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The Enlightened West — or the Light from the East?
Dostoevsky’s Construction
of the Other out of Crisis

In September 2014, the Russian journalist Julia Latynina published a notewor-
thy article in the Novaja Gazeta which was headed “If We Are Not the West,
Who Are We?™ In her text she intends to point out that Russian culture is
no autonomous and independent phenomenon (“aro ke Takoe arta ocobas
‘pycckast kyabrypa’?”) but stems completely from the Western occidental her-
itage and is therefore part of the Western world. Using pointed polemic, she
opposes Western and Eastern traditions. She raises a couple of questions: who
is a model founder for Russians: Julius Caesar or Qin Shi Huang, the found-
er of the Chinese Qin dynasty? Who or what does classical Russian literature
refer to more frequently? To Herodotus or Sima Qian, the so-called father of
Chinese historiography? To the I/iad or the Ramayana, the great Sanskrit ep-
ic of ancient India? To the Bible or the Koran? Latynina’s provocation reach-
es a climax when she claims that nearly every culture is, in fact, a blend, with
the exception of Jewish, Indian and Chinese culture. According to the jour-
nalist, it was Adolf Hitler who promoted the idea of a true-bred culture in his
book Mein Kampf (“My Battle”). The public outcry was — of course — enor-
mous. A formal warning over alleged ‘extremism’ was issued by the Roskom-
nadzor against the NG and numerous comments and counter statements could
be found in the press and on the Internet.

There is one aspect contained in those replies that I would like to stress:
Latynina had started her article with the following sentence: “Yxxe moaroaa,
KaK cO BpeMcHH mobGeapl Maiigana poccuiickue OQHUIMAABHBIC BAACTH, ACIIY-
TaTbl U TEACKOMMEHTATOPBI OTKPBIAH CYLIECTBOBAHHE 0COOOH ‘PyccKOM KyAb-
Typbl, KOTOpasi IPOTUBOCTOUT eBpoIeicKkoit besayxoBroctr”. Thus, according
to the reporter, the conflict in Ukraine is raised to the same level as a Europe-
an-Russian antagonism. Obviously, the existence of an independent Russian

1 See IOaus AATBIHMHA, “Ecam mpl He 3amap, 1o x10 MbI?, Hosas 2asema, Nr. 101,

10.09.2014,  https://www.novayagazeta.ru/articles/2014/09/09/61065-esli-my-ne-zapad-
to-kto-my.
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culture as a counterpart to Western culture has been evoked long before the
events on the Maidan. Many commentators identified the ideas expressed in
the article as the continuation of a nearly 200-year-old controversy between
Westernizers and Slavophiles. A keyword in this controversy is the term en-
lightenment (npocsewgenue, Aufklirung). A reply to Latynina’s article reads
as follows: “TTpo6aema AaTbIHMHOM U €€ OKPY>KCHHS B TOM, 9TO OHH CAMIL-
KOM IIPUBBIKAH IPH K&KAOM YHXE OTASABIBATHCS Ha TIPOCBELICHHBII 3allaA.
He umes cobecrBennoro, HesaBucumoro ot EBponsl MHEHMS, OHH OTKa3bIBAIOT
B TAKOM MHCHHH BCEMY PYCCKOMY HapOAY, HCKPCHHE CIUTasl €rO HEPasyMHBIM
61as0M”~> Another one reads: “Yro ske MOXXHO cKasaTh 10 3TOMY IOBOAY? Aa,
B 001eM, AHIIb TO, 4TO MU O ‘TpocBeméHHOM 3amaae’ U ‘oTcrasoil Poccun’
TOABKO MHOM H SIBASIETCA .’

The replies aim essentially at discrediting enlightened Europe by argu-
ing that this form of enlightenment, onebased on reason, has neglected the
spiritual education of the individual. This view was shared by Dostoevsky
which will be shown later. Latynina quotes the reproach of “eponeiickas
GesayxoBHocTs (2 European spiritlessness), a term which always plays a central
role in this debate. The term ‘ayx’ (spirit, German Geist) has multiple and con-
tradictory implications when it is combined with the term ‘enlightenment’. Of
course, one can speak of ‘the spirit of enlightenment’ or of a person with an ‘en-
lightened spirit. But when Dostoevsky refers in a controversy with a Russian
Westernizer to a specific Russian “npocsemenne ayxosroe” (spiritual enlight-
enment, see below), he certainly does not allude to Immanuel Kant’s famous
motto “Have the courage to use your own understanding”. Dostoevsky is more
likely to recur to the pneumatic dimension of the term Geisz (spirit, ayx) than
to the noetic one. Thus, Europe’s pride, the achievements of the Age of Enlight-
enment, and man’s emergence from his self-imposed nonage are considered as a
story of loss and decay.

Following Schelling, Eric Voegelin phrased the term of a “pneumopatholo-
gy~ that had affected the history of Western Europe since the early modern ag-
es.* Voegelin dealt intensively with Dostoevsky’s work, using his new term to

2 L. NEmo, “Kommenrapun k crarse 0. Aarsiaunoit ‘Ecan mpr He EBpoma, 10 kO MBI?™,
hteps://fishki.net/131736 6-kommentarii-k-state-julatyninoj-esli-my-ne-evropa-to-kto-my.
html.

3 Cf. “Ecau mp1 He 3anaa, To Mt — Poccus!” [N.U], htep://politrussia.com/society/esli-my-

ne-zapad-to-my-rossiya-686/.

4 C.f eg. Eric VOEGELIN, “Universitit und Offentlichkeit. Zur Pneumopathologie der deu-
tschen Gesellschaft”, Wort und Wabrbeit, 21 (1966), pp. 497-518. For background informa-
tion see Peter J. OP1TZ, “Der ‘neuen Innerweltlichkeit” auf der Spur. Studien zu Eric Voe-
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define the Western spiritual crisis as a disorder, as a separation of the spirit from
its religious roots. In his talk on “University and the Public” from 1966 he de-
fines the spirit as follows:

“By spirit we understand the openness of man to the divine ground of his ex-
istence: by estrangement from the spirit, the closure and the revolt against the
ground. Through spirit man actualizes his potential to partake of the divine. He

rises thereby to the imago Dei which it is his destiny to be”s

Voegelin regards the Age of Enlightenment as the historical era in which
humans freed themselves from the divine and lost their attachment to a higher
transcendental reality.

