Alexei Davydov (Russia)
The Letters on Kazakh Poetry
The Letter First. An Explanation of Position

Dear Auezkhan. I begin the analysis of your poems. It will be continuation of our conversation there, in Almaty, at your home, where at presence of Beket Galimzhanovich, Albina, Zamza and children I in brief have stated the understanding of your logic of thinking. When I have told that in verses stay your pain, suffering, cry of soul from split consciousness, from inability to overcome the contradiction in yourself between reliance of correctness of the put task and complete misunderstanding how this task to solve, from ignorance of that how to live in conditions of this split, you have told that nobody spoke such things to you as early as one. And when I have told that in you speaks a pain, that you feel «something» essential, but do not know how to break to it and that this poetic position is not helpless but honour, one only possible today and Pushkin’s, you have told that you will send me your poems. I’m glad that you were hooked by my estimations, because I did not praise you, but tried to be particular. I tried to understand your verses with Pushkin-Lermontov’s positions as the person who has devoted all my years to the studying of logic of thinking of writers of XIX century. I understand that my experience can appear insufficiently for the analysis of your poetry, because it is not Russian, it is Kazakh, it not Christian and it proceeds from specifity of Kazakhstan, instead of Russia, and my vision of poetry was born from the analysis of Russian ground.
Nevertheless, yours verses have me touched, have touched, they have appeared sufficient stirring (and it happens not frequently), that I have started talking about them. I have seen in them a way to think, which has reminded me logic of thinking of my idols: an asking, pain from that you do not know how to ask, and consequently the truth of life, painful attempt to break to yourself the unknown. 
Beginning the analysis of your verses, I ask myself: really all true today is the same as well as two hundred and five hundred years ago? Yes, and no. Certainly, the search of the person in Cervantes’, Shakespeare’s, Pushkin’s verses and in yours unites you. But you are very different. Because the depth of internal split in the person after some centuries has increased, the tragedy of misunderstanding of the usual representations about goods and harm has amplified, the person’s search of new integrity has become a global problem, that was not earlier, and moral asking has achieved such complexity and witticism, which was not known to Don Quixote, neither to Hamlet, nor to Walsinham. Certainly then and now a poet, analyzing a subject reality, writes about the internal world and from the internal world. However, never earlier poet was so close to recognition of the inability to understand the ability to understand logic of the thinking. It was begun, probably, since Dostoevsky, then Chekhov, Rilke, Kafka, L. Andreev… 
I begin the analysis of your poems not without shyness, because much from life and mind of Kazakhs I do not know; I had no time to read about your customs, the history. But it is necessary to write. First, because I promised, and Zamza waits. Secondly, because it would be necessary. And thirdly, because there was a pause for me, and I have read diaries of Murat Auezov, published in «Tamyr»; simply they laid above all that you have given me. Reading Murat’s, I have come in delight. Before I did not read it. Murat is poet, great foreman, and virtuoso of letters. And I have thought that your verses should be analyzed not only in themselves, but also in connection with what about Murat speaks in his diaries and, mainly, in connection with his political and cultural estimations. Because these estimations reflect the whole epoch in the history of Kazakhstan. Murat is the deep analyst of art consciousness, connoisseur of human soul, honour, and fearless activist. I would like to get acquainted with him. To present my book.
By reading Murat Auezov, I have understood that I cannot begin the analysis of your verses, not explaining from what social-moral positions I am going to do it. That is before to speak about you, I should tell some words about myself, about the vision of things. And the Murat’s analysis, which is contained in his diaries, has become very successful help for it.
I as Russian and inhabitant of Russia consider that I carry the responsibility for centuries-old colonization politics of Russia concerning Kazakhstan, and completely I share the liberating spirit of the following two political declarations of Murat, contained in his diaries.
