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Dni by V.V. Shul’gin (1922) and the Role of
Witnessing in the Construction of the Anti-Semitic
Myth: from History to Self Writing and back again

Abstract

The paper focuses on the text Dni, written, already in exile, by V.V. Shul’gin, a
famous Kievian journalist and political figure, known for his nationalistic and
anti-Semitic views. In the conviction that it is possible “through alpha (1905) to
determine omega (1917) of Russian revolution”, the author narrates the first
days in Kiev after the publication of the October Manifesto and the Jewish
pogrom that followed, and skips then to the events connected with the
February revolution. The text, typical of testimonial literature, intertwines
individual and collective levels. I will focus on the second: the interpretation of
Russian events and the question of Jewish responsibility, issues that were

central to émigré debates, in order to create the émigré official History.

Self writing is a consistent chap-
ter in the history of the Russian
diaspora, as effectively demon-
strated by the recently published
four volume index of memoirs
by Russian émigrés (Tartakov-
skii 2003). Such an abundance of
autobiographical material is en-
tirely comprehendible in a con-
text of historical turmoil such as
the revolutions and civil war,
events that often trigger a need
for comprehension and a confu-
sion to which the act of writing
can provide an answer. It is a
known fact that memory plays a
key role in the construction of
identity, whether individual, col-
lective, or national. The diaspora
further underlines the centrality
of collective memory in the con-
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struction of a common identity
that risks to be diluted into a
new one, fading and even disap-
pearing after the bond with the
landscapes, language and cus-
toms of the native culture is
weakened. This holds true even
more so for those diasporas
which S. Dufoix defines as ‘ex-
opolities’, i.e. political communi-
ties in exile, who are opposed to
the government of their home-
land, which they consider illegit-
imate (Dufoix 2003). These “na-
tional and at the same time
trans-national” entities (Dufoix,
2003: 72) foresee the existence of
two opposing national identities,
that battle for the control of
their country. As noted by E.
Garetto, in such conditions the
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memory - individual and collec-
tive — takes on an even more
important role:

B Takux ycioBusIX MHAU-
BUJya/ibHasi M  KOJLJIEK-
THUBHAsl MaMSTh NPUOOGpe-
TAlOT Ba)KHeMHlllee 3Hade-
Hue. ['1aBHOI 1LenblO CTa-
HOBUTCSI (UKCALMS TOTO
CJIOKHOTO TIpolecca, KO-
TOPBI NpUBEN K PEBOJIIO-
IJMOHHO# KartacTtpode, U
MOMBITKA  TIOHSATH  €TO,
00BSICHUTH cebe U Tpsfay-
IIUM IIOKOJIEHUSIM. JDMMH-
rpauusi Oco3HaeT cebs
e JUHCTBEeHHOU XpaHU-
TeJIbHULIEU JAyxa pYycCKOM
kynpTyphl (Garetto 1996:
101).

It is also true that memory is not
only subject to use, but to abuse
too (Todorov 1995; Ricoeur
2000). The core of this brief arti-
cle is a case of memory manipu-
lation, written in a memoir pub-
lished during emigration, which
will be analysed in order to un-
derstand its purposes. The text
in question is that of Vasilii Vi-
tal’evich Shul’gin, a well-known
publicist and Member of Parlia-
ment, notorious for his support
of the monarchy and national-
ists and also for his political an-
ti-Semitism (see Babkov 2008;
Budnitskii 1999: 374-442; Repni-
kov, Khristoforov 2009 and, par-
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ticularly, Shul'gin’s text Chto
nam v nikh ne nravitsia, 1929).
Shul’gin was born in Kiev. Dur-
ing the civil war he became one
of the ideologists of the White
movement. He had by then lived
in various Russian emigration
centres in Europe. Shul’'gin final-
ly settled in Yugoslavia. While in
exile he continued to work as a
journalist, collaborating with
journals such as «Russkaia
Mysl’»,  «Vozrozhdenie» and
«Novoe vremia». Particularly
famous is his journey through
Soviet Russia, described in his
book Tri stolitsy (Shul’'gin 1927)".
The autobiographical produc-
tion of Shul'gin’s is vast, howev-
er in this discussion we will con-
centrate on the first part of Dni,
published in «Russkaia Mysl»
(Shul’gin 1922). The author first-
ly narrated the episodes of Kiev
after the publication of the Oc-
tober Manifesto and then turned
to the February revolution, the
Provisional Government and the