Accusing Western societies of being, in the words of Voegelin, in “a very
complex pneumopathological state of mind” and asserting that a pseudo-hu-
manistic liberalism and a ‘wrong’ enlightenment caused the estrangement of
the spirit from his religious ground has been an essential topos in anti-West-
ern civilization criticism in Russia for nearly 200 years. Being an influential in-
tellectual, Dostoevsky supported and amplified that view. In what follows, the
roots of this topos will be traced back to its early beginnings in Russian cul-
ture in the 1820s/30s. Dostoevsky’s journalistic works, in particular, convey
fierce criticism of European spiritlessness and a misconceived enlightenment.
Two of his texts will be scrutinized in which the terms ‘enlightenment’ and
‘spirit’ play an important role. Interestingly, those texts also reveal that Dos-
toevsky’s notion of the latter terms does not really change but is even intensi-
fied after his return from Siberia. The first text is the “Series of Articles on Rus-
sian Literature”, serving as the introduction to the magazine Time (Bpems),
which he founded with his brother in 1861. The second text was published 20
years later in the Diary of a Writer (AneBanx nucareas) and was a reply to Al-
exander Gradovsky’s criticism of Dostoevsky’s Pushkin Speech. In brief, my
thesis is that in the early 1860s, Dostoevsky assumes Johann Gottfried Herd-
er’s notions of a Geist der Vilker (national spirit / spirit of the people; ayx

gelins  History of Political Ideas und seiner Deutung der westlichen Moderne”,
Occasional Papers, 80, Januar 2011, pp. 105-108, http://eric-voegelin-gesellschaft.de/files/us-

er/pdfs/voegeliana/OccPaper-8o.pdf.

s Eric VOEGELIN, “Reconsidering the Nazi Era’, in The Collected Works of Eric Voegelin,
English translation by Russel Nielli, https://voegelinview.com/reconsidering-the-na-
zi-era-pt-1/.

6 Eric VOEGELIN, The New Science of Politics (Chicago and London: The University of Chi-
cago Press, 1952), p. 16 4.
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Hapoaa / HaumoHaabHBIHA AyX). The concept of the spirit had been secularized
in the Age of Enlightenment, then mystified by Herder who did not attribute
a component pointing to transcendence to it as the Volksgeist appeared in peo-
ple’s customs, legends and myths. A complete re-sacralization of the spirit was
caused by a ‘genuine’ Russian enlightenment, which Dostoevsky reveals in his
Diary from 1880, stressing the pneumatic dimension of the divine spirit with-
in the Russian people. At the end of this study, Dostoevsky’s articles from 1861
will be interpreted from a postcolonial point of view, as it is both astonishing
and disconcerting to see the author’s first lines published after his return from
exile in Siberia. With vehemence he tries to construct a fundamental division
between Russia and Europe, which seems to foreshadow his anti-Western civi-
lization criticism.

The controversy about the interpretation of the term ‘enlightenment’ and its
polemical use in the debate on Russia and Europe, which is the point here, goes
back into the phase when the opposition between Westernizers and Slavophiles
in Russia started to become obvious.® As early as in the mid-1820s Dmitry Ve-
nevitinov, one of the founders of the Sociezy for the Love of Wisdom (O6mectso
aobomyapus), reflected intensively upon Russia’s role in the process of Enlight-
enment.? In 1830, three years before Pushkin wrote his poem 7he Bronze Horse-
man (Meanbit Bcapuuk), Stepan Shevyryov’s poem entitled Petrograd was

7 Cf. Isaiah BERLIN, Vico and Herder. Two studies in the History of Ideas (New York: Viking
Press, 1976). Although Berlin considers the German philosopher to be part of a Coun-
ter-Enlightenment movement, it is important to stress the German differentiation be-
tween the terms Volksgeist und Geist der Vilker. The first one was never used by Herd-
er but was introduced by Hegel; Herder used the latter one evoking Voltaire’s espriz de
nations. Therefore Nathan Gardels statement from an interview with Isaiah Berlin, “Of
course, Herder’s Volksgeist became the Third Reich”, seems completely inappropriate (cf.
Jochen JoHANNSEN, “Volker als Gedanken Gottes? Zur politischen Herder Rezeption”,
hteps://dspace.ub.uni-siegen.de/bitstream/ubsi/1109/1/Johannsen_Voelker_als_Gedank-

en_Gottes.pdf , p. 1. First published in Herder Handbuch, hg. von Stefan GREIF, Marion
HEeINz und Heinrich CLAIRMONT (Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 2016), S. 671-677).

8 IOamit A. AcosaH, “Cymepku mnpocsemjeHus’: kak B Poccun mpocsemenne Gbia0
IEPECHMEHOBAHO B KyAbTYpY, Becmuux PITY. Cepus DQuaocogus. Coynonoens.
Hexycemsosedenne, 2009, c. 11-2.4. Asojan has studied intensively with the different levels of
meaning of the term ‘enlightenment — npocsemenne’ in Russian and relates it to ‘culture,
civilization and education’ He does not refer to Dostoevsky though.

