DOSTOEVSKY

'8 THE JOURNAL OF THE
STUDIES A INTERNATIONAL
) % DOSTOEVSKY SOCIETY

)
O
%)
_|
@)
=
<
%)
=
<
%)
_|
-
O
m
n

Volume 24 - 2021




DOSTOEVSKY STUDIES

Managing Editor
Stefano Aloe — Universita di Verona

Editorial Board

Carol Apollonio — Duke University (IDS President)

Satoshi Bamba — Niigata University

Yuri Corrigan — Boston University

Pavel E. Fokin — “Memorial flat of E M. Dostoevsky”, Moscow
Benami Barros Garcfa — Universidad de Granada (Journal’s OJS Admin)
Christoph Garstka — Ruhr-Universitit Bochum

Alejandro Ariel Gonzdlez — Sociedad Argentina Dostoievski
Kate Holland - University of Toronto

Sarah Hudspith — University of Leeds

Boris N. Tikhomirov — Dostoevsky Museum in St Petersburg
Vladimir N. Zakharov — Petrozavodsk State University

Editorial Consultants:
Sergey S. Shaulov (Russian texts editor) — Moscow State Literature Museum

Dostoevsky Studies, founded in 1980, is the journal of the International Dostoevsky Society (IDS).

The Journal is published annually by the International Dostoevsky Socicty & the Department of Forcign Languages and
Literatures of the University of Verona.

It is a peer-reviewed Journal. Languages of publication are Russian and English.

Quotes to Dostoevsky’s work in the original are indicated by in-text brackets and reference to the first 30 volume Academ-
ic edition: ®. M. Aocrocsckuit, [loanoe cobpanue couunenuii, 8 30 1t. (Acnunrpas: Hayxa, 1972-1990), abbreviated: I7CC;
or to the 35 volume current Academic edition: O. M. Aoctoesekuit, [oanoe cobpanue couunenuii u nucem, 8 35 TT. (CaHkT-
Ierep6ypr: Hayka, 2013-), abbreviated: 77CCI1.

Copyright Notice:

Authors will retain copyright of their work but give the journal first publishing rights. Articles will be simultancously li-
censed by a Creative Common License - Attribution - No Commercial Use that permits other researchers to share the work
by indicating the author’s intellectual property and its first publishing in this journal not for commercial use.

Authors can adhere to other license agreements not exclusive to the distribution of the published version of their work (for
example: include it in an institutional archive or publish it in a monograph) as long as they indicate that it was first pub-
lished in this journal.

Authors can disseminate their work (for example in institutional repositories or on their personal website) before and dur-
ing the submission procedure, as it can lead to advantageous exchanges and citations of the work.

© 2021

Graphic design project & Layout:

Erica Apolloni

Mailing Address Principal Contact Support Contact
Department of Foreign Stefano Aloe Benami Barros Garcia
Languages and Literatures University of Verona Email: bbarros@ugr.es
University of Verona Phone: +398028409
L.ge P.ta Vittoria, 41 Email: stefano.aloe@univr.it
37029 Verona - ITALY and

dostoevsky-studies@atenco.univr.it

ISSN 1013-2309 e ISSN on-line 2788-5739

INTERNATIONAL DOSTOEVSKY SOCIETY

FOUNDED 1971

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Carol Apollonio (USA) (President)
Benami Barros Garcia (Spain) (Executive Secretary)
Jonathan Paine (United Kingdom) (Tresurer)
Stefano Aloe (Italy)

Alejandro Ariel Gonzdlez (Argentina)
Ikuo Kameyama (Japan)

Katalin Kroé (Hungary)

Deborah A. Martinsen (USA) +
Zhou Qichao (China)

Igor Volgin (Russia)

Vladimir Zakharov (Russia)

Honorary Presidents:

Michel Cadot (France)
Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk (Germany)
Robert Louis Jackson (USA)
Malcolm Jones (United Kingdom)
Deborah A. Martinsen (USA) +
Ulrich Schmid (Switzerland)
William Mills Todd II1 (USA)
Vladimir Zakharov (Russia)