The first declaration: «Comprehending and studying the history of Kazakhs in epoch of Middle Ages, we, certainly, can see really existing consanguinity of connections of the Slavs and the Turks. But to accentuate on it the attention, to isolate these facts from a context absolutely of other contents – we do not dare. It can do the humanitarians of Slavic belonging. What’s up to us, well too much blood, humiliations, etc. were between us, for now, in our situation, in situation of unambiguous colonized trampled ethos, we would to boost our past incidental relationship. A political opposition is the main that we should carry out».
And second declaration: «To carry out a genuine unification of two main ethnic components of our ground only keeping and strengthening in ourselves the feeling of advantage is possible. In the terms of ideology it means complete sovereignty, absolute tearing off (along the whole seam) haughty outlook of «Galileos». To jam in «relatives» in this situation is just a half-measure, compromise, and a menial step. In the tactical terms, it is an anesthetic action, distracting from an overall objective. Russia is colonizer. The true is simple and requires the attitude so clear and determined to. Certainly, we shall recollect relationship and be glad to it, but only then, in the future, when we carry out the political claims».
And here’s one more remark of that spirit: «Hail of Cossack chauvinist layer of the party management by words of mouth of the First. Oh, these bald usurpers of Marxist-Leninist terminology, who has turned in a club some «grub» of a lot of phrases about «the class approach», and other. I shall find out everywhere their grin».
Today Kazakhstan is independent country. It is time, which so waited Murat for, which, as he could, approached, also over which he was ready to rejoice. I am glad, too. The empires fall. Has failed also the Russian. In our eyes. And now I am not soviet «Galileo», but Russian from Russia. I am «Galilean» – cultural scientist searching the person in myself. And I analyze verses of Kazakh poet, trying to understand myself as the person. It is my position. And from this position I lend my hand to you, Auezkhan, and to all Kazakhs, to whom Russia is interesting. And I am sure that our conversation can work out. And for this it is completely not necessary to forget the joint past, it is necessary to search, together to search for our joint measure of an exit from it. In change to thirst of oblivion and then oblivion of very oblivion should come sharp as a surgical knife the aim onto formation of new senses. And again I should call to the help lines Murat’s diary, because I cannot tell it better than him. Here follow some citations, under which I’d like to subscribe:
«To fascinate by absurdity. To blow up judiciousness. Oh, wind of changes. Be passed above city, install an alarm and confusion into lost in laziness of soul, light up in eyes of the dull a fire of madness, of denying, of leaving into the distance».
«This is a possible position – to feel yourself a confidential person of the chaos in its opposition to the order. Why not the nature? Because the nature (trees, stones, etc.) is limited in time. Chaos is contraction of time and space. A pain, shame, humiliation of chaos».
«The Revolt of lonely consciousness requires reliable means of self-maintenance, and freshness of vision is one of them».
«Now it’s time of new, rejected, exiled, exterminated, but ineradicable, reconstructing all root system of national life».
«In our situation, ethic «I» finds a shelter and refuge in personal «I» in such a manner that it truly can become model of a condition many «I’s».
«I do not feel (and never I did not reflect about it) my own spiritual applicability, but I understand inevitability for myself of execution of the civil, spiritual duty». Civil = spiritual. Bravo, Murat.
But I not only have come in delight, when has read diaries of Murat. Some his postulates were correct per 70th years, but today cause doubt. I do not know, whether he adheres to the same ideas today. If he does, yes, it’s not necessary to me to challenge to them, but to tell, why they have become outdated. When Murat writes: «no one needs a tearful compassionate hesitating, to nobody it is necessary, and obviously is doomed, only the attack on the revealed, boldly outlined enemy is meaningful and only it is productively in the creative plan», or «we should have (we should be able to answer on all questions) the answers for everyone», we should be ready; I recollect that Belinsky publicly had horsewhipped Gogol for that the one has taken a great interest to tearful compassionate thing, instead of precisely calling the readers for obvious