" The journey had been organized by the
Monarchist Union of Central Russia,
known as Trest. It was later found that
it was an organization infiltrated by
OGPU, see Pipes 1980: 379, 388;
Fleishman 2003. The book Tri stolitsy
presents a mix of personal impressions
and real facts with particular regard to
the Jewish question, showing here too
the manipulation of the witness made
by Shul’'gin. The Russian émigré circles
noted this (see, for instance, the article
Sentimental’noe puteshestvie,
«Poslednie Novosti», 1927, 3 March).
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abdication of Nicholas II, which
the protagonist witnessed. The
very structure of the narrative
reflected the belief of the author
that one could “no anbde (1905)
onpeznenuts omery (1917) pyc-
ckoit  pesomoumu’  (Shul'gin
1922: 137), which lent special im-
portance to the description of
the first revolution for those
readers who, just after the Octo-
ber Revolution, took the road of
exile.

Apparently fully ascribable to
the genre of memoirs, Dni is
therefore characterized by a
dense interplay between an in-
dividual dimension and a histor-
ical-collective dimension, ex-
pressed in a game of reciprocal
cross-references. The author
himself emphasizes the presence
of a double level of interest in
the brief introduction:

B >XM3HM KaXJoro 4emo-
BeKa eCTb [JHH, KOTOpble
c/lenoBaso Obl 3amMCaTh.
J1o Takue «JHH», KOTO-
pble MOTYT TIpeJCTaBIsATh
UHTepec He JJsl Hero of-
HOTO, a U Ajas apyrux. Ta-
KUX JHel Habpajaoch He-
KOTOpO€e YHCJIO U B Moeit
xusHU. Tak, mo KpaliHei
Mepe, Ka)KeTcsl MHe, XOTS S
CO3HAIO, YTO He JIerKo
yragatb OOIIMH WHTepec
13-3a COUBAOIENCS CETKU
COOCTBEHHBIX TIE€PEXUBA-
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Huii. Ecu g oum6es, 6yny
yTemarp cebsi TeM, YeM
JIBCTAT cebsi Bce MeMyapH-
CTBI: IJIOXUE 3aIHCKU CO-
BPEMEHHUKOB — XOPOIIU
st moromkoB  (Shul’gin
1922:136).

This “hybrid” aspect complicates
the question of the distinction
between autobiography and
memoirs, as the protagonist of
the text is both the individual
history and political ideas of the
author, and the events that gen-
erated the community of readers
that he referred to (for the dis-
tinction between the two genres,
see Todorov 1978; D’Intino
1989). The category of testimo-
nial literature, on the contrary,
helps to grasp the peculiarities
of the text, which weave “in un-
precedented ways the subjective
components of an autobiog-
raphy with the collective histori-
cal memory of an entire com-
munity” (Violi 2009: 2).

In regards to the individual as-
pect of the work in question, I
will limit myself to remarking
that this individual aspect solely
concerned the description of
Shul’gin’s political career and his
need to explain to the monar-
chists - who highly criticized
him because of this episode -
the reasons that pushed him to
accept the abdication of the
Tsar: the aim of the text seems
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therefore “to conceal the possi-
bilities of choice” (Bruner 1993:
39). I will instead focus on the
collective aspect, a central as-
pect, as highlighted by the fore-
word, attributable to the pen of
P. Struve, who defined the text
‘“IlepBOCTeNeHHBINl  4YeloBedYe-
CKUMl M MCTOPUYECKUH [OKY-
MeHT [KOTOpbIii] Gyzer, Bo Bcei
€ro 3HAYUTEbHOCTH, OLEHEH U
COBpEeMEHHHUKAaMH U  CTpeMsi-
ureiicst K )XUBOU IpaBje UCTOPU-
eit”  (Shul'gin  1922: 136).
Shul'gin’s text, counting on the
“pact with the reader” (Lejeune
1975), presented itself as a reflec-
tion on personally witnessed
events, suggesting therefore to-
tal sincerity. As a testimony, the
text was considered to have giv-
en precious contribution to the
construction of a ‘History that
aspires to the truth’ and seemed
to become a link between the
micro-history of the author’s life
and the Russian history.