REGIONAL COORDINATORS

Argentina: Alejandro Ariel Gonzélez
Australia: Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover
Brazil: Fatima Bianchi
Bulgaria: Emil Dimitrov
Canada: Kate Holland
China: Zhou Qichao
Czech Republic: Milusa Bubenikova
Estonia: Sergei Dotsenko
Germany: Maike Schult
Hungary: Katalin Kroé
Izaly: Stefano Aloe
Japan: Seiichiro Takahashi
New Zealand: Irene Zohrab
Poland: Tadeusz Sucharski
Russia: Pavel Fokin
Scandinavia: Exik Egeberg
Spain: Jordi Morillas
Switzerland: Ulrich Schmid
United Kingdom: Sarah J. Young
USA: William Mills Todd IIT



DOSTOEVSKY STUDIES
The Journal of the International Dostoevsky Society

New Series
Volume XXIV, 2021

TABLE OF CONTENTS & COOEP>XAHUE

FOREWORD & BCTYMUTE/IbHOE CJIOBO

Stefano Aloe

FOVCUIOVA e et e et se s seseaen 7
Credano Asos

Bemynumenvroe CA0B0. ..............eeeveeeicieiciciciciciciciciccics e 11

ARTICLES & CTATbMU

Chloe Papadopoulos
Speaking Silently and Overnarvating in Fyodor Dostoevsky’s Krotkaia ......... 17
Daria Farafonova

Dostoevsky and Pascal: the paradox of two abysses..........eweueeveuveereereeneeneanee. 41
Gabriel Nussbaum

“Don’t Get Angry, Just Pray”: The Ghost of Gogol

171 DOSE0CUSKY’S DIALY counevvrnrirvrircirirtiiecirisssisssiinesssass s sssasssssssssssssessssssssssnes 61

Benjamin M. Sutcliffe

When Trifonov Read Dostoevsky:

Ideology, Avarice, and Violence in Late Soviet Culture............ucevueecuneannee. 79
Tadeusz Sucharski

Dostoevsky in Polish Post-War Humanist Reflection..............ceeneeneeneuncnnee. 101



50™ ANNIVERSARY OF THE INTERNATIONAL DOSTOEVSKY SOCIETY
(1971-2021) & 50-NETUE MEXXAYHAPOOHOIO OBLLECTBA
AOOCTOEBCKOIO (1971-2021)

Malcolm V. Jones

The International Dostoevsky Society — a personal tribute............................ 131
Muayma By6ennkosa

Dpanmumex Kaymman u e20 mecmo 8 ucmopus co30anus

Mencdynapodrozo OOugecmsa AOCIOCECKOZ0. .........ceceneeneereenererereareareaneas 141
Irene Zohrab
Impressions (from a New Zealand perspective)
of the history of the IDS and its Symposia..............ceceveevecceveveecurieircrecnnes 149
Appendices to: Impressions (from a New Zealand perspective)
of the history of the IDS and its Symposia..............cuceveveeverenenenenennn. 189

a. Opening Speech by Dmitry Grishin at Bad Ems
(typed out in Russian)
b. Opening Speech by Dmitry Grishin at Bad Ems
(in English, translated by David Foreman)
c. Short Opening Speech by Robert Louis Jackson
at IDS Symposium in Boston 2019
d. List of lllustrations
Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover
Memories of Dostoevsky in AUSITALIA ...........ueeeecececeeeseserererereireriniaeae 217
Appendices: from Dr Dmitry Grishin’s
and Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover’s Archives
Toépyca Kunocura
Hemopus Anonckozo 0bwgecmsa Jocmoesckozo u compydnuuecmso

¢ Mexcoynapodnvim obugecmsom Jocmoescxozo 6 meuenue 45 Aem.............. 229
Pozanna Kasapu
Aocmoescxuii. Ilamsmnas sexa: bepeamo, 1980 200.............oucuencecenncce. 239

Illustrations: from the Archives of Rosanna Casari
and Gian Piero Piretto
Nadine Natov, A letter to Gian Piero Piretto, May 4, 1981
(from Gian Piero Piretto’s Archive)
Tatiana Nicolescu
Aena 0A8HO MUHYBULUX OHEIL... .....uceeeneceieieirieiririceieeiriesieisecieisss s 253
bopuc H. Tuxomupos
Hcmopuss IDS 1t COBEMCKUE YUCHBLE. .......ueeeeeiieiiciciiiiiiiciciciciisicicines 257



BOOK REVIEWS & PELIEH3UU

Quaonoeus xax npussarnue: Cooprux cmameii x wbuierw npodeccopa
B/mhmupﬂ Huxonaesuua 3axaposa,
Ors. pea. A.B. ITurun, M1.C. AHAPUAHOBA
(ITerposasoack: Msa-Bo Ilerpl'Y, 2019), 664 c. (Ouvea A. bozdanosa)......... 267
Paul J. ConTINO,
Dostoevsky’s Incarnational Realism: Finding Christ among the Karamazouvs
(Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2020).

