCcKoi hOpMOit NpasneHus.

HaumeHosanus Poccuiickas deaepaums
POCCHS paBHOSHa HbI.

(KoHctutyums Poccuiickon denepaumm, crates 1)

Poccuickas depepauys COCTOMUT U3 PECTyBAMK, KDaes,
obnacreit, ropoaoB GeAepanbHOro 3HaYEeHUs,
‘BTOHOMHOV 06NaCTU, aBTOHOMHBIX OKPYrOB —
pasHONpPaBHbix CybbekTos Poccuiickon Geaepaumnu.
(KoHcTutyums Poceuiickoin Degepaumm, cratbs 5)

2100

(0. KaparvuHckwia

“Bpamendy .
" 60xp. |
T CK A S
YacoBsIe mosca e 6

Macmra6 1:60 000 000

K‘ 4
03.3aiica) & 7
03. Banxau 4
I ) S
“ RN

O R

i [PAHMUBI HACOBBIX.
nosicos
Howmepa 4acoBbix
nosicos

== = JInHus nepemeHsbl aat

(+3) BenuumHa pasHuus!

BO BPEMEHM 4aCOBOrO
OSCA C MOCKOBCKMM
BpemeHeM (B yacax, B
NepHOA 3UMHEro Bpe-
MEHW)

TeppuTOpuUK, Ha KOTOPbIX NPUHATO

BpeMs, OTIMHAIOLLIEECH OT BpeMeHu
4acoBOrO NOACA, C yKa3aHuem
PasHMLbI C MOCKOBCKVM BPEMEHEM
(8 yacax)

Tpvmesarve. Ha TeppuTopy Poccuiickon denepaLyi
REVCTBYET CIIGAYIOLUI NOPAAOK VICHUCIEHUR BPEMEHM:
MIOSICHOE BPEMS MIIOC ORVH 4aC C AONONHMTENHBIM Ne-
PEBOAOM HaCOBOV CTPE/IKY EXErOAHO B NOCNEAHEE BOCK-
PeceHbe MapTa B 2 4aca Ha OAVH 4ac BNepea 1 B Nocnes:-
Hee BOCKpEeceHbe OKTAGPA B 3 4aca Ha 0AuH Yac Hasan

@ MOCKBA  Cronuua Poccuiickoin denepaumm
Cronuupl pecnybamk, LEHTPbI KPaes,
06nacTeit, BBTOHOMHbIX OKPYTOB,
@BTOHOMHOW O6nacTn

Poccuiickon deaepaumm

MpoYme HaCeneHHbIE MyHKTbI
Cronuup! 3apyGexHbIX rOCyAapcTs

XKenesHsle 40POry 1 MOPCKME
XE/IE3HOAOPOXHBIE MAPOMHbIE
nepenpasb

Mopckue nyTv 1 paccTosHNs
B KMAOMETPax

@ MpkyTek

© Bumoiick
O BAPLIABA

Mopckvie nopTb!

rocypapcre
pecny6nuk, kpaes, obnactei,
ABTOHOMHBIX OKDYrOB,
@BTOHOMHOV 06nacTn
Poccuiickoi ®eaepauym

NONSAIPHBIX BRAAEHUN

'~ Poccuiickoit Depepaumu

TocyAapcTBa—y4aCTHUKM
CoppyxecTtsa Hesasncumbix

TocynapcTs

Macmra6 1:20 000 000

1 Yamyprckas Pecnybnvka
2 Pecny6avka Mapuit 9n
3 Huxeropoackas 06nacTs

4 Yysauwickas Pecny6nvka —
Yysawwus

5 Pecny6avka Mopaosus

6 KpacHopapckwii kpai

7 Craspononbckwii kpait

8 Pecny6nvka Agbires (Anbirest

LMDOPAMU HA KAPTE OBO3HAYEHbI:
9 Kapauaeso-Yepkecckas 15 YeTb-OpabiHCKui BypsTckuii
Pecny6nvka @BTOHOMHBbIV OKPYT

16 AruHckuii BypsiTckuii asTo-
HOMHbI OKpYr

17 EBpeiickas aBTOHOMHas
obnactb

ﬁ

11 BeHrpus

10 KabapauHo-Bankapckas
Pecny6nuka

11 Pecny6aunka
CesepHas OceTua—Ananvs
bHOrO

Mongdsus

Pecnyonuka [larectal
IV Wpan

ssia.rJ






[image: image2.jpg]Russia’s Ethnic Republics P . J...... S

Tatar, 3 Udmurtia o 800 Mies Republic
7
Mari E1 Percent of:
Chuvashia 5 \ ‘ 3 p Other Titular
Tolaz, 2 T ) Q 2 Republic
3 Nationality

Minor
Xakuila Nationality|

Russians

Karelia Source: 1989 Census.

mﬁtm Karelian

Mordovia

Hussiu“

Adygea

Karachay-
Cherkessia

Cherkess, q hay
10
Kabardino- t

e

Balkaria = =~
9q b B
Balfar din ; Peoples
Kalmykia  chuvas
4
3

2

Buryatia
Total Republic Population
Bashkortostan \ (in thousands)
s ke Adygea 432 Karelia 790
Bashkortostan 3943 Khakassia 567
dgicy Tuva Buryatia 1,038 Komi 1,251
Chechenia and 1270 Man El 750
Ingushetia® Mordovia %63
Tatarstan Chuvashia 1,338 North Ossetia 632
Ossetia Dagestan Khakassia Dagestan 1,802 Tatarstan 3,642
Gormo-Altay 191
%At the time of - 5

Chechenia’ cﬁig’.ﬁﬁ’aﬁ-!ﬂﬁ:ﬁfy:wf- asingle GomoAliay i:z:“,::o il :7;2; f,:‘:umu 1, :g:

Tnouehetia® Sovatsonomoss epule. Poarion v :
istribution between the two current Karachay-Cherkessia 414 Yakutia 1,004

republics has not been determined. Boundary -






3.2. Literary Translation

Under the watchful eyes of the rigid Soviet authorities, Russian writers had to be careful not to write anything that would be considered as unfavourable and harmful to the Soviet government. Nevertheless, many authors found it their civil right and duty to write about the truth of living under the strict Soviet rule. The ones who dared to write in a clearly negative tone about such matters had only wasted their time and effort, as their works would be censored even before they were finished. Some writers tried their luck by creating a new writing style, very different from the standard literary genre that was imposed by the communist government and its institutions. A few courageous men thought they could deceive the authorities by adopting a style that was so subtle and oblique that the state’s servants – the censors – would not even notice that they were mocked at. Unfortunately, many of them were proven wrong, as the censors soon figured them out and decided to ban all the works written in a non-standard style. One such a distinguished, brave man was Boris Leonidovich Pasternak. 

Boris Pasternak was primarily known as a poet. He compared poetry with algebra, arguing that both these fields require extreme precision in order to render symbolic values as if they were real. Pasternak’s poetry was therefore highly metaphorical; he presented spiritual symbols and vague images with a view to portraying life and reality. Critics stated that “he perceived the world in colours and lines, in scents an sounds rather than in words and concepts.”
 Such a view on the world was not only apparent in his poetry but was later also – to a great extent – present in his novels, with emphasis on his masterpiece of 1957 Doctor Zhivago. Such a metaphorical approach in prose was innovative and original, but also very complicated. His works were – and still are – very difficult to read; not only for the everyday reader, but also for the Soviet censors. Most probably, they have – some would claim unrightfully – considered his metaphors as a sly manner to offend the Soviet administration. They therefore chose to play safe and banned the book in the Soviet Union. So, a novel that is full of metaphorical references and therefore even hard to simply read; how is such a work supposed to be translated? 

The translators of the first English publication of Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago in 1958, Max Hayward and Manya Harari, declared that it was indeed an extremely difficult job:

“Pasternak’s prose has astonishing power, subtlety and range. While always remaining simple and colloquial, it is exceptionally rich and poetic. Indeed, he makes use of sound and word association in the manner of a poetic genius. His language has a vitality which must be rare in the literature of any country and is perhaps unique in that of Russia.”
 
In her work, T.A. Kazakova claims that “when defining it as ‘simple and colloquial,’ they sometimes fail to read beyond it, into the culture and mood of those times; thus, the language of the translation becomes too neutral and superficial to reconstruct the source ‘subtext’.”
 She provides her readers with a few revealing examples.

As mentioned previously, Kazakova’s main critique was that the translation was too neutral and superficial, which is certainly not what Pasternak had aimed at when implying his ever so famous insinuative metaphors and strong language. A first example is Pasternak’s powerful expression “Мы им рога обломаем”, which was translated into the much weaker statement “We’ll show them”. Pasternak would certainly not have been pleased with such a feeble translation. A suggestion
 would be “We’ll lead them like lams to the slaughter”. This is much powerful and conveys Pasternak’s proverbial language. Another one of these understatements is the translation of “Мы этим по шапке” into “We’ll get rid of them”. A better translation would be “We’ll send them packing” or “We’ll give them the sack”. The second variant could maybe be somewhat confusing, as its primary meaning is to fire someone. Nevertheless, in this context it could be used, considering that the people in question will be turned out into the street, precisely because they did not do their job properly. Also, it renders Pasternak’s metaphor шапке, by adding sack, which is the metaphor used in the English equivalent proverb.