struggle against autocracy from a position of democracy, as democratic all knowing magazines of Dobroliubov and Chernyshevsky persecuted Goncharov and Turgenev for that as Lenin and Lunacharsky sneered above ideas of «slow down stepping» Turgenev, and proletarian writer Gorky crashed creativity of reactionary Dostoevsky for that he took not that political position. How through tears, pity, self-reflection it is not impossible to understand the human in the man? When Murat writes that we should have the answers for everyone, and «we should be able to answer on all questions», I would like to rank to the one whom he considers as the adherent, it would be necessary to tell that all answers to all questions can have only religion, or totalitarian ideology, but person therefore is person ‘cause dares to speak about borders of senses. If the person has courage to tell that he does not know what everyone knows, he is the person. 
Auezkhan, yours understanding of life is close to me. Because you refuse to declare that all is clear to you and is understood. Your mind is opened, doubled and ruthless to the inability to overcome doubleness in yourself, therefore your thinking is tragic. The person in epoch of development is the tragic person. Your poetic analysis touches the nerve, torturing idea as an opened wound. And a number of similar to you, «torturing themselves», using this successful wit of Murat, lasts to you from Pascal, Kierkegaard, Lermontov, Heidegger, Dostoevsky, Chekhov, Bulgakov, Vladimir Vysotsky. 
Now about entire knowledge Murat writes:
«The ideological, propaganda machinery watches that the idea be remained fractional, explaining, illustrating and never entire, dialectical, conceptual, reforming». 
And more: 
«The whole, not anxious by pedant «proofs and arguments», relieved from necessity of humiliating confirmations of own loyalty conceptual thinking is unique capable weapon in our situation».
I do share anti-totalitarian pathos of these conclusions, but theoretically they are not correct. And religion, and Leninism is whole. They are not self-critical and not dialectical, but whole, they are conceptual and aimed at transformation of the world (did the crusaders or Hitler not want to change the world?). They make absolute the importance of favourite value (God, people) also build on this absolutization some set of the pathological concepts, with which it is impossible to polemize just by virtue of their ruthless integrity. The total integrity is stagnation, self-destruction and slipping to catastrophe.
The exit is one – to destroy integrity of this world outlook, to begin with criticism of favourite value, with self-criticism, with desabsolutizations of absolutes, with taking the other world from the beyond, to leave out of frameworks of poles of tradition in searches of new senses in sphere between the absolutes, in conditional space. Just there, on border of an idea and the nonsense, where is not present a place to grey creativity, the mediation’s person (media – Latin, the middle) through the self-sufficiency is capable to form new senses. And just there the destructive potential turns into positive. There, in the sphere between occurs or jamming in tragical inability to overcome the contradiction between old and new, like Judas’, or creative output to the new, like Jesus’. And there is a search of a new measure of an output. Because the found novelty, if it is declared as absolute, it only old that is crafty given out for new. 
I agree with Murat that «the speech, thus, is about creation… the integral logical-historical concept of the becoming, development and outlook of Turkic element in khingar-carpathian rectangular of steppes». But the melancholy about integrity cannot replace tasks of development of the person in this rectangular, as well as anywhere in the world. Not any integrity is necessary, but only that, which carries in itself sense of ability of the man to be the person. I understand the person through ability to re-thinking. Through this ability and only through it develops in the world and Turkic, and Chinese, and European, and African, and Russian element.