Paperback, 322 pp. ISBN: 978-1-7252-5074-1 (John Givens) .....oeceeveneceee. 273
Michel N1QUEUX,

Dictionnaire Dostoievski (Paris: Institut d’Erudes Slaves, 2021),

316 pp. ISBN 978-2-7204-0662-1 (St6farn0 AL0€).........ooueeueeceeeercrreeceverrrnn. 277
Andrea Orro,

Lev Shestov: The Philosophy and Works of a Tragic Thinker

(Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2020).

Hardback, xvi + 329 pp. ISBN: 9781644694671 (Kdre Johan Mjor) ........ 280
Slobodanka M. Vladiv-Glover,

Dostoevsky and the Realists: Dickens, Flaubert, Tolstoy

(New York: Peter Lang, 2019) (Brian EGA0T]) .....coueeeeercmmeceeerrssnseceerrninne 285

NEWS & HOBOCTHU

Katherine Bowers and Kate Holland

Bicentenary events in INOTED AMEVICA. ... 289
Sarah Hudspith

The Dostoevsky Bicentenary in the UK........eveeceneereeeneerescneeenereeineeneneene 291
HMpuna B. Aepragesa

A0CcmoeBCKUL U HAIMANUS «...voveeeeeeeeeceereseeeesieseeiiseeesssssessssesesssssseesssssennes 293
Horst-Jirgen Gerigk

Nachruf anf Rudolf NeuDGUSEr ...t 311
Ikuo Kameyama

Deborah, or Ten Years Later... ..eceeeeeeeeeeveveieesveveeeesereisssssessssssssesens 313

Remembering Deborah (Deborah A. Martinsen in Memoriam) ...........c.ceu.. 315






FOREWORD

o
BCTYMUTENBLHOE C/IOBO






FOREWORD

The current issue of Dostoevsky Studies — the 24™ of the New Series, and the
second since it became an electronic open access journal — appears just as a gen-
uine Dostoevskian year is coming to an end. Yes, 2021 has been an incredibly
Dostoevskian year indeed! This is not only because of the marking of the two
centuries since Fyodor Mikhaylovich’s birth; celebrations of this kind don’t al-
ways lead to significant steps forward in the fields of scientific studies and social
engagement, since the threat of empty ofhicial rhetoric and superficial media
interest is always around the corner.

The bicentennial could have been a parade of platitudes, of repeatedly
misunderstood ‘Beauties, for some strange reasons called upon ‘to save the
World'.. but this was fortunately not the case. Of course, we have heard a lot
about these ‘Beauties’ and similar commonplaces in the last months, but, — and
this was a pleasant surprise for me, — no more frequently than usual. Dostoev-
sky’s work outlives any cliché; it is always contemporary, it offers different ideas
to each person. Young people continue to read Dostoevsky’s novels despite the
fact that reading the classics seems to be considered an old-fashioned activity
for many of them. Dostoevsky and his characters keep inspiring people all over
the world: philosophers, scientists, artists, lawyers, and many other different
specialists keep citing them in their own spheres as well as in their personal
lives.

So, this bicentennial has been welcomed by an impressive number of dif-
ferent organizations and it eventually helped to create a groundswell of new
attention towards the writer and his place in modern cultures. As with previous
large celebrations in honor of Dostoevsky, in 1921, 1971, 1981, and 1996, this one
has also served as proof that the ‘Dostoevsky-phenomenon’ grows and trans-
forms at different moments as a compelling element of our cultural history.
Each time it takes on the form of something topical and new.