Another clear example is Pasternak’s description of the woman who is leading the committee. He has wrapped her in formal titles, which makes her seem somewhat artificial; but at the same time he emphasises her female properties. By doing this, he creates a rather grotesque image of the woman. In only one sentence, Pasternak uses the names “женщина за столом“, “представительница райсовета“, and “председательница“, which should be an indication for the translators that Pasternak attached great importance to these descriptions. Kazakova argues that “the translators preferred to omit most of the terms as redundant and with them omitted the emotional background of the character; besides, the woman of power has lost her ‘female properties’ to become ‘delegate’, ‘chairman’, ‘sitting behind the desk’ as if it were a matter of fact.”
 In order to render Pasternak’s – somewhat sarcastic – emphasis on the woman’s power and female properties, a powerful suggestion for this sentence would be “[…] Madam President-elect, the dictatress of the district committee, calling the tune from her throne.” Madam President implies that it is a woman, who considers herself to be of great power. Dictatress conveys Pasternak’s effort to show that – again, being a woman – she will not tolerate any contradiction. Finally, the Russian term стол may – besides its primary meaning of table – also mean throne. This is usually used to refer to historical leadership, but in this context its use is acceptable to emphasise her supposedly powerful position.

It is very unfortunate that the translators have too often chosen to omit certain information provided by Pasternak. In the second paragraph of the part discussed, Pasternak emphasises that the committee was attended by many people, by adding that there were not enough chairs, “чтобы рассадить столько народу”, which means “to place so many people”. Besides this negligence, it is also regrettable that the translators have not tried to keep Pasternak’s syntax, by dividing the sentence. It is a Russian habit – and charm – to form rather long sentences and it is important for translators to try and form a sentence that is acceptable to the English reader, and at the same time respects the writer’s sentence structure. Another example of such an omission is when Pasternak refers to the fat woman, who was screaming extremely loud as “шумевшая баба”. This should be a rather straightforward translation – “noisy old woman” –; nevertheless, the translators preferred to leave out this reference, which is most unfortunate, as precisely such expressions make Pasternak’s prose so interesting.

The most frequent problem is that the translators did not seem able to render Pasternak’s strong and suggestive language. They often transform Pasternak’s expressions into a too neutral and simple equivalent. A first example occurs when Pasternak tells about the old, fat woman who had once – a long, long time ago – been desirable and that in those times one of her rivals had tried to splash her with vitriol. Pasternak emphasises that the days when the fat woman was still attractive were long gone, by using the adjunct “в незапамятные времена”. Several good translations are possible here – “in very ancient times”, “in prehistoric times”, “in the days of yore”, etc. – and it is therefore regrettable that the translators have chosen for the rather boring “once”. At the end of that same sentence, the writer uses the adjective “обольстительный” to point out that the old woman was almost “attractive”. The latter equivalent conveys the meaning better than the translators’ “becoming”. Another case in which the translators fail to match the author’s level arises when Fatima is complaining about her housemates, because they are not doing what they “are supposed” to do around the house. Pasternak writes that these tasks were “разложенная повинность”, which means that they “were imposed”, and the tenants were thus obliged to fulfil those tasks; and were not just supposed to do so. A final example occurs when the woman delegate urges Fatima to stop complaining. She says “Не тужи”, which was translated into the very weak “Don’t worry”. The translation sounds somewhat comforting, while the woman was actually annoyed with Fatima who always seems to complain about everything and everyone. A few better options are possible here – e.g. “Don’t mope”, “Stop moaning”, “Don’t grumble”, “Stop whining”, etc. So many original possibilities offered themselves in such expression and – with a little imagination and creativity – translators could turn the artistic source text into an almost equally impressive translation.

Unfortunately, the small part contains a few even more serious translation problems. Some Russian terms and expressions have been misinterpreted by the translators. Firstly, the Russian verb “ютиться” has been translated into “live in a corner”. One may argue that the English equivalent does somehow render the primary meaning of the Russian verb, but it does certainly not convey the thoughts of Pasternak. The writer wanted to point out that their stay was only temporary and that the family lived in very cramped conditions. An acceptable translation would be “[…] were lodging in cramped conditions in the filthy basement.” Also, in the last paragraph the woman delegate states “Что за комитет? Мыслимое ли дело?,” expressing her discontent with the committee. The translators chose to translate the second part of the statements as “They’re hopeless”, reproaching the participants personally. Pasternak actually meant “How on earth is this possible?” or “How in God’s name is it possible?”, which does not imply any personal blame. The most unjustifiable translation error is, unfortunately, yet to come. In the paragraph in which the housekeeper complains about the other tenants not fulfilling their jobs, Pasternak explains what exactly the tasks implied. They each had to clean the “двор и улица”, which can only have one possible translation “the courtyard and the street”. It is therefore inexplicable why the translators preferred “the stairs and the door steps”.

It is regrettable that in such a small part of the novel, so many mistranslations may be discovered. Admittedly, it was certainly not an easy job for Hayward and Harari to correctly render the ambiguous and sometimes sarcastic expressions and it is indeed very easy to criticise them afterwards. They absolutely deserve much respect and regard for their courageous efforts. Nevertheless, it must be said that their translation did probably fall short of most readers’ and critics’ expectations.

It is most unfortunate that the limited length of the thesis does not allow to give more examples. Nevertheless, this chapter should be sufficient to understand the importance of political ideologies and relations in the world of translation. Translators should always be acquainted with the situation at a given period of time in both the source and target culture. One mistake against political correctness in translations may provoke much debate and controversy, and it is the translator who will have to bear the – sometimes very serious – consequences. Mistranslations in weighty literary writings may also cause great discontent amongst the readers, critics and authors; because too often the political and ideological connotations are unjustifiably omitted, which is the greatest fear of all prominent writers. However rigid and demanding it may seem; translators owe it to writers to gratify their wishes by delivering a pleasing translation of their masterpieces.
Conclusion 
“United we stand, divided we fall“; a saying that was claimed not to be entirely true when applied to the relationship between England and Russia. Unfortunately, this thesis did not succeed in refuting this statement; on the contrary, it has shown that many disputes have and still do stand in the way of a favourable relationship between these two superpowers. In an interview with the Russian non-governmental news agency Interfax


, the ambassador of the British Councils based in the Russian Federation, Sir Anthony Russell Brenton, confirmed this pessimistic viewpoint. He stated that the affairs concerning the assassination of Alexander Litvinenko and Russia’s refusal to extradite the main suspect have caused too many issues between England and Russia. He is convinced that the English government owes it to its people to keep on fighting for the national security of their beloved country and, if that means continuing the ever-lasting tit-for-tat with Russia, than that is what England shall do. He stated that "unfortunately, the Russian authorities have maintained their single-minded view and seem to be pursuing a small vendetta against the British Council.”
 Regretfully, he had to admit that the year 2008 has not been an ideal start for rebuilding the relationship between England and Russia. Nonetheless, he said he was still hopeful that the two nations will soon be able to resolve these political matters of dispute and improve the situation. He even promised that England will do anything in its power to reinforce its relationship with the Russian Federation.

This is, of course, a very promising prospect; however, such decisions cannot be made by one man only. All prominent English and Russian political leaders have to agree on this; a condition that has not been fulfilled yet. The newest Prime Minister of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Gordon Brown, does not seem very willing to take the first step towards a favourable relationship with the Russian Federation. Fortunately – and very surprisingly –, the Russian President-elect, Dmitry Medvedev, has uttered the promise to try his very best to solve the political issues with England. He realises that Russia’s economy and culture are very dependent on those of their former ally and therefore finds it his duty to ease Russia’s policy of international affairs. Prof Dr Alexander Arturovich Sagomonian
, Doctor in the theory and history of international relationships at Moscow State Linguistic University, and Prof Dr Igor Vladimirovich Obraztsov
, Doctor in Russian politics and sociology at MSLU, both believe that Mr Medvedev is likely to keep his promise and that the relationship between England and Russia will improve. It is never too late to mend, according to these two optimistic professors.