«How to result all this in system of a movement, achievement, overcoming of barriers and resolution of problems?» – this is central question of Murat, aimed to search of adequate methodology of the analysis. And with this question I completely agree. You, Auezkhan, rather clearly answer this question that search for not any integrity, but determined. As the editor of the magazine on the culture you write in the article «Pulse of Changes» («Tamyr», 3 (5), 2001): «It is difficult to make the edition on culture there, where from culture there was only memoirs. But, on my sight, forefeeling of genuine culture it is better, than nostalgia for the old. For the first sets up on dialogue with hereby, on steadfast interest to modernity, and the second eternally turns from a reality, withdrawing to mythology of the past». The exact idea. It is necessary to search for integrity in dialogue of new and old, understanding thus, that equality in dispute between mythology and rationality, man of a yurt and man of a skyscraper cannot be real, because equality in life does not happen. The struggle goes on with variable success. Integrity hides in required dialogueness of the parties. It consists in the ability to develop process of transition from old to new, in aimness to formation of the third senses there, where it seems, that anything, except senses old and new, does not exist. All culture is continuous transition; in it there is nothing except transition. Therefore integrity in a sequence of dialogue, in which piously is observed presumption of equality of its participants. And only this presumption, as a necessary intermediate link in development of dialogueness of the participants of dialogue can conduct to the further development of integrity on the basis of formation of new synthesis as the forms of a new, more productive inequality. Dialogue of cultures is here that middle, that eternally new integrity, in which smelts unproductive into a productive, one inequality into another, statics into dynamics, the tradition into innovation, makes new looks to the old and the new in the third senses, occurs formation of unique especial, through which only there is a new vision of the general.
The diary of Murat pleases me extremely. I would like to read more and more. I find there my thoughts. About mine main thing – God-Man Middle. There are a lot of such phrases. Here follows most successful:
«What attracts me uncontrollably? My god – I saw him not one time in mountains, on high passes, when, stretching hands, I lied on warm earth, peered in close, instantly thickening and now brightening sky. I saw him abruptly above me. He shows himself, when I am immovable, am lying contemplating». This is introduction in a problem. The rest is main: «But I am the man. I can walk by the ground, not throwing my head back». Stop. It is criticism on the next world’s god, indifferent to the man. The man cannot search for a god in the skies, even if god attracts him. It means if god attracts the man, the god should be lowered to the man. To do the Jesus’ way. Here is this Renaissance’s, New Testament’s humanistic, mediational and profound Lermontov’s idea historically going from Job: «I am attracted by dream to see God lowered from zenith on slopes of the sky, ahead, there where our ways will be left». The man is ready to pass his part of way to god, but also the god should pass the way in searches for the man. It is thirst of new, God-Man measure both of divine and human. Murat sees, has a presentiment of middle point, where divine in the human being and the human in god will incorporate, can incorporate; it lies in Devine-Human poetry: «I see, a bit beyond the lines of horizon higher there is my open space. There it is good to ideas». Him, the flesh, and his poetic idea is occupied a different places, different semantic open spaces. Higher than the lines of horizon means not in him – earthly one, but somewhere in semantic middle between the sky and the earth, in his ability to connect in the ability to poetry the god looking for the man, and himself looking for god. 
Murat does not like soviet «Galileos», his enemies. But in logic of the thinking, he is «Galilean» feeling that through his word get to transparent God as the son of Man and the Man as the Son of God. And consequently he knows that he lives on earth not in vain. 
Here comes such the introduction. Not brief. One sleepless night and day of editing, and else the morning. I could not just to tell all about myself and my view on the things, but something essential has stated. More full I have expressed in the book «Languished by spiritual thirst. A. S. Pushkin and the Becoming of Middle Culture in Russia». Though I wrote it five years ago, and now it is advanced. In the articles. Certainly, it is necessary to read yours Abai, your book «The Steppe Knowledge», and issues of your magazine, which you have given to me to write something deeper, but it’ll be later. 
And now – go on. I again have re-read your poems. It is clear that in the majority of them dominates Lermontov’s intonation. Where it comes from, from what reality and in what is its applicability at Kazakh poet? It is the main question, which it would be necessary to answer. 
Yours А. P.
*