In this context, the current issue of Dostoevsky Studies appears as part of a
rich harvest. There are many reasons to consider it an outstanding historical
issue: it marks not only the bicentennial of FMD, but also another special
anniversary, 5o years since the foundation of the International Dostoevsky So-
ciety (1971-2021). The IDS was established in September 1971 in the little spa
town of Bad Ems, in Germany, as a result of an international ‘brainstorming’
which began at the sixth Congress of Slavists, held in Prague in the famous
summer of 1968: a glimmer of hope for a peaceful and democratic world in
the years of the Iron Curtain. Dostoevsky was a powerful symbol of a new hu-
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manitarianism capable of overcoming ideological oppositions. A scholar from
Australia — Russian émigré Dmitry Grishin — along with Czech intellectual
Franti$ek Kautman and other eminent specialists in the field of Russian liter-
ature paved the way for the formation of an international association devoted
to the work and heritage of Fyodor Dostoevsky. The main preliminary activity
was carried out by D. Grishin and American slavist Nadine Natov, and in 1971
it resulted in the first Dostoevsky Symposium in Bad Ems, where the IDS was
founded. In the same year the Dostoevsky Museum in Leningrad (St Peters-
burg) was opened: these were signs of convergence from both sides of the Iron
Curtain. Only many years later would this willingness to converge bear fruit,
but this after all only proves the foresight of such a project. The International
Dostoevsky Society remains a successful example of scholarly, democratic, and
inclusive exchange between people from every culture and country. We can
understand Dostoevsky’s heritage in many very different ways, but dialogue
and mutual interest always allow our research to grow and become dissemi-
nated. This is the task of the International Dostoevsky Society and its journal
Dostoevsky Studies.

This anniversary edition of the journal offers a rich section dedicated to
the so-year history of the IDS. Here the reader will find many unknown and
little-known documents and archival finds concerning the Society since its very
beginnings. Most of the contributions are memoirs: by IDS founders Irene
Zohrab and Malcolm V. Jones (one of the former IDS Presidents), and by long-
standing prominent IDS members such as Toyofusa Kinoshita (President of
the Japanese Dostoevsky Society), Rosanna Casari and Tatiana Nicolescu. His-
torical glimpses of the roles of Frantifek Kautman and Dmitry Grishin in the
foundation of the IDS are provided by their disciples, Milusa Bubenikova and
Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover respectively. Boris Tikhomirov outlines the history
of Soviet scholars’ participation in the life of the IDS. Many of the above-men-
tioned contributions are accompanied by rich appendices, including unreleased
photos from IDS Symposia, a letter from Nadine Natov and an unpublished
speech by Robert Louis Jackson.

The history of the IDS reveals the riches of its 5o years of history, but we
don’t forget the present and the future of Dostoevsky studies: in the opening
section of the issue you will find five stimulating new essays on different aspects
of Fyodor Mikhailovich’s work and its reception. Chloe Papadopoulos’ article,
“Speaking Silently and Overnarrating in Fyodor Dostoevsky’s Krotkaia” pro-
vides a deep analysis of the poetics of this tale. Daria Farafonova re-establishes
the intertextual and thematic connections between Dostoevsky and the philos-
ophy of Blaise Pascal with some original observations; Gabriel Nussbaum inter-
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rogates the Diary of a Writer in search of ‘the ghost of Gogol, linking the Diary
in this way to other works of Dostoevsky where the presence of his predecessor
is clearer and better known. In his article Benjamin M. Sutcliffe relates Yuri Tri-
fonov’s recapitulation of Dostoevsky and his time with precise textological ref-
erences. Tadeusz Sucharski offers an exhaustive overview of Dostoevsky studies
in Post-War Poland, accompanied by an almost complete bibliography.

The reader will also find a rich Book Reviews section: five newly released
books are here described and analyzed.

The Dostoevsky year is ending, but 2022 is expected to be another rich one
in our field of studies and in the life of the International Dostoevsky Society:
first of all because it will be focused on the XVIII* Symposium to be held in
Nagoya (Japan) on 22-27 August 2022. Some information about the activity
and projects of different scholarly groups is given in the ‘News’ section. Any-
way, this historical issue of Dostoevsky Studies could not be completed without
a moving farewell to IDS oflicers who have been crucial in the life of our So-
ciety. As the last issue of the journal went to print, we received the news that
Rudolf Neuhiuser, one of the first IDS members, a former President and the
founder of this journal, had passed away. His friend and longterm collabora-
tor Horst-Jirgen Gerigk remembers him in an obituary in German which we
publish here along with another, collective, obituary, dedicated to another of
the most prominent figures in the history of our community — the former Pres-
ident of the IDS (and the first woman to serve as IDS President) Deborah A.
Martinsen, who passed away in this Dostoevskian year and month on Sunday,
November 28. Just few days ago... Deborah Martinsen played a fundamental
role in the life of Dostoevsky Studies as well as in its transition to an electronic
journal. She generously helped us from the beginning up until a few months
ago, when her health conditions were already severe.