It is to be hoped that they will be proved right – preferably sooner than later –, because such tense relations do not only have a considerable impact on politics, but also on a wide range of other fields and areas of study. The effect on the mass media should certainly not to be underestimated. It is a known fact that journalists love sensational stories and that the notorious tit-for-tat row between England and Russia is the ideal source of exploitation. As discussed previously, the problem of freedom of the press has shifted. Fortunately, government control is not as rigid anymore as it was a few decades ago; but instead, news agencies are often biased because of self-imposed political points of view. The English readers like exciting news and seek for confirmation of their adopted Anti-Russian feelings. It is not surprising that the English media prefer not to disappoint their readers and therefore very easily accept rumours, harmful to the Russian administration. However, the Russian press will not allow England to walk over its empire without a struggle. Apart from the few anti-Kremlin news agencies, the Russian media will their very best to support their leaders. But the Russian press is affected by yet another constraint on its freedom. As is well-known, the Russian government does not appreciate too much foreign interference in its political affairs. Therefore, the press agencies often see themselves forced to impose a form of self-censorship by limiting the rubrics on world news. As Putin openly stated in a press conference, the issues with England are merely considered to be a “mini crisis”
; not significant enough for Russia to worry about. Being loyal servants of their president, news agencies follow suit and restrict their critiques on the English attitudes. In general, it may be said that the English media are too conscious of their remarkable freedom and often biased, whilst the Russian media are still too liable to political constraints. This only shows what a considerable impact politics and foreign affairs have on the media and their freedom of expression.

Also the world of literature has for a very long time been subject to various restrictions, imposed on political grounds. For many years, English literature was not welcome in the Soviet Union; nor was Soviet literature very desired in England. Nevertheless, both literatures did have a great influence on each other. The liberal ideas of English authors made a very positive impression on some Soviet writers. The latter, for their part, were respected by many English writers for their courage and determination to defend their rights. These influences mainly derived from the political views of the authors and the utterance thereof in their literary works. Many oppressed and silenced writers found it their duty to oppose against the rigid regimes in order to claim the rightful freedom of speech. It is a well-known fact that this has – more than once – resulted in serious conflicts between writers and the respective authorities. Nowadays, however, such aggressive policies towards literary writers have considerably weakened. English and Russian literature may now openly influence each other in a much more positive sense. Many English books and authors have become very famous in Russia and have already been a source of inspiration for contemporary Russian writers. Russian literature, for its part,  – above all the detective stories and scientific writings – has also become popular in England; a tendency that in time may lead to more positive views of the English people on the Russian Federation. On day, literature will have the power to serve as a successful means of desirable and beneficial propaganda for countries, which would most certainly improve the general relationship between England and Russia.

Another important effect of the countries’ political relationship is the influence it exerts on the world of translation. When translating, it is essential to bear in mind the great importance of background knowledge. If a translator is not able or willing to treat the source text and its translation within the required context, the result will be all but satisfactory. It is therefore vital for translators to gain an insight into the source and target culture; with particular emphasises on the historical and political backgrounds. This implies that indirectly – in the past, however, very directly – some restraints are imposed on translators. Experts confirm this:

 “translators are constrained in many ways: by their own ideology; by their feelings of superiority or inferiority towards the language in which they are writing the text being translated; by the prevailing poetical rules at that time; by the very language in which the texts they are translating is written; by what the dominant institutions and ideology expect of them; by the public for whom the translation is intended.”
 
It is undeniable that such claims need to be considered as the bald truth, and translators do not have the right to neglect such facts. They have to respect the origin of the writer of the source text and the probable readers of the translation. Politics and international relations undoubtedly play an important role in this matter. Translators have to be acquainted with the political situation in the source and target culture at a given period of time, in order to determine how such ideologies should best be conveyed in the translation. Nowadays, both English and Russian authorities attach great importance to political correctness in writings and translations. Single words may have a totally different connotation in the target language than they have in the source text. One word, one choice might make the difference. In literary translations, a similar problem has occurred in the past decades. Authors have created various new styles of writing, often in order to subtly express their political views and discontent. Such styles were very innovative and original a few years ago; unfortunately, this implies that they were very hard to read, and even harder to translate. Translators often faced with difficulties when translating texts written in highly metaphorical and satirical styles. It is extremely hard to determine as a translator how far one could go in order to fully render the ideas of the writer. It is most regrettable that this has often led to distinguished masterpieces being translated into much more neutral, superficial and weak writings. Also, the other extreme should not be neglected. Translators need to be cautious not to take too much pleasure in overestimating strong statements and language, as this too would cause great discontent amongst various groups of people. Translators are offered so many choices, so many theories, but these certainly do not make the job any easier. Like writers, translators constantly have to consider the political impact their work may have in the source as well as target culture. One bad choice could already be fatal. Nevertheless, Prof Dr Tatiana Andreevna Schors, head of the department of Germanic languages and professor of Russian and English translation at Moscow State Linguistic University, concluded in an overall positive tone, by stating that she is very glad to have experienced such major, favourable changes in the world of translation. She is not afraid anymore to translate English texts as they deserve to be translated and is therefore finally able to fully enjoy her job to the fullest. She claims that the world of translation is still heading towards an ideal destination and believes that, one day, translators will be entirely free to do their jobs to the best of their abilities.

On this optimistic note, it is time to conclude this thesis. Hopefully, this work has opened many eyes to the difficulties translators have to contend with; as well as to the importance of political relationships between the source and target cultures. Finally, an appeal to all lexicographers: adjust the definitions of translation, translate, and translator; these terms deserve to occupy a few more pages!
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Appendices

Appendix I
Конституция Российской Федерации
ГЛАВА 2. ПРАВА И СВОБОДЫ ЧЕЛОВЕКА И ГРАЖДАНИНА
Статья 29

1. Каждому гарантируется свобода мысли и слова.

2. Не допускаются пропаганда или агитация, возбуждающие социальную, расовую, национальную или религиозную ненависть и вражду. Запрещается пропаганда социального, расового, национального, религиозного или языкового превосходства.

3. Никто не может быть принужден к выражению своих мнений и убеждений или отказу от них.

4. Каждый имеет право свободно искать, получать, передавать, производить и распространять информацию любым законным способом. Перечень сведений, составляющих государственную тайну, определяется федеральным законом.

5. Гарантируется свобода массовой информации. Цензура запрещается.

Source: Конституция Российской Федерации: Герб Российской Федерации, Флаг Российской  Федерации, Москва, Омега-Л, 2007.

Appendix II 

История цензуры в России XIX-XX вв.

Предисловие

[…]

Информационные потоки, циркулирующие в обществе, регулирует такой государственный институт, как цензура. Юрист М.А. Федотов дает ей такое определение. «Цензура – родовое понятие. Оно охватывает различные виды и формы контроля официальных властей за содержанием выпускаемой в свет и распространяемой массовой информации с целью недопущения или ограничения распространения идей и сведении, признаваемых этими властями нежелательными или вредными. Контроль осуществляется в зависимости от вида средств массовой информации (печать, телевидение, радиовещание, кинематограф). Необходимо различать цензуру, налагающую запрет на обнародование сведений определенного рода, и цензуру, вторгающуюся в творческий процесс».

[…]

Блестящие умы человечества разрабатывали идеальные обоснования полной свободы слова, но, как только дело касалось практики, история смеялась над ними. Вспомним слова из знаменитой «Ареопагитики» Дж. Мильтона, его страстной речи в английском парламенте и памфлета 1644 г.: «Убить хорошую книгу – то же, что убить хорошего человека. Тот, кто убивает человека, убивает разумное создание, подобие Божие, но тот, кто уничтожает хорошую книгу, убивает самый разум, действительное, истинное подобие Божие ...» Книги Мильтона были сожжены на костре в 1660 г., сам поэт был арестован и в течение месяца содержался в тюрьме.

[…]

У русской цензуры до 1917 г. сложились определенные традиции, были выработаны разнообразные ее виды и формы, нацеленные на охрану основ государства, его институтов, ограничение свободы слова и доступа к различного рода информации, подавления инакомыслия и т.д. Как ни странно, советская цензура, которая долгое время официально якобы не существовала, вобрала в себя весь этот накопленный в прошлом опыт с его плюсами и, пожалуй, больше с минусами, хотя Большая советская энциклопедия (издание 1957 г.) утверждает: «Цензура в СССР носит совершенно иной характер, чем в буржуазных государствах. Она является органом социалистического государства, ее деятельность направлена на охрану военной и государственной тайны в печати, а также на предотвращение публикации материалов, которые могут нанести ущерб интересам трудящихся». Советская историческая энциклопедия (более позднее издание – 1974 г.) в своей справке о цензуре советскую вообще не вспоминает. Слово «цензура» тогда употреблялось только в отношении царской России и других так называемых капиталистических стран. Во многих предметных указателях наблюдается та же тенденция (есть лишь «Цензура в России», «Царская цензура», «Буржуазная цензура»). Сложилась парадоксальная ситуация: жесткая целенаправленная тотальная цензура господствовала, но де-факто ее якобы не было. Поэтому вопрос о недавнем прошлом советской цензуры вызывает особый интерес.

[…]

Source: Жирков, Г. В., История цензуры в России XIX-XX вв., Москва, Аспект Пресс, 2001.