9 Amurpuit B. BEHEBUTUHOB, “O cocrosiuun npocsemenns B Poccnn’, in Coxunenusg, .

I, 1831, c. 24-32, http://azlib.ru/w/wenewitinow_d_w/text_1826_o_sostoyanii_prosve-

shenia_v_rossii.shtml. This article conveys a peculiar blending of enlightenment thinking

both as a universal idea and a notion reminding of Herder that every people has its own en-
lightenment.
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published in the Moscow Herald (Mockosckuit Bectauk). It depicts a strug-
gle between the raging sea and the founding father of the city of St Petersburg.
The author puts a remarkable statement into the Tsar’s mouth: “Aas moeit
Pocenn on [= Canxr-Ilerep6ypr] / Ilpocsemenns Gyaer okom™ The lyrical
T’ says clearly: It was Peter who enabled Russia to shake off the nocturnal dark-
ness of its ignorance and who made Russia see the light of the new dawn. A few
years later, Shevyryov will modify this perspective substantially. In 1844 pre-
modern and post-Petrine Russia are no longer as different as day and night; in
fact, premodern Russia developed the solid ground (mousa) on which Peter’s
reforms became fully efficient. Therefore, according to Shevyryov, the Russian
people evolved into a powerful organic entity that could look into the future
with great hope: “Bee e 6brTe Pycckoro Hapopa €AUHO, LIEABHO M IIOAHO — U
HUKAKOTO Pa3pbIBa U IPOTUBOPEYHS BO BHYTPCHHEH CBATBIHE CYLICCTBA CBOETO
He pomyckaer. The latter statement is taken from his “Introduction into the
History of Russian Literature”” What can be discerned here is a pattern which
also appears in the present debate on Latynina’s article, namely the assumption
that the Western world is stuck in a spiritual crisis that has been caused by the
enlightenment. The fruits of Western enlightenment have become rotten in
the eyes of Russia: “MbI 1 Bceraa NpUHEMAaAN ITAOABL IPOCBEIICHHUS 3aIIAAHOTO
II0A YCAOBHEM YIIOAOOACHUSI UX cebe COIAACHO € AYXOM M XapaKTEpPOM HAILEro
1eAOTO OBITHSI; HO TEIEph YCBOCHHE 3THX IAOAOB B KPaHHOCTSX 3allaAHOTO
KPHU3HCa PE3KO IPOTUBUTCS HalleH BHyTpeHHei ocHose . In his “Introduction”
Shevyryov divides the phenomenon of enlightenment into a spiritual inner ed-
ucation and an outer material one. He now attacks “Westernizers, who reject
the old Russia severely. According to him they are nothing but soulless cop-
ies of the outward materialistic aspect of the western enlightenment: “B nux
[moxaounuku Iletpa mepsoro] oaHa 6esaymiHas, XOTs LEroAcBaTast CHapyKH,
KOIIHUSA CO BCEH BHEUIHEH, MATEPUAABHOM CTOPOHBI IIPOCBEIIEHUS 3aIIaAHOTO,
6e3 BCAKOTO BHYTPEHHEIO €ro 3Ha4YCHMs, 6¢3 MBICAH KUBOH U rperomeir. He
compares them with the “whitewashed tombs” (Ipo6s nmosanacunbie), — a
term that Jesus used to insult the Pharisees and scribes (cf. Matt. 23, 27). Out-
wardly they seem beautiful but inwardly they are dead. And this comparison is
not far from his central metaphor of the rotting Western world. Russian West-
ernizers might wear the latest Paris fashion but they only use the perfume to
cover up their own rotting smell: “9to noBanacuubie rpo6sr Poccuu, oaersie

10 Crenan I'l. HIEBBIPEB, Crnuxomsopenus, mop pep. M. Aporcona (ACHI/IHI‘paA: CoseTckuit
IHCaTeAb, 1939), €. 70-72. Shevyryov wrote the poem ten years earlier.
11 Creman IT. IIIEBBIPEB, “BBeacnue B Mcropuio Pycckoit CaoBecHoctn’, Mocksumanun,

1844, 1, ¢. 219-2.40, quoted after https://www.proza.ru/2019/03/05/375.
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BO {paKku MOCACAHETO IOKPOs, YKPAIUCHHBIC BCEMH MPHYYAAMH IMOCACAHHX
mop ITaprka, ero Ayxamu npuxpbiBaomye 3anax BHyTPEHHETO CBOCTO THHUE-
HUS .

The reversal of the meaning of the metaphor of enlightenment from the
light of day equated with reason that has prevailed against the nocturnal dark-
ness of ignorance was already familiar from Aleksey Khomyakov in his famous
poem The Dream (Meura) from 1835.* In this poem the lyrical I first prais-
es the benefactions of the age of enlightenment, the sun of reason “in the far
Western world, the land of holy miracles” (Ha paapnem 3amaae, crpane cBaTbIX
ayaec). However, in the following lines, it observes that the Western world has
followed a reversed path namely from daylight to the darkness of night: “Ho
rope! Bek IpoIIeA, ¥ MEPTBEHHBIM MOKpoBoM / 3asepHyT 3amap Bech. Tam
6yaer mpak ray6ox’. The Golden Age of Europe has expired. Also in Khomyak-
ov’s poem the dichotomy of life and light and death and darkness plays a cru-
cial role (although the enlightenment is nothing but a metaphor of light in the
first place).

However, Dostoevsky will even go one step further in 1880 in his controver-
sy with the professor from St Petersburg, Gradovsky, as he refers to a Russian
enlightenment of its own right, not referring to “our Russian enlighteners” (see
below). By contrast, the idea of a Russian form of enlightenment that Dostoev-
sky develops while arguing with Gradovsky contains a clearly positive conno-
tation of the term: “Hayxka aeao oano, a npocsemenue unoe” (I1CC 26; 154).
That is what he says in August 1880. However, this insight is something rela-
tively new in Dostoevsky’s work. But the same idea has already been developed
by other slavophile thinkers. Certainly, Ivan Kireevsky has already expressed
this concept in his essay entitled Oz the Character of Enlightenment in Europe
and its Relationship to the Enlightenment in Russia, published in 18s52.% Right