In accordance with the whole Editorial Board, I would like to dedicate this
special issue of Dostoevsky Studies, to our dear Deborah Martinsen with deep
gratitude.

On behalf of the editorial board of Dostoevsky Studies,

Stefano ALOE
Managing Editor
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Ill. 1 - Stefano Aloe with Deborah Martinsen, Moscow 2013
(Archive of S. Aloe)
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BCTYMUTENbLHOE cNoBo’

Hacrosimuit Boinyck Dostoevsky Studies — 2.4-11 nus “Hooit cepun” n Bropoii ¢
TEX IOP, KAK OH CTaA IACKTPOHHBIM J)KXyPHAAOM OTKPBITOIO AOCTYIA, — BBHIXO-
AWT B TO BpeMsi, KOTAA 200 Jocimoesckozo MOAXOAUT K KOHLY. Aa, 3TOT 2021-#
rOA ACHCTBUTCABHO SIBUACSI HEBEPOSITHO AOCTOCBCKMM T'OAOM! — U OTHIOAD HE
TOABKO H3-3a TOTO, YTO MUHYAO ABAa CTOACTHS CO AHs poxpeHus Pepopa Mu-
xaiiaoBuya. [ IpaspgHOBaHMA TaKOro poAa AAAEKO HE BCETAQ O3HAMEHOBAHBI 3Ha-
YUMbBIMH IIATAMU BIEPEA B O0AACTH HAy4HBIX HCCACAOBAHUI U OOLIECTBEHHOM
AESITEABHOCTH: YIPO3a ACKYPHOH OPUIIHAABHOIN PUTOPUKH U IIOBEPXHOCTHOTO
HHTEPECA CPEACTB MACCOBOH HHPOPMALIUHU BCETAA PSAOM.

AByxcoTAeTHE MOTAO OBI CTATh IIAPAAOM TPIOM3MOB, MHOTOKPATHBIM IIOBTO-
PEHHEM AOXHO IMOHATHIX CAOB O «KPacOTe>, IO KAKUM-TO CTPAaHHBIM IPUYHU-
HaM IPU3BAHHOM «cHacTu Mup> ... K cuacTeio, atoro He cayunsocs. Koneuno,
00 YIIOMSIHYTOH CIIACHTEABHOH ‘KpacoTe’ U IMOAOOHBIX OOLIUX MecTaX Mbl HE
Pa3 CABIIIAAM B ITOCAEAHHE MECSIIBI, HO — U 3TO CTAAO AAS MEHS NPUATHBIM
CIOPIIPU30M — He Yallle, 4eM OOBIYHO.

TBopuecTBO AOCTOEBCKOrO 0Ka3aA0ch HoAce KUSHECHHDBIM, HEXKCAU AKOObIC
CTEPEOTUIIHbIE IPEACTABACHUSA O HEM, OHO BCETAQ COBPEMEHHO, OHO IPEAAA-
racT pasHble UACH KKAOMY U3 Hac. MoAOABIE AIOAH TIPOAOAXKAIOT YUTATh PO-
MaHbI AOCTOEBCKOrO, HECMOTPSI Ha TO YTO YTCHUE KAACCUKH AASL OOABLINHCTBA
U3 HUX, ITO-BHAMMOMY, CYHTAETCA CTAPOMOAHBIM 3aHATHEM. AOCTOEBCKHMH M
€ro repoM HMPOAOAXKAIOT BOCIIAAMEHSATH AIOACH IO BCEMY MHPY: GHAOCOPHI,
Y4YEHBIE, XYAOKHUKH, IOPUCTBI U MHOTHE APYIM€ IPEACTABUTEAU Pa3AMYHBIX
npodeccuii IPOAOAKAIOT UTUPOBATh UX KaK B CBOCH cdepe, TaK U B COOCTBEH-
HOU AMYHOM >KU3HH. B pesyaprare aTOT ABYXCOTACTHUH 1obuaei 6b1A BCTPCYCH
BIIEYATASIONIMM KOAHMYECTBOM MEPONPUATHH, NPOBEACHHBIX HAa BECbMa BbI-
COKOM YPOBHE, YTO B KOHECYHOM CYETE CIIOCOOCTBOBAAO IPOSBACHHIO HOBOM
BOAHBI BHUMaHH K IIHCATEAIO U €TO MECTY B COBpEMEHHOH Kyabrype. KcraTn,
IPEALIECTBOBABILINE KPYITHbIE Y€CTBOBAHUSA AOCTOEBCKOIO B 1921, 1971, 1981 U
1996 IT. TaKKe OBIAM aKTYaABHBIMH BO MHOTHX OTHOLICHHUSX, AOKa3bIBasl, YTO
‘peHoMEH AOCTOEBCKOTO BO3PACTACT M MEHSETCS C TEICHHEM BPEMEHH Kak
HEOTBEMACMBIN IACMEHT HallleH KyABTYpHOI ncropun. Kaxxablit pa3 oH okasbl-
BaeTcs 3A000AHEBHBIM M HOBBIM.