Appendix III
Original, uncensored preface to George Orwell’s satire Animal Farm
THE FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

This book was first thought of, so far as the central idea goes, in 1937, but was not written down until about the end of 1943. By the time when it came to be written it was obvious that there would be great difficulty in getting it published (in spite of the present book shortage which ensures that anything describable as a book will 'sell'), and in the event it was refused by four publishers. Only one of these had any ideological motive. Two had been publishing anti-Russian books for years, and the other had no noticeable political colour. One publisher actually started by accepting the book, but after making the preliminary arrangements he decided to consult the Ministry of Information, who appear to have warned him, or at any rate strongly advised him, against publishing it. Here is an extract from his letter:

I mentioned the reaction I had had from an important official in the Ministry of Information with regard to Animal Farm. I must confess that this expression of opinion has given me seriously to think ... I can see now that it might be regarded as something which it was highly ill-advised to publish at the present time. If the fable were addressed generally to dictators and dictatorships at large then publication would be all right, but the fable does follow, as I see now, so completely the progress of the Russian Soviets and their two dictators, that it can apply only to Russia, to the exclusion of the other dictatorships. Another thing: it would be less offensive if the predominant caste in the fable were not pigs. I think the choice of pigs as the ruling caste will no doubt give offence to many people, and particularly to anyone who is a bit touchy, as undoubtedly the Russians are.

This kind of thing is not a good symptom. Obviously it is not desirable that a government department should have any power of censorship (except security censorship, which no one objects to in war time) over books which are not officially sponsored. But the chief danger to freedom of thought and speech at this moment is not the direct interference of the MOI or any official body. If publishers and editors exert themselves to keep certain topics out of print, it is not because they are frightened of prosecution but because they are frightened of public opinion. In this country intellectual cowardice is the worst enemy a writer or journalist has to face, and that fact does not seem to me to have had the discussion it deserves.

Any fairminded person with journalistic experience will admit that during this war official censorship has not been particularly irksome. We have not been subjected to the kind of totalitarian 'co-ordination' that it might have been reasonable to expect. The press has some justified grievances, but on the whole the Government has behaved well and has been surprisingly tolerant of minority opinions. The sinister fact about literary censorship in England is that it is largely voluntary. Unpopular ideas can be silenced, and inconvenient facts kept dark, without the need for any official ban. Anyone who has lived long in a foreign country will know of instances of sensational items of news - things which on their own merits would get the big headlines - being kept right out of the British press, not because the Government intervened but because of a general tacit agreement that 'it wouldn't do' to mention that particular fact. So far as the daily newspapers go, this is easy to understand. The British press is extremely centralized, and most of it is owned by wealthy men who have every motive to be dishonest on certain important topics. But the same kind of veiled censorship also operates in books and periodicals, as well as in plays, films and radio. At any given moment there is an orthodoxy, a body of ideas which it is assumed that all right-thinking people will accept without question. It is not exactly forbidden to say this, that or the other, but it is 'not done' to say it, just as in mid-Victorian times it was 'not done' to mention trousers in the presence of a lady. Anyone who challenges the prevailing orthodoxy finds himself silenced with surprising effectiveness. A genuinely unfashionable opinion is almost never given a fair hearing, either in the popular press or in the highbrow periodicals.

At this moment what is demanded by the prevailing orthodoxy is an uncritical admiration of Soviet Russia. Every-one knows this, nearly everyone acts on it. Any serious criticism of the Soviet régime, any disclosure of facts which the Soviet government would prefer to keep hidden, is next door to unprintable. And this nation-wide conspiracy to flatter our ally takes place, curiously enough, against a background of genuine intellectual tolerance. For though you are not allowed to criticize the Soviet government, at least you are reasonably free to criticize our own. Hardly anyone will print an attack on Stalin, but it is quite safe to attack Churchill, at any rate in books and periodicals. And throughout five years of war, during two or three of which we were fighting for national survival, countless books, pamphlets and articles advocating a compromise peace have been published without interference. More, they have been published without exciting much disapproval. So long as the prestige of the USSR is not involved, the principle of free speech has been reasonably well upheld. There are other forbidden topics, and I shall mention some of them presently, but the prevailing attitude towards the USSR is much the most serious symptom. It is, as it were, spontaneous, and is not due to the action of any pressure group.

The servility with which the greater part of the English intelligentsia have swallowed and repeated Russian propaganda from 1941 onwards would be quite astounding if it were not that they have behaved similarly on several earlier occasions. On one controversial issue after another the Russian viewpoint has been accepted without examination and then publicized with complete disregard to historical truth or intellectual decency. To name only one instance, the BBC celebrated the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Red Army without mentioning Trotsky. This was about as accurate as commemorating the battle of Trafalgar without mentioning Nelson, but it evoked no protest from the English intelligentsia. In the internal struggles in the various occupied countries, the British press has in almost all cases sided with the faction favoured by the Russians and libelled the opposing faction, sometimes suppressing material evidence in order to do so. A particularly glaring case was that of Colonel Mihailovich, the Jugoslav Chetnik leader. The Russians, who had their own Jugoslav protégé in Marshal Tito, accused Mihailovich of collaborating with the Germans. This accusation was promptly taken up by the British press: Mihailovich's supporters were given no chance of answering it, and facts contradicting it were simply kept out of print. In July of 1943 the Germans offered a reward of 100,000 gold crowns for the capture of Tito, and a similar reward for the capture of Mihailovich. The British press 'splashed' the reward for Tito, but only one paper mentioned (in small print) the reward for Mihailovich: and the charges of collaborating with the Germans continued. Very similar things happened during the Spanish civil war. Then, too, the factions on the Republican side which the Russians were determined to crush were recklessly libelled in the English leftwing press, and any statement in their defence even in letter form, was refused publication. At present, not only is serious criticism of the USSR considered reprehensible, but even the fact of the existence of such criticism is kept secret in some cases. For example, shortly before his death Trotsky had written a biography of Stalin. One may assume that it was not an altogether unbiased book, but obviously it was saleable. An American publisher had arranged to issue it and the book was in print - I believe the review copies had been sent out - when the USSR entered the war. The book was immediately withdrawn. Not a word about this has ever appeared in the British press, though clearly the existence of such a book, and its suppression, was a news item worth a few paragraphs.

It is important to distinguish between the kind of censorship that the English literary intelligentsia voluntarily impose upon themselves, and the censorship that can sometimes be enforced by pressure groups. Notoriously, certain topics cannot be discussed because of 'vested interests'. The best-known case is the patent medicine racket. Again, the Catholic Church has considerable influence in the press and can silence criticism of itself to some extent. A scandal involving a Catholic priest is almost never given publicity, whereas an Anglican priest who gets into trouble (e.g. the Rector of Stiffkey) is headline news. It is very rare for anything of an anti-Catholic tendency to appear on the stage or in a film. Any actor can tell you that a play or film which attacks or makes fun of the Catholic Church is liable to be boycotted in the press and will probably be a failure. But this kind of thing is harmless, or at least it is understandable. Any large organization will look after its own interests as best it can, and overt propaganda is not a thing to object to. One would no more expect the Daily Worker to publicize unfavourable facts about the USSR than one would expect the Catholic Herald to denounce the Pope. But then every thinking person knows the Daily Worker and the Catholic Herald for what they are. What is disquieting is that where the USSR and its policies are concerned one cannot expect intelligent criticism or even, in many cases, plain honesty from Liberal writers and journalists who are under no direct pressure to falsify their opinions. Stalin is sacrosanct and certain aspects of his policy must not be seriously discussed. This rule has been almost universally observed since 1941, but it had operated, to a greater extent than is sometimes realized, for ten years earlier than that. Throughout that time, criticism of the Soviet régime from the left could only obtain a hearing with difficulty. There was a huge output of anti-Russian literature, but nearly all of it was from the Conservative angle and manifestly dishonest, out of date and actuated by sordid motives. On the other side there was an equally huge and almost equally dishonest stream of pro-Russian propaganda, and what amounted to a boycott on anyone who tried to discuss all-important questions in a grown-up manner. You could, indeed, publish anti-Russian books, but to do so was to make sure of being ignored or misrepresented by nearly the whole of the highbrow press. Both publicly and privately you were warned that it was 'not done'. What you said might possibly be true, but it was 'inopportune' and 'played into the hands of' this or that reactionary interest. This attitude was usually defended on the ground that the international situation, and the urgent need for an Anglo-Russian alliance, demanded it; but it was clear that this was a rationalization. The English intelligentsia, or a great part of it, had developed a nationalistic loyalty towards the USSR, and in their hearts they felt that to cast any doubt on the wisdom of Stalin was a kind of blasphemy. Events in Russia and events elsewhere were to be judged by different standards. The endless executions in the purges of 1936-8 were applauded by life-long opponents of capital punishment, and it was considered equally proper to publicize famines when they happened in India and to conceal them when they happened in the Ukraine. And if this was true before the war, the intellectual atmosphere is certainly no better now.