12 Aaexceit C. XOMAKOB, Cmuxomsopenus u BpaMbl (ACHI/IHFP&A: CoBeTCKUH IHCATEAD,
1969), c. 103.

13 Mean B. KupEEBCKMIL, “O xapakrepe mpocBeijeHusi EBPOIBI U O €ro OTHOILICHUH K
npocsemernio Poccun’, in Msan B. KUPEEBCKUMN, H36pannsie cmamopit, COCT., BCTYIL
cTaThs, 1 KoMMeHTapun Baapumupa A. Koteaprnkosa (Mocksa: CoBpeMeHHHK, 1984.), C.
199-238. The article takes the form of a letter. Cf. Haraaps B. BoAoAMHA, “Ananor . B.
Kupeesckoro u A. C. XomsikoBa 0 XapaKTepe PycCKOTO M €BPOIEICKOIO IPOCBEICHHS ,
Quaestio Rossica, 7 (2019), N° 1, c. 243-254. Interestingly, the only German translation of this
essay that I know is entitled “Uber den Charakter der Bildung [!] Europas und ihr Verhilt-
nis zur Bildung [!] Russlands”: Iwan W. KIREJEWSKI, Russland und Europa, iibersetzt und
mit einem Nachwort herausgegeben von Nicolai von Bubnoff (Stuttgart: Klett, 1948). The
Heidelberg professor of Slavic studies understands the Russian npocseuyenne as Bildung (‘ed-
ucation’ and ‘o6pasosanuc’). In his epilogue, Bubnoff refers to rational Western sciences
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at its beginning, Kireevsky contradicts the assertion that the enlightenment has
been a universal human enterprise with global claim. According to him, this in-
terpretation is caused by Western arrogance and does not consider cultural dif-
ferences.” The universal philosophical instruction to the individual is regard-
ed as a national characteristic, which explains the title of the article. Kireevsky
contrasts the ‘holistic’ Russian personality with the fragmented Western one,
yeavrocms Vs pasdeoenue: “[...] Gorocaosue Ha 3amape NPHHSAO XapakTep
PACCYAOYHON OTBACYEHHOCTH, — B [IpaBOCAaBHOM MHpE OHO COXPaHHAO
BHYTPCHHIOI LIeABHOCTH Ayxa."® The yeavrocms dyxa (‘spiritual wholeness’) be-
comes a key term here. Kireevsky expresses an interesting thought that is meant
to emphasize the differences between Russia and Western Europe. In his essay
Kireevsky names three elements derived from the history of the Western world,
unknown to Russian nature: the Catholic church, Roman-imperial thinking
and the violence exerted by European states while fighting each other. Con-
cerning the latter aspect, Kireevsky referred to the French romantic histori-
an Augustin Thierry whose ideas were very popular at the time. According to
Thierry, the development of all greater Western European states was caused by
a bitter fight between two nations. Therefore, the foundation of European na-
tions is always preceded by an act of violence. Kireevsky argues:

[...] Tpermit saemenT mpocBemeHnst [...] mpeacTaBaseT Ty OCOGEHHOCTH Ha
3amape, 9TO MOYTH HM B OAHOM M3 HapoAOB EBpOIBI rocysapcTBeHHOCTb He
IIPOHBOIIAQ U3 CTIOKOMHOTO PasBUTHS HALIMOHAABHOI XXH3HH U HALJMOHAABHOTO

camocosHauus [...]. Hanporus, obmecrBennsiit 6o EBpomnst [...], moutu Besae

BOSHHUK HACHABCTBCHHO, U3 6OPBOBI Ha CMEPTb ABYX BPaXKACOHBIX naemen.'

By contrast Russia: “[...] He wucmbiTaB 3aBoeBaHMS, PYCCKHH HapoA
ycrpousaacsi camobsiTHO”.” Kireevsky claims that the organic entity in Russia

and a logically abstract thinking. So one can conclude that he also refers to the philosophi-
cal enlightenment that both Kireevsky and Dostoevsky attack.

14 Sce: “B mocacpHee cBHMpAHHME Haule, MbI MHOTO 0ECCAOBAAM C BaMH O XapakTepe
npocseuieHust EBPOMNEHCKOro u 06 €ro OTAMYHMAX OT XapakTepa TOTO MPOCBCICHHS
Poccun, KOTOpOE NMPHHAAACKAAO € B APEBHHE BPCMCHA, M KOTOPOIO CACABL, AO CHX
IOp elle, HE TOABKO 3aMEYAIOTCS B HpaBaX, oObldasX U oOpase MBICACH IIPOCTOrO
HAPOAQ, HO MPOHHUKAKOT, TAK CKA3aTh, BCIO AYILY, BECh CKAAA yMa, BECh, CCAH MOXKHO TaK
BBIPA3HUTbCSI, BHYTPEHHMIT cocTaB Pycckoro yeaoBeka, He epepaboTaHHOTO ee 3armaAHbIM
pocruranuem” (KMPEEBCKHM, c. 248).

15 lbid. p.234.

16 Ibid. p. 208.

17 1bid. p. 209.
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could evolve naturally because its growth had not been disturbed in a thousand
years. By contrast, eruptive violent acts of war caused the fragmentation of Eu-
ropean thinking.

Dostoevsky picks up this idea to provide a basis for his first own reflec-
tions on the differentiation between Western and Eastern culture. The au-
thor’s thoughts can be found in “A series of articles on Russian literature” (Psia
cTareil 0 pycckoit aureparype) that he published together with his brother
Mikhail in their magazine 77me from 1861 onwards.”® After being forced to si-
lence for more than ten years, those were his first written public statements to-
gether with the subscription announcement. There is a deep connection be-
tween these articles and Kireevsky’s essay. In the subscription announcement
from 1860, Dostoevsky takes up Thierry’s thought: “He Bpaxkaa cocaosuii,
nobeAuTeACH 1 MOGEKACHHDIX, Kak Besae B EBporie, A0AXKHa Acub B OCHOBaHME
pasBuTHs OyAylux Havaa Haute xusHu. Mol He EBpora, u y Hac He 6yaer u He
AOAXKHO 6bITh mobeanteacii u nobexaennnx” (I1CC 18; 35-36). The previous
sentence is both astonishing and unique in its categorical absoluteness. The an-
nouncement of the publication of the new magazine is to be considered equal-
ly as a manifesto that states the future political direction of the Zime. The “In-
troduction” has been considered as a detailed clarification of the ideas from
the announcement. Accordingly, the Introduction can be regarded as the first
“Manudect mousennmyectsa’ (I1CC 18; 238). This is an aspect of the series
of articles that Georgy Fridlender has already highlighted and I will not go in-
to it here.” What I would like to emphasize is the strict dichotomy of, on the
one hand, Europe and the Western world and, on the other hand, Russia. Itis a
sharp distinction that Dostoevsky establishes for the first time in his work and
he tries to support it theoretically. So doing, he proves to be a great master of
rhetorical arts, showing his skills in using poignant mockery, irony and wit.