Taxum o6pasom, Hactosmuit Homep Dostoevsky Studies siBAsIeTCS 9acTbIO
60ABIION >kaTBbl. ECTh MHOIO IPUYMH CINTATD, YTO €IO CACAYET PACCMATPUBATH

1 ITepeBoa c anramiickoro sizbika — b.H. Tuxomupos.
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KaK BBIAQIOIIMICS UCTOPHIECKHI BBITYCK: B HEM MbI OTMEYA€M HE TOABKO ABYX-
coraerue Pepopa MuxaitaoBuya AOCTOECBCKOTO, HO U €le OAHY 0CO0YI0 Kpy-
TAYIO AQTy — SO-A€THE OCHOBaHMsI MexxayHapoaHOTro obmectBa AOCTOCBCKOTrO
(1971-2021). International Dostoevsky Society 6pa0 ocHOBaHO B ceHTAGpE
1971 I. B MAACHBKOM KYpOpTHOM ropopke baa-Omc, B Iepmanuu, B pesyabra-
Te MEKAYHAPOAHOIH ‘MO3rOBOTO aTaKH, OTIIPaBHAs TOYKA KOTOPOH CBs3aHA
¢ VI Konrpeccom caaBucToB, cocrossmumcs B IIpare sHaMeHUTBIM AeTOM
1968 I., I0AABABIIMM IIPOOACCK HAACKABI HA MUPHOE M ACMOKPATHYECKOE pas-
BuTHE B an10xy 2KeaesHoro 3aHaBeca.

AocToeBckHil OBIA MOLIHBIM CHMBOAOM HOBOTO I'yMaHH3Ma, CIOCOOHOrO
IIPEOAOAETh KPAHHOCTH HACOAOTMYECKUX IIPOTUBOPEYHH. YueHbIH U3 ABCTpa-
AUH — PyccKuil amurpant Amurtpuii [pumunn — BMecTe ¢ YEHMICKUM MHTEAACK-
tyasom Ppanrumexom KayrmaHoM M ApyruMM BBIAQIOIIMMMCS CIICIIHAAHU-
cTaMu B 00AACTH PYCCKOH AUTEPATypsl — pa3paboTas IyTb K CO3AAHHIO MEX-
AYHAPOAHOH aCCOLMAIIMM, IOCBSIICHHON H3YYCHHIO TBOPYECCKOTO HACACAHS
depopa Aocroesckoro. OCHOBHASI TOATOTOBUTEABHAsI paboTa OblAa IpoBee-
Ha Amutpuem Ipumuneiv n amepukanckoil caaBuctkoir Hapun Harosoit, u
B 1971 I. ObIA CO3BaH NEPBBIH YIPECAUTEABHBIH CUMIIO3UYM 11O AOCTOEBCKOMY,
cocrosiBuniics B bap-Omce, rae u 65180 ocuosano IDS. B Tom ke roay 6514 ot-
xpbIT Myseit Aocroesckoro B Aenunrpape (Cankr-Ilerep6ypre). Bor npusha-
KU COAMDKEHUSI COSUAATEABHBIX CHA € 00CUX CTOPOH JKEAE3HOTO 3aHaBeca. TOAb-
KO MHOTO A€T CIIYCTs TaKasi FOTOBHOCTb K COAMDKCHUIO AOCTHIAQ YCIIEXa, HO, B
KOHIIE KOHI[OB, STUM AHIIb AOKA3BIBACTCSA AAABHOBUAHOCTh AQHHOTO ITPOEKTA.
MexayHapoaHoe 06mecTBO AOCTOEBCKOTO SIBASIETCS YCIICLIHBIM IIPUMEPOM
HAy4HbBIX ¥ ACMOKPaTHYCCKUX, BCCOOBEMAIOIIUX CBSI3CH MEXAY AIOABMU pas-
HBIX CTPaH U KyABTYpP. MbI MO>XeM MOHMMaTh HacaeAre AOCTOEBCKOrO MO-pas-
HOMY, HO AMAAOT M B3aUMHBIH HHTEPEC MO3BOASIOT HAIIHM HCCACAOBAHUSM
pasBuBarbcs. VIMeHHO B aTOM cocTouT 3apasa MexayHapopHOro obuiecTsa
Aocroesckoro u ero sxypraaa Dostoevsky Studies.