But now to come back to this book of mine. The reaction towards it of most English intellectuals will be quite simple: 'It oughtn't to have been published'. Naturally, those reviewers who understand the art of denigration will not attack it on political grounds but on literary ones. They will say that it is a dull, silly book and a disgraceful waste of paper. This may well be true, but it is obviously not the whole of the story. One does not say that a book 'ought not to have been published' merely because it is a bad book. After all, acres of rubbish are printed daily and no one bothers. The English intelligentsia, or most of them, will object to this book because it traduces their Leader and (as they see it) does harm to the cause of progress. If it did the opposite they would have nothing to say against it, even if its literary faults were ten times as glaring as they are. The success of, for instance, the Left Book Club over a period of four or five years shows how willing they are to tolerate both scurrility and slipshod writing, provided that it tells them what they want to hear.

The issue involved here is quite a simple one: Is every opinion, however unpopular - however foolish, even - entitled to a hearing? Put it in that form and nearly any English intellectual will feel that he ought to say 'Yes'. But give it a concrete shape, and ask, 'How about an attack on Stalin? Is that entitled to a hearing?', and the answer more often than not will be 'No'. In that case the current orthodoxy happens to be challenged, and so the principle of free speech lapses. Now, when one demands liberty of speech and of the press, one is not demanding absolute liberty. There always must be, or at any rate there always will be, some degree of censorship, so long as organized societies endure. But freedom, as Rosa Luxembourg said, is 'freedom for the other fellow'. The same principle is contained in the famous words of Voltaire: 'I detest what you say; I will defend to the death your right to say it'. If the intellectual liberty which without a doubt has been one of the distinguishing marks of western civilization means anything at all, it means that everyone shall have the right to say and to print what he believes to be the truth, provided only that it does not harm the rest of the community in some quite unmistakable way. Both capitalist democracy and the western versions of Socialism have till recently taken that principle for granted. Our Government, as I have already pointed out, still makes some show of respecting it. The ordinary people in the street - partly, perhaps, because they are not sufficiently interested in ideas to be intolerant about them - still vaguely hold that 'I suppose everyone's got a right to their own opinion'. It is only, or at any rate it is chiefly, the literary and scientific intelligentsia, the very people who ought to be the guardians of liberty, who are beginning to despise it, in theory as well as in practice.

One of the peculiar phenomena of our time is the renegade Liberal. Over and above the familiar Marxist claim that 'bourgeois liberty' is an illusion, there is now a widespread tendency to argue that one can only defend democracy by totalitarian methods. If one loves democracy, the argument runs, one must crush its enemies by no matter what means. And who are its enemies? It always appears that they are not only those who attack it openly and consciously, but those who 'objectively' endanger it by spreading mistaken doctrines. In other words, defending democracy involves destroying all independence of thought. This argument was used, for instance, to justify the Russian purges. The most ardent Russophile hardly believed that all of the victims were guilty of all the things they were accused of. but by holding heretical opinions they 'objectively' harmed the régime, and therefore it was quite right not only to massacre them but to discredit them by false accusations. The same argument was used to justify the quite conscious lying that went on in the leftwing press about the Trotskyists and other Republican minorities in the Spanish civil war. And it was used again as a reason for yelping against habeas corpus when Mosley was released in 1943.

These people don't see that if you encourage totalitarian methods, the time may come when they will be used against you instead of for you. Make a habit of imprisoning Fascists without trial, and perhaps the process won't stop at Fascists. Soon after the suppressed Daily Worker had been reinstated, I was lecturing to a workingmen's college in South London. The audience were working-class and lower-middle class intellectuals - the same sort of audience that one used to meet at Left Book Club branches. The lecture had touched on the freedom of the press, and at the end, to my astonishment, several questioners stood up and asked me: Did I not think that the lifting of the ban on the Daily Worker was a great mistake? When asked why, they said that it was a paper of doubtful loyalty and ought not to be tolerated in war time. I found myself defending the Daily Worker, which has gone out of its way to libel me more than once. But where had these people learned this essentially totalitarian outlook? Pretty certainly they had learned it from the Communists themselves! Tolerance and decency are deeply rooted in England, but they are not indestructible, and they have to be kept alive partly by conscious effort. The result of preaching totalitarian doctrines is to weaken the instinct by means of which free peoples know what is or is not dangerous. The case of Mosley illustrates this. In 1940 it was perfectly right to intern Mosley, whether or not he had committed any technical crime. We were fighting for our lives and could not allow a possible quisling to go free. To keep him shut up, without trial, in 1943 was an outrage. The general failure to see this was a bad symptom, though it is true that the agitation against Mosley's release was partly factitious and partly a rationalization of other discontents. But how much of the present slide towards Fascist ways of thought is traceable to the 'anti-Fascism' of the past ten years and the unscrupulousness it has entailed?

It is important to realize that the current Russomania is only a symptom of the general weakening of the western liberal tradition. Had the MOI chipped in and definitely vetoed the publication of this book, the bulk of the English intelligentsia would have seen nothing disquieting in this. Uncritical loyalty to the USSR happens to be the current orthodoxy, and where the supposed interests of the USSR are involved they are willing to tolerate not only censorship but the deliberate falsification of history. To name one instance. At the death of John Reed, the author of Ten Days that Shook the World - a first-hand account of the early days of the Russian Revolution - the copyright of the book passed into the hands of the British Communist Party, to whom I believe Reed had bequeathed it. Some years later the British Communists, having destroyed the original edition of the book as completely as they could, issued a garbled version from which they had eliminated mentions of Trotsky and also omitted the introduction written by Lenin. If a radical intelligentsia had still existed in Britain, this act of forgery would have been exposed and denounced in every literary paper in the country. As it was there was little or no protest. To many English intellectuals it seemed quite a natural thing to, do. And this tolerance or [of?] plain dishonesty means much more than that admiration for Russia happens to be fashionable at this moment. Quite possibly that particular fashion will not last. For all I know, by the time this book is published my view of the Soviet régime may be the generally-accepted one. But what use would that be in itself? To exchange one orthodoxy for another is not necessarily an advance. The enemy is the gramophone mind, whether or not one agrees with the record that is being played at the moment.

I am well acquainted with all the arguments against freedom of thought and speech - the arguments which claim that it cannot exist, and the arguments which claim that it ought not to. I answer simply that they don't convince me and that our civilization over a period of four hundred years has been founded on the opposite notice. For quite a decade past I have believed that the existing Russian régime is a mainly evil thing, and I claim the right to say so, in spite of the fact that we are allies with the USSR in a war which I want to see won. If I had to choose a text to justify myself, I should choose the line from Milton:

By the known rules of ancient liberty.

The word ancient emphasizes the fact that intellectual freedom is a deep-rooted tradition without which our characteristic western culture could only doubtfully exist. From that tradition many of our intellectuals are visibly turning away. They have accepted the principle that a book should be published or suppressed, praised or damned, not on its merits but according to political expediency. And others who do not actually hold this view assent to it from sheer cowardice. An example of this is the failure of the numerous and vocal English pacifists to raise their voices against the prevalent worship of Russian militarism. According to those pacifists, all violence is evil and they have urged us at every stage of the war to give in or at least to make a compromise peace. But how many of them have ever suggested that war is also evil when it is waged by the Red Army? Apparently the Russians have a right to defend themselves, whereas for us to do [so] is a deadly sin. One can only explain this contradiction in one way: that is, by a cowardly desire to keep in with the bulk of the intelligentsia, whose patriotism is directed towards the USSR rather than towards Britain. I know that the English intelligentsia have plenty of reason for their timidity and dishonesty, indeed I know by heart the arguments by which they justify themselves. But at least let us have no more nonsense about defending liberty against Fascism. If liberty means anything at all it means the right to tell people what they do not want to hear. The common people still vaguely subscribe to that doctrine and act on it. In our country - it is not the same in all countries: it was not so in republican France, and it is not so in the USA today [i.e. 1945(!)] - it is the liberals who fear liberty and the intellectuals who want to do dirt on the intellect: it is to draw attention to that fact that I have written this preface.

PREFACE TO THE UKRAINIAN EDITION

I have been asked to write a preface to the Ukrainian translation of Animal Farm. I am aware that I write for readers about whom I know nothing, but also that they too have probably never had the slightest opportunity to know anything about me.

In this preface they will most likely expect me to say something of how Animal Farm originated but first I would like to say something about myself and the experiences by which I arrived at my political position.

I was born in India in 1903. My father was an official in the English administration there, and my family was one of those ordinary middle-class families of soldiers, clergymen, government officials, teachers, lawyers, doctors, etc. I was educated at Eton, the most costly and snobbish of the English Public Schools.* But I had only got in there by means of a scholarship; otherwise my father could not have afforded to send me to a school of this type.