As the “Introduction” concretises the ideas from the announcement, it in-
cludes, of course, Kireevsky’s ideas on the Russian entirety as opposed to the
Western fragmentation and the natural Russian life as opposed to belligerent
Europe. And indeed, it says: “[...] y Hac AaBHO y>e ecTb HeliTpaAbHas IOYBA, HA
KOTOPOM BCE CAMBAETCA B OAHO IIEABHOE, CTPOMHOE, EAMHOAYIIHOE, CAUBAIOTCS
BCE COCAOBHUSI, MHUPHO, COTAACHO, OpaTcku [...]” ({ICC 18; 49-50). Dostocvsky

18 For more background information to this series of articles see Baagumup A. TYHUMAHOB,
“IlouBeHHMYecTBO U ‘moAeMHKa HACH , in Baapumup A. TYHHUMAHOB, Tsopuyecmso
Aocmoesckozo 1854-1862 (ACHPIHI‘paA: Hayxka, 1980), C. 193-22.4.

19 See Teopruit M. ®PUAAEHAEP, “Y ucrokos nouseHHmdcctBa (. M. Aocroesckuii n
XKYpHAA ‘Cserow’)”, Hzsecmus AH CCCP. Cepus aumepamypo: u 2301k, S (1971), c. 400-

4I10.
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also judges that the conflict between nobles and peasants, between les boyards
et les serfs, is not as severe as in the Western world, “B cmpicae mobeauteacit u
nobexacunbix” (Ibid.). And finally Kireevsky’s words are quoted almost lit-
erally: “U Bcé a1o campaercst [B Poccuu] Tak Aerko, Tak HaTypaAbHO, MHPHO
— TAQBHOC: MHMPHO, M 3THM HMCHHO Mbl OT BaC U OTAMYACMCS, TIOTOMY 4TO
BBl KaXABIH LIar cBOH AOOBIBaAU ¢ 6010, KAKAOE CBOE MPABO, KAKAYIO CBOIO
npusuacruio’. (Ibid.) By the way, this passage is a wonderful example of Dosto-
evsky’s own fine rhetorical technique of polemic. Dostoevsky creates an imagi-
nary dialogue, #s u 621, and we have the impression that he is turning directly
to the foreign reader, preferably maybe to a French or German one. But a little
further above in his article he has argued ironically that Europeans could nev-
er understand Russia: because none of them would ever subscribe to his mag-
azine Time, even if he could attract Cicero as his employee -whom he would,
in fact, not like to employ.*® But the imaginary dialogue with a foreigner is not
meant to be a rhetorical dead end. Indeed, Dostoevsky addresses here those for-
eign specialists in Russian culture that have recently expressed their dismissive
attitude after short, superficial travels through Russia, showing unjustified prej-
udice against the country that they considered backward and marked by bar-
barian slavery: “[®pannys] eme B ITaprke sHaa, o Hanmmer o Poccun; paxe,
MOXAAYH, HAlMIIET CBOC MyTEIICCTBHE B [laprke, emje NMPexAC MOC3AKH B
Poccnio, IpOAACT €ro KHUTOIPOAABLY H YK€ IIOTOM IIPUEAET K HaM — OACCHY T,
naeuuthb u yaerets (I1CC 18; 44). At the centre of his criticism is Astolphe de
Custine. Dostoevsky thinks of him as his potential dialogue partner as it had
been Custine whose I-narrator said in his report called Russia in the year 1839
that he preferred reading works by Augustin Thierry’s as those of a ‘real’ histo-
rian to historical novels as those of Walter Scott: “Quant & moi, jaime mieux,
méme pour me divertir, lire M. Augustin Thierry que toutes les fables inventées
sur des personnages connus’.”* And Dostoevsky seems to communicate to him
that de Custine does not really understand his own fellow countryman who
had emphasized the violent, belligerent, brutal and barbarian history of West-
ern Europe. The background to this polemical point is the accusation that Eu-
ropeans have preconceived and unshakable (negative) judgments on Russia.
But as far as their self-realisation of their own historically developed national
character is concerned, they fail miserably.

20 “[...] Mo BceM BeposATHOCTSIM, $ppaHIysbl He MOANHMUIYTCS Ha ‘Bpems’, xoTst 6b1 Hammum
coTpyaHHKOM 6b1A cam LlniepoH, koToporo, BipoueM, Mbl Obl, MOKET ObITb, U HE B3SAU B
cotpyaruk” (I1CC 18; 45). One wonders why Dostoevsky wouldn’t employ Cicero. Maybe
because the Roman rhetorician was an inveterate Republican?

21 Le Marquis de CUSTINE, La Russie en 1839 (Paris: D’Amyot, 1843), p. 199.
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Dostoevsky’s attacks on European foreigners are merciless and obvious-
ly malicious. He openly admits that his descriptions appear to be caricatures:
“Mexay TeM MBI CaMH 9yBCTBYEM, 9TO CAOBa HAIUM KaK OYATO OT3BIBAIOTCS
napoaueii, kapukarypoii” (IICC 18; 45). He claims that it corresponds to
the ridiculous prejudices that European express against Russia. The Europe-
ans pretend to know the Russian people, although they have never fully un-
derstood the depth of the Russian nature. Dostoevsky accuses Europeans of
being superficial and, above all, arrogant. This is how he portrays the Ger-
mans: “[...] Bo BCAkOM caydae GecrpeACABHOE BBICOKOMEPHE IIEPEA PYCCKUMU,
— BOT XapaKTECPHCTHKA IIOYTH BCAKOTO HEMELKOTO 4CAOBEKAa BO B3IASAC Ha
Poccnro” (IICC 18; 43). Due to their superficiality and arrogance, Europe-
ans only manage to describe the outer characteristics of Russian life and thus
draw mistaken conclusions about Russia. The originality of Russian life,
“pycckas MCTHHA, pyccKMil AyX, xapaktep n ero Hanpasacuue (I1CC 18;
41), remains concealed to them. The “cmoco6HOCTh BBHICOKOCHHTETHYECKAS,
CIIOCOOHOCTD BCEIPUMUPUMOCTH, BCedeaoBedHocTH  are ascribed to the Rus-
sian people in opposition to the European “YI‘AOBaTOCTI/I, HEMPOHUIIAEMOCTH,
nenioaatausoctu” ([ICC 18; s5). Nevertheless, in 1861, the nature of the Rus-
sian Volksgeist still remains immanent. In this Series of articles the Russian peo-
ple is represented as a people rooted literally in the nousa.