Alexei Davydov (Russia)
The Letters on Kazakh Poetry.
The Letter Second.

Didar Amantai: Birth of Internal Speech

(Look from Russia)
Dear Auezkhan, I know that the form of letter, in which I state my ideas, does not suit you. «The Letter is the letter», you write, and in these words the reproach is heard. But what to do, if I’d like to be free from article’s characters? Working above an article, it is impossible to break the laws of a genre, but in the letter I am free from any canons. Besides it would be necessary to address to real, instead of abstract reader. Dialogue of Kazakh and Russian cultures, that we have conceived with you is great doing – and is it really possible to begin it from the an article? Before we need to understand ourselves.
Among poets’ works published by you, Didar Amantai has attracted my attention. The matter is not only that he is able to work with word. He is poet owning internal speech. But not everyone owns it. Reflection of Didar appears in very epicentre of search of ways of thinking of the modern man. This search is developing in art and philosophical ideas of Renaissance, of Reformation, New Age, and it has received new development in existential-phenomenological revolution in thought, in creativity of postmodernists of our time. 
Didar Amantai’s «Requiem for Autumn», written in the vers libre in December 1995, I have estimated as a masterpiece of poetic reflection; moreover, he appears like an expert of word in «Requiem». There is also his interesting essay «Once Seen Image», written then. Each work is so significant, that requires separate analysis. Didar’s look on a problem of sense/senselessness of life can become a subject of reflections. It seems that my opinion can be interesting to you, Auezkhan, because I speak about the magazine, which you issue. You see, my opinion about the essay and my look on verses, diaries, well, it contains estimation of your ability to find the uncommon authors and to select best. The poetry of Didar, it’s not the zhyrau and not Abai’s, it’s rather modern poetry, its novelty is a modern novelty, that it distinguishes also yours, Auezkhan, poetry.
So, Didar Amantai. 
«Requiem for Autumn»
In the poem are three characters: Poet, Girl and Autumn. Once was love affair and has passed. The witness was Autumn. Girl already has other flame. But loving Poet continues to write his letters to her, maybe only in his mind. The plot is this. The poetic content of «Requiem» is that Poet not simply talks to Autumn, he asks his questions to it. Thus he speaks with himself. And it creates an intimate atmosphere of birth of internal speech, pain and asking, incompleteness of thought process and dialogue with surprising deep, suffering mind of the author. 
In what is everlasting freshness of such Renaissance poetics? The answer to this question always is problem for criticism. 
Aim at formation of the third sense

Poet of Didar doubles the self-understanding in sense of himself – ordinary man – and the ability to love, which he comprehends through dialogue with Autumn. 
Here follows the description of Poet as real man in dialogue with his favourite season:
We were friends with Autumn, 
And I loved it such
What it always was in Almaty.
All in yellow decor,
Similar to unrequited love,
It was cloudy,
Like fresh sorrow after returning home. 
In this fragment the hero is Poet himself, in love to autumn. So about oneself and the season of autumn wrote Pushkin, Esenin, and Bunin. But Didar deepens their intonation and creates new poetic reflection of an image of attitudes of man with autumn. And appears not simply Poet any more, but some poetic ability to constantly reproduce an image of desired love of beloved Girl to him. And this ability is realized through internal conversation of Poet not with autumn as the season, but with Autumn as Love. Addressing to it, Poet speaks:

I wish your returning,

That once at night

You’ll come to me furtively,

By easy rustle of forgotten

Leaves under snow

And wake me by a smell

Of coniferous trees,

Telling: «I love you». 

Or:
You stay with me, do you,
Autumn?
In this fragment the hero is not so much Poet himself, that so much – his desire, imagination, reflection. Quiet-sad objective «we were friends», «I loved» and passionate subjective «I want» – it’s not the same one: in first – accent made on «we», in second – on «want» and the decoding. The wanting, desire, intension as a way to penetrate into some unfamiliar, but the desired semantic space, dominates in this fragment. Not in Him=Man, but in the wanting consists the essence of Poet. And this subjectivity, rather independent from Poet, dominates in all «Requiem».
Also Poet doubles the understanding of his beloved Girl through the description of her as real and her image in the consciousness.
Here we read the description of Girl:
– Autumn, my lovely girlfriend is in grief.

Why the young girl with gold, like yours, hair,

Thinking completely about other, reads my letters

Fluently and inattentively,

When in every line 

I invest so much layers of sense,

That they should be read,

Kicking out vanity, 

Meeting loneliness secretly in soul,

All evening not opening mouth?

Poet, talking with Autumn, reproaches Girl. Probably, answering his letters, she does not react to depth of its contents. It is possible to reproach only in reply to the real letters of the real correspondent.
And in the following fragment it is not simple Girl any more, but her image in consciousness of Poet. It is not distinct. It arises in process of the asking Autumn and is formed as a guess, imagination, question, dream, hint, as a poetic metaphor. 
Autumn, answer to me,

How she lives in her distant land,

To where there’s no road for me,

When I live, not feeling time,

And I don’t know to where leave days,

Where’s she, of who I speak so much?