Shortly after I left school (I wasn't quite twenty years old then) I went to Burma and joined the Indian Imperial Police. This was an armed police, a sort of gendarmerie very similar to the Spanish Guardia Civil or the Garde Mobile in France. I stayed five years in the service. It did not suit me and made me hate imperialism, although at that time nationalist feelings in Burma were not very marked, and relations between the English and the Burmese were not particularly unfriendly. When on leave in England in 1927, I resigned from the service and decided to become a writer: at first without any especial success. In 1928—9 I lived in Paris and wrote short stories and novels that nobody would print (I have since destroyed them all). In the following years I lived mostly from hand to mouth, and went hungry on several occasions. It was only from 1934 onwards that I was able to live on what I earned from my writing. In the meantime I sometimes lived for months on end amongst the poor and half-criminal elements who inhabit the worst parts of the poorer quarters, or take to the streets, begging and stealing. At that time I associated with them through lack of money, but later their way of life interested me very much for its own sake. I spent many months (more systematically this time) studying the conditions of the miners in the north of England. Up to 1930 I did not on the whole look upon myself as a Socialist. In fact I had as yet no clearly defined political views. I became pro-Socialist more out of disgust with the way the poorer section of the industrial workers were oppressed and neglected than out of any theoretical admiration for a planned society.

In 1936 I got married. In almost the same week the civil war broke out in Spain. My wife and I both wanted to go to Spain and fight for the Spanish Government. We were ready in six months, as soon as I had finished the book I was writing. In Spain I spent almost six months on the Aragon front until, at Huesca, a Fascist sniper shot me through the throat.

In the early stages of the war foreigners were on the whole unaware of the inner struggles between the various political parties supporting the Government. Through a series of accidents I joined not the International Brigade like the majority of foreigners, but the POUM militia — i.e. the Spanish Trotskyists.

So in the middle of 1937, when the Communists gained control (or partial control) of the Spanish Government and began to hunt down the Trotskyists, we both found ourselves amongst the victims. We were very lucky to get out of Spain alive, and not even to have been arrested once. Many of our friends were shot, and others spent a long time in prison or simply disappeared.

These man-hunts in Spain went on at the same time as the great purges in the USSR and were a sort of supplement to them. In Spain as well as in Russia the nature of the accusations (namely, conspiracy with the Fascists) was the same and as far as Spain was concerned I had every reason to believe that the accusations were false. To experience all this was a valuable object lesson: it taught me how easily totalitarian propaganda can control the opinion of enlightened people in democratic countries.

My wife and I both saw innocent people being thrown into prison merely because they were suspected of unorthodoxy. Yet on our return to England we found numerous sensible and well-informed observers believing the most fantastic accounts of conspiracy, treachery and sabotage which the press reported from the Moscow trials.

And so I understood, more clearly than ever, the negative influence of the Soviet myth upon the western Socialist movement.

And here I must pause to describe my attitude to the Soviet regime.

I have never visited Russia and my knowledge of it consists only of what can be learned by reading books and newspapers. Even if I had the power, I would not wish to interfere in Soviet domestic affairs: I would not condemn Stalin and his associates merely for their barbaric and undemocratic methods. It is quite possible that, even with the best intentions, they could not have acted otherwise under the conditions prevailing there.

But on the other hand it was of the utmost importance to me that people in western Europe should see the Soviet regime for what it really was. Since 1930 I had seen little evidence that the USSR was progressing towards anything that one could truly call Socialism. On the contrary, I was struck by clear signs of its transformation into a hierarchical society, in which the rulers have no more reason to give up their power than any other ruling class. Moreover, the workers and intelligentsia in a country like England cannot understand that the USSR of today is altogether different from what it was in 1917. It is partly that they do not want to understand (i.e. they want to believe that, somewhere, a really Socialist country does actually exist), and partly that, being accustomed to comparative freedom and moderation in public life, totalitarianism is completely incomprehensible to them.

Yet one must remember that England is not completely democratic. It is also a capitalist country with great class privileges and (even now, after a war that has tended to equalise everybody) with great differences in wealth. But nevertheless it is a country in which people have lived together for several hundred years without major conflict, in which the laws are relatively just and official news and statistics can almost invariably be believed, and, last but not least, in which to hold and to voice minority views does not involve any mortal danger. In such an atmosphere the man in the street has no real understanding of things like concentration camps, mass deportations, arrests without trial, press censorship, etc. Everything he reads about a country like the USSR is automatically translated into English terms, and he quite innocently accepts the lies of totalitarian propaganda. Up to 1939, and even later, the majority of English people were incapable of assessing the true nature of the Nazi regime in Germany, and now, with the Soviet regime, they are still to a large extent under the same sort of illusion.

This has caused great harm to the Socialist movement in England, and had serious consequences for English foreign policy. Indeed, in my opinion, nothing has contributed so much to the corruption of the original idea of Socialism as the belief that Russia is a Socialist country and that every act of its rulers must be excused, if not imitated.

And so for the past ten years I have been convinced that the destruction of the Soviet myth was essential if we wanted a revival of the Socialist movement.

On my return from Spain I thought of exposing the Soviet myth in a story that could be easily understood by almost anyone and which could be easily translated into other languages. However, the actual details of the story did not come to me for some time until one day (I was then living in a small village) I saw a little boy, perhaps ten years old, driving a huge cart-horse along a narrow path, whipping it whenever it tried to turn. It struck me that if only such animals became aware of their strength we should have no power over them, and that men exploit animals in much the same way as the rich exploit the proletariat.

I proceeded to analyse Marx's theory from the animals' point of view. To them it was clear that the concept of a class struggle between humans was pure illusion, since whenever it was necessary to exploit animals, all humans united against them: the true struggle is between animals and humans. From this point of departure, it was not difficult to elaborate the story. I did not write it out till 1943, for I was always engaged on other work which gave me no time; and in the end I included some events, for example the Teheran Conference, which were taking place while I was writing. Thus the main outlines of the story were in my mind over a period of six years before it was actually written.

I do not wish to comment on the work; if it does not speak for itself, it is a failure. But I should like to emphasise two points: first, that although the various episodes are taken from the actual history of the Russian Revolution, they are dealt with schematically and their chronological order is changed; this was necessary for the symmetry of the story. The second point has been missed by most critics, possibly because I did not emphasise it sufficiently. A number of readers may finish the book with the impression that it ends in the complete reconciliation of the pigs and the humans. That was not my intention; on the contrary I meant it to end on a loud note of discord, for I wrote it immediately after the Teheran Conference which everybody thought had established the best possible relations between the USSR and the West. I personally did not believe that such good relations would last long; and as events have shown, I wasn't far wrong.

I don't know what more I need add. If anyone is interested in personal details, I should add that I am a widower with a son almost three years old, that by profession I am a writer, and that since the beginning of the war I have worked mainly as a journalist.

The periodical to which I contribute most regularly is Tribune, a sociopolitical weekly which represents, generally speaking, the left wing of the Labour Party. The following of my books might most interest the ordinary reader (should any reader of this translation find copies of them): Burmese Days (a story about Burma), Homage to Catalonia (arising from my experiences in the Spanish Civil War), and Critical Essays (essays mainly about contemporary popular English literature and instructive more from the sociological than from the literary point of view).

* These are not public 'national schools', but something quite the opposite: exclusive and expensive residential secondary schools, scattered far apart. Until recently they admitted almost no one but the sons of rich aristocratic families. It was the dream of nouveau riche bankers of the nineteenth century to push their sons into a Public School. At such schools the greatest stress is laid on sport, which forms, so to speak, a lordly, tough and gentlemanly outlook. Among these schools, Eton is particularly famous. Wellington is reported to have said that the victory of Waterloo was decided on the playing fields of Eton. It is not so very long ago that an overwhelming majority of the people who in one way or another ruled England came from the Public School. [Orwell's footnote.]
Source: Robert Weaver, http://home.iprimus.com.au/korob/Orwell.html
Appendix IV
Евгений Замятин. Письмо Сталину

Электронная версия: В. Г. Есаулов, 12 декабря 2005 г.

     Уважаемый Иосиф Виссарионович, 
     приговоренный  к  высшей  мере  наказания  автор  настоящего  письма  -

обращается к Вам с просьбой о замене этой меры другою. 

     Мое  имя  Вам,  вероятно,  известно. Для меня, как для писателя, именно

смертным  приговором  является  лишение возможности писать, а обстоятельства

сложились  так,  что  продолжать  свою  работу я не могу, потому что никакое

творчество  немыслимо, если приходится работать в атмосфере систематической,

год от году все усиливающейся, травли. 

     Я  ни  в какой мере не хочу изображать из себя оскорбленную невинность.

Я  знаю,  что  в  первые 3-4 года после революции среди прочего, написанного

мною,  были  вещи,  которые могли дать повод для нападок. Я знаю, что у меня

есть  очень  неудобная привычка говорить не то, что в данный момент выгодно,

а  то,  что  мне  кажется  правдой. В частности, я никогда не скрывал своего

отношения  к  литературному  раболепству,  прислуживанию и перекрашиванию: я

считал  -  и продолжаю считать - что это одинаково унижает как писателя, так

и  революцию. В свое время именно этот вопрос, в резкой и обидной для многих

форме  поставленный  в  одной  из  моих  статей  (журн.  "Дом  искусств", No
1,1920),  был  сигналом  для  начала  газетно-журнальной  кампании  по моему

адресу. 