Dostoevsky’s line of reasoning is consistent when he describes Russia and Eu-
rope as two completely different ‘civilizations. What did Europe give to Rus-
sia? Dostoevsky leaves no doubt: science (“ro, uro ot Bac ¢ 6aarorosennem
TIOAYYHAQ H 32 9TO BEYHO Oyaet momuHars Bac poobpom’, [ICC 18; s0). His point
is that Russia has already exceeded the level of the European civilization. He re-
fers Khomyakov’s figure of thought and reverses the categories ‘new vs. old’: the
formerly ‘new’ European idea of science and enlightenment has frozen and be-
come the ‘old’ one. “Hama noBast Pycy’, our new Russia is evoked a couple of
times. As a consequence, the supporters of Western civilization in Russia rank
among the ‘old ones’ whose adoration of European ideals and reason is out-
dated. The “Introduction” appears as an imaginary dialogue with the “Europe-
an gentlemen”: “Her, rocriopa eponeiinpi!”, “O, He Aymaiite, T-A2 €BPOICHIIBL,
[...]” ({ICC 18; 56 and 60). Of course, this passage does not address French or
German readers but Russian Europeans, Westernizers and Liberals.

The latter are the targets of his relentless criticism. He ridicules them, de-
scribing them as bad copies of outdated French philosophers who only shout
foreign slogans. Dostoevsky directs his criticism especially against the “rociopa
pycckue npocsemennsie esponeiinbl, the enlightened Russian Europeans.
Ipocseuwgennwie esponeiyst, enlightened Europeans, is a term he uses deroga-
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tively, especially in his Diary from the year 1877.2* I could not find any passag-
es in the diary in which the terms ‘enlightened’ or ‘enlightenment’ are used in
a positive, non-ironical or non-oppositional context or way until his quarrel
with Gradovsky. Dmitry Tschizewskij has found crucial evidence for Dostoev-
sky’s view in the following statement: “Aast Hero [ Aoct.] monsTie ‘HurnAnsM’
sBAseTcs], PakTUIECKH, 00O03HAYCHUEM PYCCKOIO MPOCBELICHCTBA . A typi-
cal example of the defamatory mockery he employs to ridicule Westernizers
is to be found in his Diary from April 1876. In the chapter called “The Bene-
ficient Swiss Who Liberates a Russian Peasant”, he uses a witty pun, quoting
some lines: “...M npocsemenue necymuii Bcem mseitnap” (I7CC 22; 116), and
the Swiss who brings enlightenment to all of them, Rousseau is meant. But
the quotation is misleading. The alleged author, Mr. Avseenko has never writ-
ten the poem that the verse is supposed to be taken from. So Dostoevsky must
have written it himself in a parodistic intention, leaving open the nationality,
wseiinap (doorman?) and mserinapen.** According to Dostoevsky, you cannot
be both: “homme de la nature ez de la vérité”, a child of nature and trutch.

In the last year of his life, Dostoevsky seems to interpret the enlightenment
metaphor in a more positive way, which can be seen in the debate that he had
with Gradovsky after his Pushkin Speech. As the connoisseur of Dostoevsky
has certainly realized, the debate about Latynina’s article (see above) seems to
be a reflection of the argument that Dostoevsky had with the professor from
St. Petersburg after delivering his speech on Pushkin. In 1880, Gradovsky pub-
lished an article entitled “Dreams and reality”, in which he anticipated Latyni-
na nearly word for word:

Tak vAM MHaYe, HO yXKe ABAa CTOACTHS Mbl HAXOAMMCS T10A BAMSHHEM eBporei-
CKOTO IPOCBENICHUS [...]. VitTu ot atoro IPOCBELICHUS HAM HEKYAQ, AQ U HE3a-
geM. DTO $aKT, IPOTHB KOTOPOrO HAM HUYETO HEAB3S CACAATD, IO TOH MPOCTOMH

NPpUIUHE, YTO BCSIKUI PyCCKI/Iﬂ YCAOBCK, ITOXKCAABIIU I CACAATBCS IPOCBCUICH-

22 Cf. above all the issues from May, June and November of that year. Dostoevsky’s use
of the term npocsemjenne implies a rational thinking marked by science which he con-
demns in connection with the moral standards of humanity (rymannocts) and liberalism
(An6GepanbHOCTS).

23 Dmitrij TSCHIZEWSKI], Dostoevskij und die Aufklirung (Skripten des Slavischen Semi-
nars der Universitit Tiibingen, Nr. s, Tiibingen, 1975). Russian translation by M. Karma-
nov, “AocToeBckuii u HPOCBCH.(CHI/IC”, in Becmnux Pymcoﬁ XPUCTRUAHCKOTE 2YMAHUINAPHOLL
axademun, t. 12 (2011), BeIm. 3, c. 179-198, here c. 182.