Under the historical point of
view, Shul'gin’s interpretation
was based on the question of the
Jewish responsibility in the Rus-
sian revolution, a question that
he believed to be fundamental in
order to comprehend the events.
Describing that which he saw in
the streets of Kiev in October
1905, he presented the turmoil
in the main squares caused prin-
cipally by the Jews:

Papers

S BpiIen mpoiituce. B ro-
pojle TBOPWUJIOCH HEYTO
HeObIBasioe. Kaxkercs, Bee,
KTO MOT XOJHWTb, ObUTH Ha
ynmuuax. Bo Bcsikom ciy-
Jae, Bce eBpeu. Ho ux ka-
3a70ch emé OoJblle, YeM
vx ObUTO, Orarojapsi UX
BBI3BIBAIOILEMY  IOBeJe-
Huto. OHM He CKpBIBAIA
CBOEro JIMKOBaHMs. Tosma
pacuBeTuIach Ha  BCe
kpacku. OTKyga-To 1o-
SIBUJIUCHh AAMbl M Oaphblll-
HU B KpacHbix o6kax. C
HUMU COINEpHUYAIM Kpac-
Hble GAHTHI, KOKAp/bI, Te-
peBsizku. Bce aTO KpHua-
JIO, Ta/jeno, NMepeKpUKU-
BaJIOCh, IEPEMUTMUBAJIOCH.

Ho u pycckux 6bU10 MHO-
ro. Hukro xopomeHbKO
HUYero He ITOHUMAJL.

W BAapyr MHOTHe MOHSUIH....
Cy9moch 3TO C/Iy4aiiHO
VJIM HApOYHO — HUKTO HH-
Korga He y3Hana.. Ho Bo
BpeMs pasrapa pedeil o
«CBEp)XeHUH» Lapckas
KOPOHA, YKpeIUIEHHash Ha
OYMCKOM GanKoHe, BIPYT
copBajiach uau Oblma CO-
pBaHa M HA Iyas3ax y Aecs-
TUTBICSITYHOM TOJIIBI TPOX-
HyJIaCh O TPSI3HYIO MOCTO-
Byt0. Merasnn xano6HO 3a-
3BeHeJI O KaMHH....

U tonma axuyna.

[To Hell 3710BEeLIMM IIEIO-
TOM Npo6eKaau CIoBa:
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- Xwupger c6pocunu uap-
CKyl0 KOpOHY... (Shul'gin
1922:140-43)

In this first passage the intent of
the author to isolate a group of
Jews from the rest of the protag-
onist demonstrators in the
square is already evident. The
Russian are in a festive mood,
“no Bsicovaiiniemy moBeseHHIO”
(Shul’'gin 1922: 144), and it is on-
ly the episode of the crown that
reveals the demonstration’s anti-
government character. While in
this first passage, as biased as it
is, the narration is rather openly
subjective, in the passage that
immediately follows, the line be-
tween seen and heard becomes
purposely concealed, referring
to an allegedly well founded His-
torical truth:

JTO MHOTHUM PaCKpbBUIO
rnaza. Hekoropsie cramu
yxoguTh ¢ tiomwazu. Ho
BJOTOHKY UM 6Gexkanu pac-
CKa3bl O TOM, YTO JejlaeT-
Csl B CAMOM 3/IaHUU JIyMBI.
A B pgyme pemanoch BOT
4ToO.

