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IIpencraBnen 0630p TBOpUeCTBa ManoM3BeCTHOro B Poccum aHrimiickoro mmcarens, XyIOO)KHHKa U
KpuTHKa YuHaema JIprouca; npoaHaIM3UPOBaHbl IIPUUMHBL, B CHULY KOTOPBIX OHO JIOJT0€ BpEMsI HTHOPUPOBA-
JIOCh, @ 3aT€M, HAIlPpOTUB, CTAJO IPUBJIEKATh YCWJIEHHOEC BHUMAHHUE HCCIIEIOBATEIEH; OCBEILECHBI OCHOBHBIC
TEH/ICHIINY B HanOoJlee 3HAaUNMBIX paboTax o JIpforice B oTeuecTBEHHOH U 3apy0eKHOM HaydHOH JHUTEpaType;
NpeAIoKeHbl HanboJiee aKTyalbHbIE HAallpaBICHHU Ul JaJbHEHIINX UCCIEOBaHNN. MapruHaabHOE MOJI0XKe-
Hue JIbronca B HCTOPHH JIUTEPATYpPhl, KOTOpOe 00BsICHsIETCs ero cTtparerueii «Bparay (the Enemy) Bcex nomu-
HUPYIOIUX TEYEHUI MOIMYJIAPHOTO W AIIUTAPHOTO MUCKYCCTBA M PAJOM KOMIIPOMETHUPYIOIIUX MOTHTHYECKUX
3asBJICHUH, OBLJIO TIEPECMOTPEHO B MOCJIEIHUE AECSTHICTUS B CBS3M C pacIIUpeHreM c(epbl HCCIIeI0BaHUN
MOJEpHU3MA U co3ByureM Haciienus JIbtonca mHrepecam «HoBbBIX uccienoBaHui MoaepHu3May. B mocss-
meHHOH JIbIoMCYy KpUTHKE BHUMAHHUE K IIO3UTUBHOMY COJEPKAHUIO, CKPBIBAIOIIEMYCS 3a arpeCCUBHOM 0301
MUCcaTeNsl ¥ €0 aBTOPUTAPHBIMU B3IVIAAAMH, CMEHIIOCH OOHOBIEHHBIM HHTEPECOM K (DOPMAIbHBIM OCOOCHHO-
CTSIM €T0 CTHJISl M «ITOCTTYMAHUCTUYECKUMMIY UHTeprpeTanusiMi. Hanbomnee nepcreKTHBHBIMH MTPEACTABIISIIOT-
Csl HHTEpMEIUAIIbHBIM M HappaTOJOTrMYECKUN MOAXOAbI K JIMTEPATYPHOMY TBOPUYECTBY JIbIOMCa, a TaKXke Ipo-
JOJDKEHUE PAOOTHI 110 M3YYEHHUIO €r0 Haceausl B KOHTEKCTE €BPOIEHCKOro MOJEpHHU3MA.

Kutouessblie cioBa: Yunnem Jlbronc; aHMIMicKasi JINTEpATypa; MOAEPHU3M; HOBBIE MCCIEIOBaHUS
MOJIEPHH3MA; JINTEPATypHasi KpPUTUKA; HHTEPMEANAIBHOCTh; HAPPATOJIOTHSL.

WYNDHAM LEWIS: LEGACY, CRITICISM, RESEARCH PROSPECTS

Dmitriy S. Tulyakov
Associate Professor in the Department of Foreign Languages
National Research University Higher School of Economics (Perm)

The article offers a review of the oeuvre of a little-known English writer, artist, and critic Wyndham
Lewis; the reasons why disregard for his works has given place to increasing attention from scholars are ana-
lyzed; the key trends in the vast criticism concerning Lewis are presented; the most promising directions for
future research are proposed. Lewis’s marginal position in literary history, which can be explained by his
stance as «the Enemy» of all dominant movements in both popular and highbrow cultures and by a number
of compromising political statements, has been reconsidered in recent decades in connection with the expan-
sion of modernist studies and the adequacy of Lewis’s legacy to the interests of «New Modernist Studies». In
Lewis studies, attention to the positive content behind the author’s aggressive pose and authoritative beliefs
has given way to a renewed interest in the formal features of his style and to posthumanist interpretations.
The most promising approaches to Lewis seem to be the intermedial and narratological ones, as well as those
which are aimed at further placement of Lewis’s oeuvre into the context of European modernism.
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