24 See Bopuc H. Tuxomuros, “3amerku Ha noasx Tloanoro Cobpausi counHeHuit
AocroeBckoro’ (yrouHeHHs M AONOAHeHHA), in AJocmoesckuti u muposas xysvmypa,
Aapmanax N 15 (CI16: Cepe6pstHbril Bek, 2000), €. 237-239.
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HbIM, HEIIPEMEHHO IOAYYHT 3TO IIPOCBEIICHHUE U3 3aIIAAHOCBPOIICHCKOTO HCTOY-
HHKa, 3a HOAHCﬁMHM OTCyTCTBI/ICM HCTOYHHUKOB PyCCKI/IX. 33.TCM, HPCAYCMB.‘
TPI/IBaH AAXEC CHABHOC Pa3BI/ITI/IC pyCCKOf/’I HayKI/I, pyCCKOrO I/ICKyCCTBa U T.A., MBI
AOAKHBI GYACM HpI/I:BHaTb, YTO BCC 3TU BCIIU BpraCTYT Ha IMOo4YBE 3aHaAHO€BPO'
IeHcKoro npocsemeHus |...].»

It is this very passage that Dostoevsky refers to in his response in his Dia-
7y, taking up the term ‘enlightenment’. He distinguishes between the enlight-
enment as a Western European phenomenon, aiming at developing ‘useful
sciences, and a spiritual enlightenment, aiming at the soul: “ITpocBemenue’.
[To3BoABTE 5Ke CIIPOCHTD, 9TO BBI II0A HUM PasyMeeTe: HAyKU 3allaaa, IIOAC3HbIC
3HaHMS, pemMecaa MAM mpocsemenue AyxosHoe?” (IICC 26; 150) Dostoev-
sky highlights the importance of the inner, spiritual and mental enlighten-
ment. The enlightenment of the mind, the reason enables the sciences to de-
velop — it may certainly have been the Western world that has achieved it. But
so doing, it has neglected the inner formation and this is how esponesicxas
besdyxosnocms (the European spiritlessness), as mentioned by Latynina, came
into being. Dostoevsky goes on in his article to give his own definition of ‘en-
lightenment’ which could be considered as a direct opposition to Kant’s “An-
swer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?”. Dostoevsky says: “[...]
II0A TIPOCBCICHHUEM s PasyMel0 [...] TO, 4TO OYKBaAbBHO yKe BBIPasKACTCS
B CAMOM CAOBE TPOCBCIICHHE, TO €CTh CBET AYXOBHBIH, O3apSIOLIHI AyILY,
IPOCBEIAIOMIMN CEPALIE, HANPABASIOIUNA yM M YKa3bIBAIOIIUH €My AOPOTy
xusuu” (ITCC 26; 150). According to Dostoevsky, enlightenment based on rea-
son, as practised in the Western world, has caused people to fall away from God
and Jesus Christ.

It is quite different with the Russian people whose souls have been enlight-
ened ‘for a long time’. Dostoevsky continues:

51 yTBepxAQI0, YTO HAII HAPOA MPOCBETHACS YK€ AABHO, IPHHAB B CBOIO CYTb
Xpucra n yueHue €ro [...] ecAM Hall HapoA MPOCBCUICH YXKE AABHO, IIPUHSB B
CBOIO cyTh XPHCTa U €ro yYeHHE, TO BMECTE ¢ HUM, ¢ XPUCTOM, VXK KOHEYHO,
NPHHAA U MCTHHHOE MpOcBemenue. [Ipy TaKOM OCHOBHOM 3amace MpoCBelle-
HUSI HAYKH 3artapd, KOHEYHO, OOpaTsATCsS AASL HETO AMIIb B MCTHHHOE 6aarope-

sH1e. XpHCTOC He OMEPKHET OT HHUX y Hac, Kak Ha 3amaae [...] (I7CC 26; 151).

25 See Aaekcanpp A. [TPAAOBCKMI, “Meuts! u ACHICTBUTEABHOCTS , 10.40¢, 2.5 MIOHS 1880 T., N2
174, quoted after http://az.lib.ru/g/gradowskij_a_d/text_1880_mechty_i_deistvitelnost.
shtml.
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What becomes obvious in these lines is the transcendental orientation of
the dyx napoda, the Volksgeist which was not conveyed in the articles that Dos-
toevsky had written about 20 years earlier. 4yx #apoda and npocsenjenne form
a unity as they both refer to Christianity and God as the last reason. Both
terms are re-sacralized and identified as the main characteristic of the Russian
people.

Taking this argumentation into account, it is not surprising that Dostoev-
sky can be classified as an antimodernist whose approach shows, like that of Er-
ic Voegelin, an anti-enlightenment orientation.** In 1917 Max Weber referred
in his speech entitled “Science as a Profession” to a “disentchantment of the
world”, brought about by an Occidental faith in science which had been pro-
moted by the Enlightenment:

The increasing intellectualization and rationalization do not, therefore, indicate
an increased and general knowledge of the conditions under which one lives. It
means something else, namely, the knowledge or belief that if one but wished
one could learn it at any time. Hence, it means that principally there are no mys-
terious incalculable forces that come into play, but rather that one can, in prin-
ciple, master all things by calculation. This means that the world is disenchant-
ed [! = C. G.] One needs no longer have recourse to magical means in order to
master or implore the spirits, as did the savage, for whom such mysterious pow-
ers existed. Technical means and calculations perform the service. This above all

is what intellectualization means.””

In this aspect Weber refers to Friedrich Schiller’s sixth letter in his work en-
titled On the Aesthetic Education of Man (179s), in which the German poet and
philosopher contrasts the ideal of a unity of Greek life with the fragmentation
of modern life.*® Dostoevsky is unable to accept this disenchantment carried

26 See e.g. Katherine HEMPLE PROWN, Flannery O’Connor, Fyodor Dostoevsky and the Anti-
modernist Tradition, Dissertations, Theses, and Masters Projects, Paper 1539625432 (Col-
lege of William and Mary in Virginia, 1988), https://dx.doi.org/doi:10.21220/s2-72wy-

1z59. Considering Dostoevsky’s modern and innovative poctological approach, one can
agree with Svetlana Boym who called him as follows: “Dostoevsky is a modern antimod-
ernist, at once dialogic and authoritarian” (See Svetlana BoyM, Another Freedom. The Al-
ternative History of an Idea (Chicago, London, 2012), p. 107.