Her empire latent by a veil of silence,

Is it richer than poetic metaphors,

Skillfully given parables?

The image of Girl is the image of essence. The essence is comprehended only through an image. The image of essence is dissolved in a question, sunk in this empire latent by a veil of silence, leaves to where Poetу gets no road. It is field of guesses, daydreams, of feeling, invincible grief of unrequited love.
The image of Girl in consciousness of Poet, it is her second I, it is her love, which has arisen once in autumn and disappeared. Poet looks for missed in semantic space between real he and her real; just there arises and thaws his reflection and the image of his beloved. In this imagined and real space through revision, recreation her real and him real occurs the looking for something, which he is ready to take for essence. He has thought up where and how to search, but he does not know what to search. Her reality comes as whatness (wesen), but escapes from him, and anyhow it exists as a way of his being and any secret of essence.
What for Didar divides senses of Poet and of Girl? 
The answer to this question hides in sense of the third character – Autumn. Autumn is not simple a witness of love and girlfriend of Poet. It’s an image of Love. It’s that reflective-emotional love, which was separated in consciousness of Poet and Girl both from Poet, and from Girl in the beginning of their affair, as in the third sense it was synthesized in their love to each other lives rather independently. Autumn-Love in the moment, when it has arisen, has become result of an openness of Poet and Girl, of their generous flingness towards the world and each other, aimness at dialogue, interpenetration and synthesis. Autumn-Love is a new measure of everyone’s being in love. Through formation of the new third in field between the two develops not only love, but also relation of the people in general. What’s the main? Love, which is always right? No. Didar tells: main is an ability to love. Through this ability to love is displayed the ability to be the person. This Renaissance-Reformation conclusion repeats, in any ways, in all great literatures of the world.
Then how to understand the logic, on basis of which Didar divides or doubles senses of Poet and of Girl?
The formation of the third sense is impossible on the basis of subject reality; it is possible only on the basis of preliminary understanding subjectness of a subject, that is the search of its philosophical essence. The image of Autumn-Love is reflection of the second level. And if Didar would not carry out preliminary phenomenological reduction from a subject to its subjectness, he’d have not from what to form sense of Autumn-Love. 
Internal speech

