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DISCLAIMER

This work is a work of fiction and literary criticism.

Names, characters, events, and historical figures are used in fictional, satirical, and interpretive contexts. Any resemblance to real persons, living or dead, or actual events is used for artistic and critical purposes only.

This book engages with historical and political material through experimental, allegorical, and essayistic forms. It does not claim to present factual historical accounts, and should not be interpreted as documentary history.

All interpretations contained within the critical essays represent literary and aesthetic readings of a fictional text (When Stalin Read Animal Farm) and are part of a constructed critical framework.
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SALKIĆ VS ORWELL is a collection of critical essays, fictional criticism, and literary reflections exploring authorship, empire, violence, cinematic historiography, and the instability of historical meaning in When Stalin Read Animal Farm. Through the voices of critics such as Adrian Vale and WONDER, the volume examines the collapse of literary authority and the transformation of history into a field of competing narratives, images, archives, and myths.

Salkic vs Orwell: Authorship, Violence, and the Collapse of Literary Authority in When Stalin Read Animal Farm

In When Stalin Read Animal Farm, the figure of Orwell is not treated as a stable historical or literary subject, but as a constructed object continuously rewritten by competing systems of interpretation.
Against him stands Salkic’s narrative intelligence — a voice that does not simply narrate Orwell, but actively disassembles and reassembles him.
The result is not biography or parody, but a structural conflict between two modes of authorship: Orwell as text-producing writer, and Salkic as reality-rewriting narrator.
This opposition is not symmetrical.
It is not two authors debating meaning.
It is one authorial system dismantling another’s conditions of possibility.
This becomes visible in the passage where Orwell is first framed through violence and disorientation: “Orwell looked around and raised up his murderous hands into the air, not fully certain who was behind him, in the darkness.”
Here, Salkic removes Orwell from literary identity and places him inside a condition of epistemic collapse.
He is no longer a writer of political allegory, but a body inside uncertainty, where even perception is unstable.
The phrase “murderous hands” predates action with accusation, suggesting that within Salkic’s system, identity is already morally determined before narrative unfolds.
This is the first major asymmetry between Salkic and Orwell.
Orwell’s historical role depends on clarity, moral legibility, and political allegory.
Salkic’s system destroys all three simultaneously.
The next structural move intensifies this displacement: “Secret files state that it was most probably Monday.”
This sentence is crucial because it replaces literary narration with bureaucratic uncertainty.
Even time becomes probabilistic.
Salkic does not merely fictionalise Orwell — he embeds him inside a world where truth is always filtered through institutional doubt.
The effect is to collapse Orwell’s authority as a historical witness into a fragmented archive of competing “versions.”
At this point, Orwell ceases to function as author and becomes archival material.

This reversal is made explicit in the transformation of Orwell into a surveillance object: “To Georgy, Orwell was just another pawn of the Imperial Secret Service.”
Here, authorship is fully dissolved.
Orwell is no longer the producer of Animal Farm, but a node inside a political intelligence network that interprets him in advance.
The writer becomes writable.
Salkic effectively reverses Orwell’s own concern with propaganda by placing Orwell inside a propaganda system he cannot control.
This is the key theoretical inversion of the entire text:
Orwell writes systems of power.
Salkic writes Orwell as a product of systems of power.
The most decisive moment in this conflict occurs when Animal Farm enters Stalin’s hands.
The sentence “Stalin took the book and nodded” appears deceptively minimal, but it signals a complete transfer of literary function.
The book is no longer a satirical allegory to be interpreted.
It becomes an object of political recognition — something processed by authority rather than reading consciousness.
In Orwell’s framework, the text produces meaning through allegory.
In Salkic’s framework, the text produces consequences through exposure to power.
This difference is crucial.
For Orwell, literature critiques systems.
For Salkic, literature is absorbed by systems.
The burning of the book completes this transformation: “the flame spread over it in an instant.”
Fire is not symbolic destruction alone; it is interpretive finalisation.
Meaning is not extracted through reading but through obliteration.
This is where Salkic overtakes Orwell structurally:
not by opposing his ideas, but by changing the conditions under which ideas exist at all.
Orwell’s literary project depends on the assumption that texts can reveal truth about power.
Salkic’s narrative world removes that assumption entirely.
Truth is no longer revealed — it is reorganised after exposure.
Even Orwell’s identity collapses into this system of retrospective construction.
The claim that “He was a madman and a murderous agent of the Imperial Secret Service” is not presented as argument but as archival certainty.
This is where Salkic performs his most radical manoeuvre:
he turns interpretation itself into violence.
Orwell is not debated.
He is classified.
And classification, in this system, replaces literary meaning.
The final synthesis between Salkic and Orwell therefore produces a paradox.
Orwell’s work attempts to expose how power distorts truth.
Salkic’s work exposes how truth itself is produced through distortion — including Orwell’s own position as truth-teller.
In this sense, Orwell becomes both subject and casualty of Salkic’s system.
He is no longer the author of Animal Farm.
He is one more unstable object inside the same epistemic machinery the novella constructs: surveillance, revision, archival contradiction, and retrospective moralisation.
The result is a literary hierarchy in which Salkic does not “win” against Orwell.
Rather, he absorbs him.
And in that absorption, authorship itself stops being a position of authority and becomes just another layer of historical rewriting — unstable, contested, and permanently unfinished.