     С  тех пор, по разным поводам, кампания эта продолжается по сей день, и

в  конце  концов она привела к тому, что я назвал бы фетишизмом: как некогда

христиане  для  более  удобного  олицетворения всяческого зла создали черта,

так  критика  сделала из меня черта советской литературы. Плюнуть на черта -

зачитывается  как  доброе  дело,  и  всякий  плевал как умеет. В каждой моей

напечатанной  вещи  непременно отыскивался какой-нибудь дьявольский замысел.

Чтобы  отыскать  его - меня не стеснялись награждать даже пророческим даром:

так,  в одной моей сказке ("Бог"), напечатанной в журнале "Летопись" - еще в

1916  году  - некий критик умудрился найти... "издевательство над революцией

в  связи  с  переходом к НЭПу"; в рассказе ("Инок Эразм"), написанном в 1920

году,  другой  критик  (Машбиц-Веров)  узрел "притчу о поумневших после НЭПа

вождях".  Независимо  от  содержания той или иной моей вещи - уже одной моей

подписи  стало  достаточно, чтобы объявить эту вещь криминальной. Недавно, в

марте  месяце  этого  года,  Ленинградский Облит принял меры к тому, чтобы в

этом  не  оставалось  уже  никаких  сомнений:  для издательства "Академия" я

проредактировал  комедию  Шеридана  "Школа злословия" и написал статью о его

жизни  и  творчестве: никакого моего злословия в этой статье, разумеется, не

было  и  не  могло быть - и тем не менее Облит не только запретил статью, но

запретил  издательству  даже  упоминать  мое  имя  как редактора перевода. И

только  после  моей  апелляции  в  Москву, после того как Главлит, очевидно,

внушил,  что  с  такой  наивной  откровенностью  действовать все же нельзя -

разрешено было печатать и статью, и даже мое криминальное имя. 

     Этот  факт  приведен здесь потому, что он показывает отношение ко мне в

совершенно обнаженном, так сказать - химически чистом виде. Из обширной 

     коллекции  я  приведу здесь еще один факт, связанный уже не с случайной

статьей,  а  с  пьесой  большого  масштаба,  над которой я работал почти три

года.  Я  был  уверен,  что  эта  моя  пьеса - трагедия "Атилла" - заставит,

наконец,   замолчать   тех,  кому  угодно  было  делать  из  меня  какого-то

мракобеса.  Для  такой  уверенности  я, как будто, имел все основания. Пьеса

была  прочитана  на заседании Художественного совета Ленинградского Большого

Драматического   театра,   на   заседании  присутствовали  представители  18

ленинградских  заводов и вот выдержки из их отзывов (цитируются по протоколу

заседания от 15-го мая 1928 г.). 

     Представитель  фабрики  им.  Володарского:  "Это  -  пьеса современного

автора,   трактующего  тему  классовой  борьбы  в  древние  века,  созвучную

современности...  Идеологически  пьеса  вполне приемлема... Пьеса производит

сильное  впечатление  и уничтожает упрек, брошенный современной драматургии,

что  она  не  дает хороших пьес..." Представитель завода им. Ленина, отмечая

революционный  характер  пьесы,  находит, что "пьеса по своей художественной

ценности   напоминает   шекспировские   произведения...  Пьеса  трагическая,

чрезвычайно   насыщена   действием   и   будет   очень   увлекать  зрителя".

Представитель  Гидро-механического  завода  считает  "все  моменты  в  пьесе

весьма  сильными  и захватывающими" и рекомендует приурочить ее постановку к

юбилею театра. 

     Пусть  насчет  Шекспира  товарищи  рабочие  хватили  через  край, но во

всяком  случае о той же пьесе М. Горький писал, что считает ее "высокоценной

и  литературно  и общественно" и что "героический тон пьесы и героический ее

сюжет  как  нельзя более полезны для наших дней". Пьеса была принята театром

к  постановке,  была разрешена Главреперткомом, а затем... Показана рабочему

зрителю,   давшему  ей  такую  оценку?  Нет:  затем  пьеса,  уже  наполовину

срепетированная  театром,  уже  объявленная  на  афишах  - была запрещена по

настоянию Ленинградского Облита. 

     Гибель  моей  трагедии "Атилла" была поистине трагедией для меня: после

этого  мне  стала  совершенно  ясна  бесценность всяких попыток изменить мое

положение,  тем  более  что  вскоре  разыгралась  известная  история  с моим

романом   "Мы"   и   "Красным  деревом"  Пильняка.  Для  истребления  черта,

разумеется,  допустима  любая  подтасовка - и роман, написанный за девять ло

до  того,  в  1920  году,  был  подан  рядом  с  "Красным  деревом"  как моя

последняя,  новая  работа.  Организована  была  небывалая  еще  до тех пор в

советской  литературе  травля, отмеченная даже в иностранной прессе: сделано

было  все, чтобы закрыть для меня всякую возможность дальнейшей работы. Меня

стали  бояться  вчерашние  мои  товарищи,  издательства,  театры.  Мои книги

запрещены  были  к  выдаче  из библиотек. Моя пьеса ("Блоха"), с неизменными

успехом  шедшая  в  МХАТ'е  2-м  уже четыре сезона, была снята с репертуара.

Печатание  собрания моих сочинений в изд-ве "Федерация" было приостановлено.

Всякое  издательство,  пытавшееся  печатать  мои работы, подвергалось за это

немедленному  обстрелу,  что  испытали  на  себе  и  "Федерация", и "Земля и

фабрика",  и  особенно "Изд-во писателей в Ленинграде". Это последнее изд-во

еще   целый   год   рисковало  иметь  меня  в  числе  членов  правления,  не

осмеливалось  использовать мой литературный опыт, поручая мне стилистическую

правку  произведений  молодых  писателей - в том числе и коммунистов. Весной

этого   года  ленин.  отд.  РАПП'а  добился  выхода  моего  из  правления  и

прекращения  этой моей работы. "Литературная Газета" с торжеством оповестила

об   этом,   совершенно   недвусмысленно   добавляя:  "...издательство  надо

сохранить,  но  не  для  Замятиных".  Последняя  дверь  к  читателю была для

Замятина закрыта: смертный приговор этому автору был опубликован.      

     В  советском  кодексе  следующей  ступенью  после  смертного  приговора

является  выселение  преступника  из  пределов  страны. Если я действительно

преступник  и  заслуживаю  кары,  то  все  же,  думаю,  не такой тяжкой, как

литературная  смерть,  и  потому  я прошу заменить этот приговор высылкой из

пределов  СССР  -  с  правом  для  моей жены сопровождать меня. Если же я не

преступник,  я прошу разрешить мне вместе с женой, временно, хотя бы на один год,  выехать  за границу - с тем, чтобы я мог вернуться назад, как только у нас  станет  возможно  служить  в литературе большим идеям без прислуживания маленьким  людям,  как  только  у  нас хоть отчасти изменится взгляд на роль художника  слова.  А  это  время,  я уверен, уже близко, потому что вслед за успешным  созданием  материальной  базы  неминуемо встанет вопрос о создании надстройки  - искусства и литературы, которые действительно были бы достойны революции. 
     Я  знаю:  мне  очень нелегко будет и за границей, потому что быть там в

реакционном  лагере  я  не могу - об этом достаточно убедительно говорит мое

прошлое  (принадлежность  к  РСДРП(б)  в  царское  время,  тогда  же тюрьма,

двукратная  высылка, привлечение к суду во время войны за антимилитаристскую

повесть).  Я  знаю,  что  если  здесь  в  силу  моего  обыкновения писать по совести,  а не по команде - меня объявили правым, то там раньше или позже по той  же  причине  меня,  вероятно,  объявят  большевиком.  Но даже при самых трудных  условиях  там  я  не  буду  приговорен  к  молчанию,  там  я буду в состоянии  писать  и  печататься  -  хотя  бы  даже  и  не  по-русски.  Если обстоятельствами  я  приведен  к  невозможности  (надеюсь,  временной)  быть русским  писателем,  может  быть мне удастся, как это удалось поляку Джозефу Конраду,  стать  на  время  писателем английским, тем более что по-русски об Англии  я  уже  писал  (сатирическая  повесть "Островитяне" и др.), а писать по-английски  мне  немногим труднее, чем по-русски. Илья Эренбург, оставаясь советским   писателем,   давно  работает  главным  образом  для  европейской литературы  -  для  переводов  на  иностранные  языки:  почему  же  то,  что разрешено  Эренбургу,  не может быть разрешено и мне? И заодно вспомню здесь еще  другое  имя:  Б.  Пильняка. Как и я, амплуа черта он разделял со мной в полной  мере,  он  был  главной  мишенью  для  критики, и для отдыха от этой травли  ему  разрешена  поездка  за  границу;  почему  же  го, что разрешено Пильняку, не может быть разрешено и мне? 
     Свою  просьбу  о  выезде  за  границу  я мог бы основывать и на мотивах

более  обычных,  хотя  и  не  менее  серьезных:  чтобы  избавиться от давней

хронической  болезни (колит) - мне нужно лечиться за границей; чтобы довести

до  сцены  две  моих  пьесы,  переведенных на английский и итальянский языки

(пьесы  "Блоха"  и "Общество почетных звонарей", уже ставившиеся в советских

театрах),  мне  опять-таки  нужно  самому  быть  за границей; предполагаемая

постановка  этих  пьес,  вдобавок,  даст  мне  возможность  не  обременяя  и

Наркомфин  просьбой  о  выдаче  мне валюты. Все эти мотивы - налицо: но я не

хочу  скрывать, что основной причиной моей просьбы о разрешении мне вместе с

женой   выехать  за  границу  -  является  безвыходное  положение  мое,  как

писателя, здесь, смертный приговор, вынесенный мне, как писателю, здесь. 