Didar’s achievement is that he has come to formation of the specific mechanism in poetic thought, which we could name the internal speech.
Characteristic feature of «Requiem» is the asking and dialogue: «Autumn, where you are now?», «Autumn, do remember her!», «How can help me / Pictures of winter days on show-windows / Of night shops? About what can sing evening snow winds, / When I offer up a love prayer / With my inner voice, / With look of my tired eye?», «And I shall ask you: – Autumn…? », «Autumn, answer to me, how…?», «Tell me, Autumn, what…?», «You stay with me, do you, Autumn?». Poet asks Autumn to remember his beloved. He wants the Autumn should have drawn a portrait of Girl by leaves. Addressing to Autumn already as to the beloved Girl, he speaks that he wants her to return and wants her to confess in her love to him. He confides his sorrow and pain to Autumn. He begs it to tell that Girl still loves him. He hopes that Autumn always stays with him and asks her to inform about it. 
Whom asks Poet these questions and to whom he addresses with the requests? With whom he shares his doubts? He talks to himself. The partner at dialogue acts Autumn-Love, but, in essence, he addresses to his own thought. It is the form of internal speech.
Poet lives in conditions of approaching Winter-Dislike, of dying love and life. The Baudelaire’s mood is close to him. But in him still lives Autumn-Love, which has not left him, has not conceded its place to winter. And here he comes – almost frozen and loveless, and talks to himself – still autumn and fond. Love and Dislike are opened in a drama of internal speech.
What is an internal speech? It is a way of dialogue, when enter in opposition-interpenetration the two radically different, not reduced each to other, two complementary intentions, not able to be each by other and not able to be each out other. Intention to reach Love and intention to refuse Love. To understand that Love is not present, and all with aspiration to live in what is not present. And vacuum of silence between opposite intentions, so necessary for logic of their dialogue. Silence-Dialogue of Love and Dislike is realized by Didar through the third sense of Autumn-Love as passing love.
Love and Dislike connect, push away each other and exist only in pushing away, opposition, simultaneous interface. Specific Silence-Dialogue in «Requiem» is the form of conversation between various interpretations of general, different logic worlds, different individuals. Autumn-Love as constantly existing focus of the pushing away and interpenetration, as this very «between», very dialogue between Love and Dislike is out of any logics. The conversation of general in Love with general in Dislike does not concern to one of these generals. This conversation, internal speech is carried out as out-logical and inter-logic plan, again and again, from one letter to other, from one thought of Poetа about Girl to other in the form of new logic generality of Autumn-Love. The Autumn-Love is an area of flowing of logics each into other, but also it is the semantic field, where during internal speech arises an opportunity of new logic, identical and alternative to initial senses of logics of Love and Dislike. 
The internal speech is dynamical system. In the Autumn-Love it covers conversation, answer, question, the dialogue, and through it goes away, evades from them. Poet speaks: «I offer up a love prayer with my inner voice». It is activization of internal speech between approaching Dislike and kept Love. To offer up a prayer with inner voice, it is impossible in the form of dialogue. Internal speech is just limiting monological form to do a dialogue. It rigidly demarks two polarities and excludes third. But prayer-monologue about what is not present, begging-dream of third, is still destruction of a monologue. Recognition that in an opposition of contrasts the third is not given, for example, the love that is or is not, is a requirement of an opportunity of search for the third, new, earlier not existing. So there we come to a semantic point, around which is developed the internal speech, constructive intensity, search for new and birth of dialogue 
But this point arises not automatically; it is result of a creative pressure of human. Field between contrasts is complex and dangerous semantic space, which the human successfully overcomes in a creative pressure, or jams, demonstrating creative feebleness and moral impotence. The search for ways of overcoming of field between is the main theme and basic problematics of the internal speech.
The methodological importance of mastering art of internal speech is difficult for overestimating. The mechanism of internal speech arises in the person during the analysis of the ability to revision, self-criticism, self-change, self-development. The drama of revision is developed as dialogue of the person with himself the other. Therefore internal speech is displayed as ability of the person to set to himself and other questions and as a way of the person to leave for frameworks of himself. The internal speech begins in antinomy thought, but proceeds during overcoming of antinomies through an output to the third sense. 
The culture which has mastered, which has developed in itself ability to internal speech, from binary, inclined that to stagnation, that to social explosions, turns in figurative, capable to search a ways of leaving for frameworks of traditionalism and to formation of a measure of this output, to search the new and formation of a measure of novelty.
Search for a measure

Didar’s poetic reflection contains one more sense-making mechanism. It is search for a measure: measure of feeling, measure of understanding, measure of the statement. Poet of Didar is capable to love, is aimed at love, constantly lives in this ability, reproduces it. But in the conversation with Autumn-Love Poet states in the very constrained form. It is not shout of a madly loving, and it is not a bombastic declaration that he cannot live without love. Here is no noise, crash. In each word it is felt the verified measure of the statement, behind which is transparent the deeply gained measure of love. And through this restraint, through birth of internal speech in each line it is felt the importance of the person of Poet.
Poet is not giant, not almighty, not merciful, neither he is kind, nor is malicious, not lecturing, not heat a horse, not sabre-rattling. He is deeply human, because… lyrical. He speaks:
One must not be lonely in autumn;
It comes as persuasive feeling, 
Does not lag behind, 
Till your declaration of love.
The winter is indifferent to me,
And I don’t love it.
Didar has rejected traditional, heroic and religious, measures of a understanding the human and has begun to search for other measure – ability of a hero to lyrical feeling, based on constant doubt in correctness of the search. Now there is a new scale of the person as break to new understanding the general. With what surprising tact, worthy to Petrarca, Poet addresses to his girlfriend Autumn:
I look at falling snowflakes,

And I think of you,

As if about my girl,

Met together with you,

Autumn, where you now?