Tonma, cpeau KoTopoH
HauboJee BBIZIEJISJINCh
eBper, BOpBajach B 3al
3acefaHUid U B PEBOJIIO-

LUOHHOM HEHCTOBCTBe
M30pBaja BCe ILapCKHUe
MOpPTpeThl, BHUCeBLINE B
3ase.
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HexoTopsiM nMneparopam
BBIKQ/IBIBAJIM TJIa3a, JpY-
UM YUHUIN BCSIKHE JpY-
rue wusgeBaTenbcTBa. Ka-
KOW-TO PBDKUH CTYAEHT-
eBpeii, TpPOOUB ToOOBOI
HOpPTpeT  LApPCTBYIOILLETo
MMIIepaTopa, HOCHUI Ha
cebe TPOOUTOE TMOJIOTHO,
HUCCTYILJIEHHO KpU4a:
Temneps s1 - naps! (Shul’gin
1922:143)

Following, Shul’gin continued to
report episodes of anger towards
the Jews and progressively in-
sinuated the idea that the pog-
rom of Kiev was ‘inevitable’. I
will leave aside the other pas-
sages dedicated to the descrip-
tion of the pogrom and
Shul'gin’s role in the repression
of such movements as a young
officer, which enlist also what he
called his first political speech. I
will therefore just underline the
underlying ideology of such
texts: the revolution was seen as
‘an assault on the historical Rus-
sia’ by the Jews in the first place.
The pogroms, in this view, were
precisely the response of Russia
to her assailants and, as the au-
thor condemned popular vio-
lence as an unacceptable an-
swer, he did not feel the need to
conceal the reasons of pog-
romshchiki. He wrote:
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Benps upér rposHass 60psb-
6a, 60pbba He Ha XU3HB, A
Ha cMepTbh. Buepa Hayancs
LITYPM HUCTOPUYECKOU
Poccun. Cerogns... cero-
IIHSI 9TO €é OTBeT. JTO OT-
BEeT PYCCKOTO IIPOCTOHA-
pogHoro Kuesa - Kuesa,
cpasy, mo «anabde», TO-
HSIBLIETO «OMEry»... JTOT
oTBeT NpUHs1 Oe3o6pas-
Hble (GOpPMBI eBpeiCcKOro
IOrpoMa, HO BeJb pBaTh
Ha KJIOYKU IJapCKHe IMOPT-
peTsI ObLIO TOXKE He OYEeHb
KpacuBo... A BeAb Hapo[,
TOJIBKO M TOBOPWI 00
3TOM... TONBKO U Ha A3BI-
Ke:

- XXuppr c6pocuan uap-
ckyio  kopoHy (Shul'gin
1922:154).

As these examples show, the text
presented the prevalence of Jews
in the crowd in revolt and their
‘provocative behaviour’, while
the episode of ‘the red-haired
Jew’ was placed as an event that
really happened that justified
the people’s fury.

The short controversy that fol-
lowed in the Russian émigré
press revealed how the events
narrated by Shul'gin were far
from being universally recog-
nized as historical facts and dis-
closed the manipulation opera-
tion conducted by the author.
The very fact that intellectuals
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had felt compelled to counter
argue publicly Shul’gin’s recon-
struction suggests that the im-
portance of the role of testimony
in the process of building an his-
torical heritage of the diaspora

community was well under-
stood. To further emphasize
how the political beliefs of

Shul’gin were not being ques-
tioned, while it was more im-
portant the conflict for the prev-
alence of one historical version
to another, we must note that
the replicas were mainly di-
rected to Struve and not the au-
thor. The cadet M. Vinaver re-
newed the gesture he had made
in 1909 during a debate on na-
tional issues (Vinaver 1909), and
wrote an open letter to Struve,
in which he recalled how, at the
time of the events, none of the
intelligentsiia members - includ-
ing Struve - doubted that the
pogroms were organized in ad-
vance and agreed on the falsity
of the popular anecdotes about
Jews:

Bcrogy mpoueccust ¢ map-
CKAM TOPTPETOM, BCIOZLY
“eBpelickuit CTYZeHT’
(HermpeMeHHO PBDKUI VIIH
YEPHBINM) PBYWIMH 3TOT
LAPCKU MIOPTPET U BCIOAY
[...] BHesamHbIli “B3pHIB
HAapOAHOTO rHeBa”: eBpei-
CKHWe TPYIbI, MyX U3 €B-
peifCcKUX TMepHH, a I7IaBHOe

Autobiognafés] - Number 3/2014



- OecmabalrHbIil rpabéx
eBpeiickoro gobpa. ITa
KapTUHA JaBHO [Js1 BCeX
CTaja “)XUBOIO TPaBAOH
ucropun’. O Hell cBUje-
Te/IbCTBYIOT Lie/Ible TOMBI
MIOTPOMHBIX MaTepHaJIOB.
OHa 6pUIA MO-BUAMMOMY,
TaKoW ImpasAoil u s Bac.
A Tenepsb Brl mpospenu u

C PajoCTbIO aTTecTyeTe
nepef, YyeJ/1I0Be4eCcTBOM
IOpYTyIo LIy IbTUHCKYTO

npasay (Vinaver 1922).