     Исключительное  внимание,  которое  встречали  с  Вашей  стороны другие

обращавшиеся  к  Вам  писатели  позволяет  мне  надеяться, что и моя просьба

будет уважена. 

     Июнь, 1931 г. 

Source: Замятин Е. Сочинения, 1986. Т. 4. С. 310-316. 

Appendix V 

УГОЛОВНЫЙ КОДЕКС РСФСР

ОСОБЕННАЯ ЧАСТЬ 

Глава первая

Преступления государственные 

1. Контрреволюционные преступления 

58-1. Контрреволюционным признается всякое действие, направленное к свержению, подрыву или ослаблению власти рабоче-крестьянских советов и избранных ими, на основании Конституции Союза ССР и конституций союзных республик, рабоче-крестьянских правительств Союза ССР, союзных и автономных республик или к подрыву или ослаблению внешней безопасности Союза ССР и основных хозяйственных, политических и национальных завоеваний пролетарской революции.
Source: Текст 58-й статьи приводится по: Уголовный кодекс РСФСР. С изменениями на 1 июля 1938 г. М.: Юридическое издательство НКЮ СССР, 1938. С.27-32.

                  http://www.kc.koenig.ru/aktkbg/KALININ/akkab_05e.htm
Appendix VI 
Архипелаг ГУЛаг

Том 3 - ЧАСТЬ ПЯТАЯ: Каторга

Глава 1. Обречённые

[…]

Эти люди, пережившие на своей шкуре  24 года коммунистического счастья, уже в 1941-м знали то, чего не знал еще  никто в мире: что на всей планете и во всей истории не было режима  более злого, кровавого  и вместе с тем более лукаво-изворотливого, чем  большевистский,  самоназвавшийся "советским". Что ни по числу замученных, ни  по вкоренчивости на долготу лет, ни по дальности замысла, ни сквозной унифицированной тоталитарностью не может  сравниться  с ним никакой другой  земной режим, ни  даже ученический гитлеровский,  к тому времени затмивший  Западу все глаза.
Source: Солженицын, A., Архипелаг Гулаг: 1918-1956: Опыт художественного. исследования, Москва, Новый Mир, 1989.
Appendix VII
Борис ПАСТЕРНАК

«ДОКТОР ЖИВАГО»

Часть шестая

МОСКОВСКОЕ СТАНОВИЩЕ

12
Прошедшие опрос и обыск жильцы один за другим возвращались в теплых платках и шубах в неотапливаемое помещение бывшего яичного склада, теперь занятое домкомом. 
В одном конце комнаты стоял конторский стол и несколько стульев, которых, однако, было недостаточно, чтобы рассадить столько народу. Поэтому в придачу к ним кругом поставлены были наподобие скамей длинные, перевернутые вверх дном пустые ящики из-под яиц. Гора таких ящиков до потолка громоздилась в противоположном конце помещения. Там в углу были кучей сметены к стене промерзшие стружки, склеенные в комки вытекшей из битых яиц сердцевиной. В этой куче с шумом возились крысы, иногда выбегая на свободное пространство каменного пола и снова скрываясь в стружках. 
Каждый раз при этом на один из ящиков с визгом вскакивала крикливая и заплывшая жиром жилица. Она подбирала уголок подола кокетливо оттопыренными пальчиками, дробно топотала ногами в модных дамских ботинках с высокими голенищами и намеренно хрипло, под пьяную, кричала: 
— Олька, Олька, у тебя тут крысы бегают. У, пошла, поганая! Ай-ай-ай, понимает сволочь! Обозлилась. Аяяй, по ящику ползет! Как бы под юбку не залезла. Ой боюсь, ой боюсь! Отвернитесь, господа мужчины. Виновата, я забыла, что теперь не мужчины, а товарищи граждане. 
На шумевшей бабе был расстегнутый каракулевый сак. Под ним в три слоя зыбким киселем колыхались ее двойной подбородок, пышный бюст и обтянутый шелковым платьем живот. Видно, когда-то она слыла львицею среди третьеразрядных купцов и купеческих приказчиков. Щелки ее свиных глазок с припухшими веками едва открывались. Какая-то соперница замахнулась на нее в незапамятные времена склянкой с кислотою, но промазала, и только два-три брызга протравили на левой щеке и в левом углу рта два легких следа, по малозаметности почти обольстительных. 
— Не ори, Храпугина. Просто работать нет возможности, — говорила женщина за столом, представительница райсовета, выбранная на собрании председательницей. 
Ее еще с давних времен хорошо знали старожилы дома, и она сама хорошо их знала. Она перед началом собрания неофициально вполголоса беседовала с теткой Фатимой, старой дворничихой дома, когда-то с мужем и детьми ютившейся в грязном подвале, а теперь переселенной вдвоем с дочерью на второй этаж в две светлых комнаты. 
— Ну так как же, Фатима? — спрашивала председательница. 
Фатима жаловалась, что она одна не справляется с таким большим и многолюдным домом, а помощи ниоткуда, потому что разложенной на квартиры повинности по уборке двора и улицы никто не соблюдает. 
— Не тужи, Фатима, мы им рога обломаем, будь покойна. Что за комитет? Мыслимое ли дело? Уголовный элемент скрывается, сомнительная нравственность живет без прописки. Мы этим по шапке, а выберем другой. Я тебя в управдомши проведу, ты только не брыкайся. 

Source: Пастернак, Б., Доктор Живаго, Москва, Эксмо-Пресс, 2002, стр.237-238.
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One by one, the tenants, muffled up in shawls and fur coats, had returned to the unheated basement which had once been a warehouse for eggs and was now used by the house committee as its board room.

An office desk and several chairs stood at one end of it. As there were not enough chairs, old empty wooden egg crates, turned upside-down, had been placed in a row to form a bench. A pile of them as high as the ceiling towered at the far end of the room. In the corner there was a heap of shavings stuck into lumps with frozen yolk which had dripped from the broken eggs. Rats bustled noisily inside the heap, making an occasional sortie into the middle of the stone floor and darting back.

Each time this happened a fat woman tenant climbed, squealing, on to a crate; daintily holding up her skirt and drumming with the heels of her fashionable boots, she shouted in a deliberately hoarse tipsy voice.

“Olya, Olya, you’ve got rats all over the place. Get away, you filthy brutes. Ai-ai-ai! look at them, they understand, the horrors, look at how they snap their wicked teeth. Ai-ai-ai! it’s trying to climb up, it’ll get under my skirt, I’m so frightened! Look the other way, gentlemen. Sorry, I forgot, you’re comrade citizens nowadays, not gentlemen.”

Her astrakhan cape hung open over the three quaking layers of her double chin and rich, silk-swathed bosom and stomach. She had once been the belle of her circle of small tradesmen and shop clerks, but now her small pig eyes were hardly more than slits between her swollen eyelids. A rival had once tried to splash her with vitriol but had missed, and only a drop or two had ploughed traces, so slight as to be almost becoming, on her cheek and at one corner of her mouth.

“Stop yelling, Khrapugina. How can we get on with our work?” said the woman delegate of the Borough Council, who had been elected chairman and was sitting behind the desk.

The delegate had known the house and many of the lodgers all her life. Before the meeting she had an unofficial talk with Aunt Fatima, the caretaker, who had once lived with her husband and children in a corner of the filthy basement, but who had only her daughter with her and had been moved into two light rooms on the first floor.

“Well, Fatima, how are things going?” the delegate had asked.

Fatima complained that she could not cope with such a big house and so many lodgers all by herself, and that she got no help because, although each family was supposed to take it in turn to clean the stairs and the door steps, not one of them did it.

“Don’t worry, Fatima, we’ll show them. What kind of a house committee is this anyway? They’re hopeless. Criminal elements are given shelter, people of doubtful morals stay on unregistered. We’ll get rid of them and elect another. I’ll make you house-manageress, only don’t make a fuss.”
Source: Pasternak, B., Doctor Zhivago, London, Vintage Books, 2002, p. 183-184.
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