IT10 0OUACHHOE H3AAHHE JKYPHAAA COACP)KHT BEAMKOACIHBII MOHOIpa-
¢uueckuil pasaeA, MOCBAIIEHHBIN so-aeTHel ucropun IDS. 3aecy uurareas
ITO3HAKOMUTCS] CO MHOXKECTBOM HEHM3BECTHBIX M MaAOU3BECTHBIX AOKYMCHTOB,
pe3yAbTaTAMU apPXMBHBIX [TOMCKOB, Kacaomuxcs OObujecTBa ¢ caMoro ero 3a-
poskacHuUs. Boabias yacT MarepnasoB mpeacraBasier coboil MeMyaphbl BeTe-
panos IDS Aiipunn 3oxpab u Maakoasma B. Asxorca (opHOro M3 GpiBmmnx
npesupcHToB ObuiecTBa), a TakKe AABHUX BUAHBIX YacHOB IDS, Takux kak To-
édyca Kunocura (npesnacnr Snonckoro obmecrsa Aocroesckoro), Posarna
Kazapu u Tarssana Hukoaecky. Mcropuueckne cBeaenus o poan Opanruimnexa
Kayrmana u Amurpus Ipummna B cospanuu IDS npeacraBaens! nx yuenuxka-
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MU — coOTBeTCTBeHHO Muaymeit By6ennxosoit u Caoboaankoit Baapus-Iao-
Bep. bopuc Tuxomupos pacckasbiBaeT 06 HCTOPUU YYACTHS COBETCKUX YYCHBIX
B sxusHu IDS. MHorue us sTux MaTepuasoB COIPOBOXAAIOTCS OOraTbIMU AO-
IIOAHCHUSIMH, B TOM 9HCAC BIIEPBbIE MIyOAUKYeMBIMHE $OTOrPadUsIMU C CUMIIO-
suymoB IDS, nmucemom Hapun HaroBoit u HeonybaukoBanHoii peusto Pobepra
Ayuca Apxekcona.

Mcropus IDS Bechma axryasbHa B rop so-aetust O6ijectBa, HO Mbl HE 3a-
ObIBacM O HaCTOsIEM U OyAyIeM HccAeAOBaHUI AOCTOEBCKOrO: B IEPBOM pas-
ACA€ BBIIYCKA YUTATEAb HAHACT MOADOPKY M3 IISITH MHTCPECHBIX CTATECH, IIOCBS-
ICHHBIX PA3AMYHBIM ACIIEKTAM TBOPYECTBA MHcaTeAs U ero peneniuu. CTaThst
Xaou ITamaponysoc “ToBopurs Moaua’ u nepeckassiBatb B Kpomxou Pepopa
AoctoeBckoro” — rayboKoe IIOrpy>KeHUE B IOITHUKY 3TOH HOBEAABL. Aapbsi Pa-
padOHOBA BOCCTAHABAMBAET HHTEPTEKCTYAABHbBIE U TEMATHIECKHE CBS3U MEKAY
Aocroesckum u ¢usocodueit baesa Ilackaast, compoBoxpas aHaAAH3 PSIAOM
OpUrHHaAbHBIX HabaoacHuil; [abpuaas Hyccbaym uccacayer Auesnux Iluca-
mess B MoucKax “nipuspaka [oroas’, cBsi3biBast TakuM obpasoM Juesnux ¢ Apy-
THUMH NTPOU3BEACHUAMH AOCTOEBCKOTO, TAC IIPUCYTCTBHUE €TO IPEAIIECTBEHHHU-
xa 60Ace 09EBHAHO U x0po1uo usBecTHO. benaxamun M. Carkand npusosut
B CBOCH CTaThe KOHKPETHBIC TEKCTOAOIMYECKHME CCHIAKH HA Pas3MBIIIACHHS
FOpust Tpudonosa o Aocroeckom u ero Bpemenu. Taaeym Cyxapckuii npea-
AaraeT BECbMa PEIPE3CHTATUBHBIN 0030p TPaAULUI H3ydeHHs AOCTOECBCKOrO
B I0OCACBOCHHOU [ToAblue, cONpOBOXKAQEMBII [TOYTH HCYepIbIBAOICH O1OAY-
orpadueii. urateab TakKe HAMACT PasACA C OOLINPHBIME 0030paMy KHMI, TAC
OIHCAaHbI ¥ IPOAHAAU3UPOBAHEI IITh HEAABHO BBIITYICHHBIX H3AAHHI.