The tones used by Vinaver clear-
ly show how the witnessing “be-
fore humanity”, and the “con-
struction of history” was the real
issue at stake: Shul’'gin’s political
beliefs were in fact well known,
while the support given to him
by Struve was a significant ele-
ment, because one of the found-
ers of the Russian liberation
movement confirmed the ver-
sion provided by the author of
Dni. The second reply was also
addressed to Struve: it was writ-
ten by the historian 1.O. Levin,
one of the future authors of the
famous collection Rossiia i evrei
(Berlin, 1924)*. He challenged
the value of the memoirs as wit-
ness. Levin found the text “nei-

* 1.O. Levin, already a collaborator of
«Russkaia mysl’» in Russia and of Rul
and Russkie Zapiski during immigra-
tion, he was deported in a concentra-
tion camp where he died.
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ther truthful nor honest”, as
they were instead defined by
Struve. The author suggests that
“MOXHO 6ObUIO TpeOOBaTh OT He-
ro, 4To6bI OH [...] Bo3gepikancs
OT MOBTOPEHMUS CIYXOB, BO BCsI-
KOM Cjlyyae He IpPOBEPEHHBIX
(Levin 1922). He then quoted
some passages, “the authenticity
of which” he believed was “ques-
tionable”, but that fed the most
general representation of the
pogroms of Russia as a sponta-
neous response to the Jewish at-
tacks. The protests against
Shul’gin’s alleged testimony also
received support in the pages of
«Za Svobodu», where a text writ-
ten by another political figure of
emigration was published, Ulia-
nitskii®, who at that time had
conducted an investigation into
the events in Kiev and, contra-
dicting the statements about the
red-haired Jew and the thesis of
a popular discontent in general,
condemned the use of facts that
were not just “uncontrolled or
dubious”, but even “rejected”, a
feature, that in the opinion of
the author, was typical of the an-
ti-Semitic arguments:

AHTHCEMHUTHU3M €CTh OCO-
60e CBOMCTBO [AyLIH, OCO-
6asi HeyCTpaHUMas IO-

3 Probably it was V.V. Ulianitskii, a
member of the Russkii politicheskii
komitet and a collaborator of B.V. Sav-
inkov.
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TpeGHOCTDb, WUAyLIasl Jaje-
KO 3a TMpejenbl OTpHUIiA-
TebHOUW OILIeHKM Halluo-
HaJbHBIX Ka4eCcTB TOIO
WIn gpyroro Hapoga. 1 ne
MPUXOJUTCS  YAUBJISTHCS
TOMY, YTO QHTHCEMUTHI
OXOTHO TOJB3YIOTCS (aK-
TaMH COMHUTE/IbHBIMU
WIN  HENpOBEePEeHHBIMHU.
Ho coBepuieHHo Hegomy-
CTHMMO TOJIb30BaThCsl pak-
TaMH OTBEPIrHYTHIMU
(Shul'gin i Struve 1922: 6).

Provided that the facts narrated
by Shul’gin in the memoirs were
not the result of direct observa-
tion - a thesis further confirmed
by the fact that the author never
responded to such critics - but
are rather ‘mythical’ elements of
fiction, inserted into the plot of
a testimonial text, there arises a
fundamental question: how are
we to explain such a manipula-
tion of memory? The review
which was published in the
«Novoe Vremia» journal helps to
provide an answer. It was noted
how the memories of Shul’'gin
“had made a lot of noise” (“BbI-
3Bamu Gonpmoil wym”). There
was also stated, that the mission
of «Russkaia mysI’» was to
“gather and join the forces of
Russian intellectuals” (“coGpars
U O00BeJUHUTh PYyCCKHE YM-
crBerHble cuabl’), and that for
this purpose it was essential to
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have “an extraordinarily alive
ideal” (“HeoGbr4aiiHO  sIpKUA
umean’, N.R. 1922). It seems that
for the journal such an ideal
could be the myth of the Jewish
Bolshevism (see Gerrits 2009),
which however was widely
spread throughout its pages.