May you be there,

Where Baudelaire reads verses in a garden,

Where each long for heat

Of unrealizable hope,

Where you can hide from a cold,

Behind yellow leaves,

Beautiful,

As a favourite image in memory?

Many centuries in creations of greatest poets of East and West, maybe, since Solomon’s Song of Songs, the love was understood through admiration. Everything was put to use: natural elements, fruits, sweetness, animals and their bodies, that to express the admiration of female beauty and man’s force. In «Requiem» it is not present, because both beauty and force it is not result of reflection of the man, his spiritual feat. This is external. It was given to the man by the nature. That is given; for Didar it is not interesting. In «Requiem», the lyrics have arisen from internal work of human spirit, from the asking. From passion / aimness at careful care about the dearest – at birth of internal conversation with Autumn-Love as at ability of the hero to comprehend the ability to understanding. Just on the basis of aimness, desire, asking Poet of Didar wants to be with his beloved, he wants her being round: «You stay with me, do you, Autumn?», also he is overflown with tenderness, hidden alarm and care. In the Russian literature with such tenderness concerned to his beloved the character from the story by I. Kuprin «The Garnet Bracelet». But in the asking of Poet, except Kuprin’s, there is also other, Lermontov’s note – love of Poet to his own thought about Love: «I have grown fond my tortures», – wrote Lermontov about logic of his poetic feeling, «Are you with me, or not, my thought about Autumn-Love?», – asks Didar Amantai. The thought of a way of the thinking is painful search for measure of understanding – and that is characteristic of all great poets. 
Today, when so much is destroyed and everywhere dominate absolutes, each constructive way of thinking sees as small island of life among lifeless desert of pathological split, as a beam of light among howls of confusion and bubbles of nonsense.
The importance of logics of creative thought of Didar Amantai

The world today stand before new problems of development: ecological, social, political, economic, before acceleration of changes, complication of very problems. The threat to safety of the person accrues. In these conditions the people search for a new measure of understanding what is saved, done by previous generations. Ancients spoke: «T correct, it is necessary to bend». The skilful modern philosophers, is obvious to bend too far, shocking the world by words. But they are right that set new questions, which require the understanding. They do something great – they don’t trust in the ability, which has usually in a society, to understand sense of the person. Externally their doubt looks like total destruction, revolution, shocking, obscenity. Surprised by authoritative noise outgoing from West, and not trusting own attempts to build the concept of the person in new conditions, credulous Russia tries to copy this noise, or to lean against the gray-haired tradition. And that, and another is unpromising. Because it does not promote birth in the person and society very ability to the asking, doubt, self-criticism, search for a new measures of interpenetration of senses of inertia and criticism of the history. The person is formed not from absolutes, it is born from itself, from need of the person to be the person. It is born from internal need to revision. From dialogue of cultures developed in mind of each person. From ability to internal speech.
In these conditions the poetry of Didar Amantai has to be examined as a step in formation of the concept of the person in new conditions. There was a self-sufficient word, not fawning neither before modernism of the West, nor before traditionalism of the East. Not casually in the essay «Once Seen Image» poet likes not too much neither diaries of Albert Camus, nor clay books of Omar Khayyam, nor real life of the man on earth, nor his aim at the skies. And sense of life he sees in search for a new basis – new measure of the thought, through which he could anew understand himself and the world: «I want to understand through you secret of the universe», – the hero of Didar’s essay says to his beloved. And this «through you» as «through a new basis», as «through search of the third sense in field between I and the Universe», as «through ability to internal speech» conduct Didar’s idea to the main – dialogue of cultures. 
Poetry of Didar Amantai, I am sure, will attract attention of the experts, and they will determine its place in formation of modern art thought.
That’s all, dear Auezkhan. As you can see, this is continuation of our tripartite discussion in Almaty with participation of Beket Galimzhanovich. I tried to be particular and constructive. And at the same time, I searched for the answer to the question – in what is sense of dialogue of cultures. This search I do since 1994 – since time, when I have won the international grant on philosophy. Nevertheless, I’m still in the very beginning of my way.
Yours truly,
Alexei Davydov