Tears as Infrastructure: Ethics After Collapse in When Stalin Read Animal Farm

In When Stalin Read Animal Farm, the most structurally radical intervention is not found in its depictions of war, ideology, or historical violence, but in its sudden reconfiguration of emotion as a collective system. The passage on crying marks a decisive break in the novella’s logic of excess. After prolonged sequences of historical hallucination, bodily destruction, and institutional brutality, the text shifts into a quieter—but far more destabilising—register: the organisation of tears as survival technology.

The pivotal statement appears with disarming simplicity:

“It became a way to pass the time-to cry. It became the way to stay human...”

What makes this line so significant is its refusal of psychological interiority. Crying is not presented as private grief or individual catharsis. Instead, it is rendered as a shared operational condition. Humanity is no longer defined by consciousness, morality, or political alignment, but by the capacity to maintain a continuous output of grief under pressure. In this formulation, emotion is not expressive—it is infrastructural.

This shift places Salkic’s work in a rare literary position. The tradition of atrocity writing—stretching from Dostoevsky through war testimony literature and into postmodern trauma narratives—typically preserves a boundary between suffering and meaning-making. Suffering generates reflection; reflection attempts to redeem or at least interpret. Here, however, that chain collapses. Crying is not interpretation of violence. It is what remains when interpretation is no longer viable.

The text intensifies this through collective obligation:

“Everyone needed to help this collective effort for humanhood; everyone needed to do their part, everyone needed to give their tears.”

The phrase “give their tears” is crucial. It transforms affect into contribution. Emotion becomes civic duty. In most political imaginaries, the citizen gives labour, obedience, or resistance; here, the citizen gives grief. This produces a paradox: the only functioning social contract left in the world of the novella is one based on shared emotional depletion.

At this point, the work moves closer to systems thinking than to traditional narrative. Crying becomes a form of maintenance—like electricity in a collapsing grid, or rationing in a besieged city. It is not healing; it is continuity. This is what makes the passage so structurally central: it replaces ideology with affective logistics.

Salkic then radicalises the idea further through a slogan-like repetition:

“All that matters is our knowledge of tears...”

This line reframes tears as epistemology. Not feeling, but knowledge. Not expression, but understanding. The implication is unsettling: humanity is preserved not through moral improvement, but through a shared literacy of grief. In other words, to be human is to know how to cry correctly, and collectively.

The significance of this move becomes clearer when placed against the surrounding architecture of the novella. Earlier sections operate through escalation—Nietzsche as cannibal myth, Bismarck as command system, Trotsky and Orwell as agents of ideological and physical violence. Those figures generate a world where meaning is constantly overwhelmed by brutality. The crying passage interrupts this escalation not by reversing it, but by changing its operating principle. Instead of more violence, there is saturation of affect.

This produces a formal rupture. The narrative shifts from cinematic excess to near-ritual repetition. Where earlier passages resemble montage or historical hallucination, this section reads more like communal liturgy under catastrophe. It is no coincidence that it begins to sound almost slogan-like:

“Stay human, cry.”

The simplicity is deceptive. It is not sentimental instruction but an ethical compression. The entire moral system of the novella is reduced to a single directive: preserve humanity through shared grief.

In comparative literary terms, this moment resonates most strongly with traditions of collective suffering in Dostoevsky and post-war literature, but with a crucial inversion. In Dostoevsky, suffering leads toward metaphysical revelation. In Salkic, suffering leads toward procedural survival. There is no transcendence, only continuity. Likewise, in Sebald’s work, trauma is diffuse and archival; in Salkic, it becomes enacted and daily.

What is most distinctive, however, is the absence of resolution. The passage does not suggest that crying redeems the violence elsewhere in the text. Instead, it implies that crying is what prevents total disappearance. It is a minimal condition of remaining human inside an environment that has already collapsed ethically.

This is why the section functions as the conceptual centre of the novella. It quietly reorganises everything that precedes it. If Nietzsche, Bismarck, Lenin, and Orwell represent different modalities of destructive excess—philosophical, military, ideological, bureaucratic—then crying is the only counter-system that does not attempt to win. It simply sustains.

And in that refusal of victory lies its literary force. The novella ultimately proposes two competing economies: one of consumption, where history eats itself, and one of tears, where humanity barely persists through shared exhaustion. The tension between those systems is what holds the entire work together.

In this sense, the crying passage is not a pause in the narrative. It is its hidden structure.

Critical Essay (Part II): Comparative Shock, World-Art Resonance, and the Hallucinatory Archive of When Stalin Read Animal Farm

— Dr. Elias Vanden (Institute for Comparative Aesthetic Studies, 2026)

If Part I of When Stalin Read Animal Farm can be understood through its cinematic construction of images, then Part II must be approached through comparison: how those images resonate, distort, and echo earlier moments in world art where representation itself breaks under pressure.

Salkic’s novella does not simply belong to a tradition of experimental literature—it actively “overwrites” it. It behaves like a secondary myth-system built on top of prior aesthetic ruptures, absorbing them and re-staging them under conditions of extreme historical hallucination.

1. The Rite of Spring and the Logic of Disruption

One of the most useful historical comparisons remains Stravinsky and Nijinsky’s The Rite of Spring (1913), not because of stylistic similarity, but because of its function: the destruction of expected cultural rhythm.

In Stravinsky’s premiere, audiences experienced not narrative confusion but sensory violation—rhythm, movement, and sound refusing inherited harmony. In Salkic’s work, this principle is extended beyond performance into historiography itself. The “shock” is no longer located in music or dance but in the collision of incompatible historical realities occupying the same narrative space.

Where The Rite of Spring fractured musical time, When Stalin Read Animal Farm fractures historical time. Lenin in Leningrad
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