The review published in «Novoe
Vremia» suggested that the task
of the remodelling of the witness
statements seemed to be aimed
at the strengthening of the anti-
Semitic interpretation of the
revolutions as an action orga-
nized by the Jewish. Such an in-
terpretation could act as the
‘glue’ of the diaspora, facilitating
the definition of their identity
through the opposition of an-
other group, held responsible for
the destruction of the homeland
and for the subsequent exile. In
fact, while the compactness of
this diaspora system was rein-
forced by a shared opposition of
the ruling regime in Russia and
by the sharing of a common lan-
guage and culture, it is equally
true to say that it was the prod-
uct of the collapse of a multi na-
tional empire (cf. Gousseff
2008). This way the diaspora it-
self was multi-national and mul-
ti-confessional. Besides, the di-
aspora was also heterogeneous
in terms of its political make-up.
In other words, the diaspora
presented subsystems that could
be carriers of conflicting memo-
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ries that could result in a
memory war. Those of Shul’'gin
therefore could not be ‘simple’
memories as they had been pre-
sented, but an attempt to pass a
specific interpretation of the
events in Russia. Within some
areas of Russian emigration a si-
lent but vicious fight for the dif-
fusion of the anti-Semitic thesis
that interpreted the October
Revolution as a foreign (i.e. Jew-
ish) conquest (Budnitskii 1999;
2006) was taking  place.
Shul'gin’s ‘testimony’ - as it was
defined by the same Struve -
therefore went beyond the
boundaries of individual history
and the autobiographical genre
by establishing itself in History
writing. Through life writing a
project of ‘historical engineering’
came about, whose intention
was to promote a certain reading
of the events that could become
a heritage to be shared by the
community of the Russian dias-
pora.

There remains the problem of
understanding if and how such
manipulation was conscious:
was it a case of a response to a
cognitive dissonance (Festinger
1957) - in which the author with
an unconscious process
‘adapted’ the individual episodes
to his own global framework -
or was it rather a lucid attempt
to influence the reader and the
construction of history? An an-
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swer can hardly be provided,
and would not change much. If
it was or not a conscious opera-
tion, Shul'gin’s manipulations
demonstrates how self-oriented
texts can play a leading role in
the creation of historical narra-
tive, in this specific case, the an-
ti-Semite myth, which was fun-
damental in the political debate
of the time. The uses and abuses
of memory therefore reveal the
existence of a conflict, an at-
tempt to silence another ver-
sion. Reconstructing these con-
flicts allows us to avoid an idyllic
view of the diaspora and its his-
tory. To quote D. Boyarin: “At-
tention must be paid to the
powers exercised “within” di-
asporic communities. [...] Evalu-
ating diaspora entails acknowl-
edging the ways that such iden-
tity is maintained longer
through exclusion and oppres-
sion of internal others and ex-
ternal others” (2002: 7).

To conclude, the small ‘case’
that arose around the first epi-
sode of Dni is interesting in
many respects. Firstly, the au-
thors of the replies recognized
the potential ability of memoirs
to build a historical truth,
thanks to the implicit pact with
the reader who is then led to be-
lieve the veracity of the narra-
tive. Reacting, they unveiled the
dynamic between reality and fic-
tion proposed by the text and

B



316

broke the illusion of its authen-
ticity, giving the history a se-
cond and discordant version. In
addition, the fact that, other
than Ulianitskii, the replies
came only from intellectuals of
Jewish origin was highly signifi-
cant to the state of Russian-
Jewish relationship within emi-
gration in the early twenties:
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Shul'gin’s truth had become
convincing to Struve, and not
for him alone, and through self-
oriented writing was attempting
to become an official history for
emigration.
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