27 Max WEBER, “Science as a Vocation” [ Wissenschaft als Beruf ], in From Max Weber: Essays
in Sociology, transl. and ed. by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1946), pp. 129-156, here p. 136. In German the term Beruf can mean both, vo-
cation and profession.

28 Cf. Ian H. ANGus, “Disenchantment and Modernity: The Mirror of Technique”, Human



134 CHRISTOPH GARSTKA

out by rational sciences of the Western world as a way for the new Russia. Sim-
ilar to Schiller, he contrasts the unity of the Russian people with the fragmen-
tation and segregation of the European people. But whereas Schiller establish-
es a historical opposition between the Ancient and Modern times, Dostoevsky
establishes a typological opposition between Russia and Europe as two differ-
ent cultures.

Finally, it seems highly interesting to me to interpret Dostoevsky’s first Se-
ries of articles that he published after spending ten years in exile in a method
known from postcolonial studies. For this purpose, one can combine two nec-
essary preconditions. Firstly, the view on Russia. Western European reports on
Russia had already been characterized by the stereotype of barbarism and des-
potism — as the example given by Custine in his book La Russie en 1839 had
shown - but the Crimean War intensified this tendency. Russia’s defeat was fol-
lowed by a journalistic war that drew an extremely negative picture of Russia
among Western Europeans. Backwardness of technology and civilization, bar-
barian despotism and a post-modern societal system are only some of the cli-
chés that constantly appear in the Western press and cartoons.”” Russia seems
to be the pariah among the civilized European countries. Of course, Russia
cannot be considered as a colony in the literal sense. However, since the era of
Tsar Peter it has undergone a kind of cultural colonization caused by the West-
ern world as Dostoevsky also shows in his text. The defeat in the Crimean War
against two of the leading representatives of Western civilization caused this
Petrine model to end up in an obvious crisis.

The second precondition for a postcolonial reading of Dostoevsky’s Se-
ries of articles is the writer’s own fate. After returning from Siberian wilderness
to the civilized capital he appears as the exotic ‘other’, a savage stranger to his
amazed environment, a pariah outcast from society. He is someone who has to
struggle to be accepted again as an equal collocutor when the fate and future
of Russia is discussed in the capital. Apart from his close family circle practi-
cally no one knew him anymore. Dostoevsky certainly wrote the announce-
ment of the new magazine mostly on his own but he was still not allowed to
use his own name to sign it (cf. IICC 18; 229). Spontancously one is remind-

Studies, 6 (1983), 2, pp. 141-166.

29 See e.g. Anthony Cross, “The Crimean War and the Caricature War”, The Slavonic and
East European Review, 84 (2006), 3, pp. 460-480. In this publication one can also find
some caricatures. They also remind us of Honoré Daumier’s caricatures that depict an ex-
tremely negative image of Russian militarism as it combines Prussian blind obedience with
Cossakian barbarity.
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ed of Gayatri Spivak’s question: “Can the Subaltern speak?” In order to re-
gain the ability to ‘speak’ it is crucial in such a situation to turn from being
an object of discourse to being a subject who is able to act. And this is exact-
ly what Dostoevsky is striving for in his first series of articles by making use of
an almost classical method that the subaltern refers to when he wants to gain
a voice: the ‘Othering’” As far as an enlightening and progressive thinking is
concerned Russia is a ‘belated’ and backward nation. It differs from ‘civilized’
Western European nations in terms of science, culture, political constitution
and social institutions, as it has not yet reached the same level. But the differ-
ences are only gradual. On the other hand, Dostoevsky declares Russia to be
something completely ‘Other’ than the Western culture. He does not only use
gradations but refers to the “riddle of the Sphinx” (“Aas Espomnsr Pocenst —
opna u3 sarapok Counkca’, [7CC 18; 31) that Western Europeans are less like-
ly to conceive than Japanese or Chinese culture. The logic of this argument
does not imply a compromise or a creolization as a cultural blend. According
to Bron’s definition the ‘Other’ is regarded as inferior and deficient. As shown
above, Dostoevsky presented almost in an obsessive way German, French and
English individuals as ridiculous caricatures. However, not only foreigners are
‘strangers’ but also Europeanized Russians. In the strict binary contrast that he
establishes, the Western world is separated from Russia as well as the majori-
ty of Russian noblemen are separated from the Russian people and the West-
ernizers from the Slavophiles. Dostoevsky strives to regain discursive power by
pointing out his very own ideology of Russianness, the nousennuuecmso, and
appointing himself to its spokesman. A necessary precondition to construct
a stable identity is a rigorous distinction between the Self and the Other. And
this is — to my mind - a maybe conscious or unconscious approximation of
Dostoevsky’s critical position to that of his home country which is in transi-
tion. His own fragile and threatened existence as a writer and journalist cor-

30 See Gayatri C. SPIVAK, “Can the Subaltern Speak?”, in Colonial Discourse and Post-Colonial
Theory. A Reader, ed. and introduced by Patrick WiLL1aMs and Laura CHRISMAN (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1994), pp. 66-111.

31 For more details on SP1vak’s concept of ‘Othering’ cf. “The Rani of Simur. An Essay in
Reading the Archives’, History and Theory, 24 (198s), 3, pp. 247-272. Lajos Brons delivers
a plausible definition of ‘Othering’: “Othering is the simultancous construction of the self
or in-group and the other or out-group in mutual and unequal opposition through identi-
fication of some desirable characteristic that the self/in-group has and the other/out-group
lacks and/or some undesirable characteristic that the other/out-group has and the self/in-
group lacks. Othering thus sets up a superior self/in-group in contrast to an inferior oth-
er/out-group, but this superiority/inferiority is nearly always left implicit” (Lajos BRONS,
“Othering, an Analysis’, Transcience 6 (2015), 1, p. 70.)
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responds with Russia’s struggle to be acknowledged as an imperial and above
all independent superpower. In a nearly hyperbolic form Dostoevsky makes
a sharp distinction between this other Russia and the strange West and thus
turns into a subject again that is able to act.