Toa AocToeBckoro 3aBepLIAETCs, HO OXXHAAETCS, YTO CACAYIOMIUI 2022-H
roa Takoke OYACT OYEHb HACHILCHHBIM KakK B cpepe HayUHBIX HCCACAOBAHHI,
TaK U B ACATEABHOCTH MeKAyHApOAHOro ofmecTBa AOCTOEBCKOTO: IPEXAC
BCETO IOTOMY, YTO €ro LeHTpaabHbIM cobbitieM craner XVIII Cumnosuymy
IDS, xotopetii cocrourcst B Haroe (SImonus) 22-27 abrycra 2022 r. He6es-
BIHTEPECHAST HHPOPMALIUSL O ACSITEABPHOCTH M IPOCKTAX PaSAMYHBIX HAyYHBIX
rpynn npeacraBacHa B paspeae “Hosocru”. M 6Gecciopro, ator ncropude-
ckuit Boiryck Dostoevsky Studies He MOT ObITh 3aBEPIICH HHYEM MHBIM, KPOME
TPOTaTEABHOTO MPOLIAHUS C YaeHaMH pykoBoacTBa IDS, xoropsie ceirpasu
BBIAQIOLYIOCS poAb B kusHM Hamero O6mectsa. Ko Bpemenu Bbixopa B cBeT
IIOCACAHETO, 23-TO HOMEPA )KYPHAAQ AO HAC AOLIAA CKOPOHASI HOBOCTb O TOM,
uto ckoH4Yascs Pyaoand Hoitxoiisep, oann us nepsrix uaeros IDS, ero OBIB-
M TPE3BUACHT U OCHOBATEAb ITOTO XypHaAa. Ero Apyr m aaBHHI COpaTHHK
Xopcr-IOpren Iepurk mocBsATHA €My HEKPOAOT, HAITMCAaHHBIH Ha HEMEIIKOM
SI3BIKE, KOTOPBII MBI IyOAMKYEM 3A€Ch B OAHOM PasACAC C KOAACKTUBHBIM He-
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KPOAOTOM, ITOCBSIIICHHBIM €IIl¢ OAHOH M3 CaMBIX BBIAAIOIIUXCS QUIYP B UCTO-
puHM Hamlero coobmecTsa — noyeTHoMy npesuacHTy IDS (1 nepsoii sxeHmuHe,
3aHMMABIIEH ITOCT IIPE3HACHTA IDS) ,A,e6ope A. MapTuHCceH, CKOHYaBLIEHCS B
3TOT ToA U Mecsily AOCTOEBCKOTO, B BOCKPECEHbe, 28 HOsOpst. Beero Heckoabko
AHEH HasaA.,...

Acbopa MapruHcen chirpasa  $yHAAMEHTAABHYI0 DPOAb B H3AAHHU
Dostoevsky Studies, a Taxxe B IIEPEBOAE KYPHAAQ B IACKTPOHHBIH (OpMaT.
OHa meApo momorasa HaM € CaMOTrO HayaAa U BIAOTb AO ITOCACAHUX MECSIICB,
KOTAA €€ COCTOSIHUE 3AOPOBBsI OBIAO y)KE OYEHb TSDKEABIM. B coraacuu co Bceit
PepakimOHHON KOAAETHEH 51 XOTeA ObI ¢ TAyOOKOH 0GAarOAAPHOCTBIO IIOCBSI-
THUTb NAMSITH Hauieil Aooporoil Aebope MapTHHCEH 3TOT CIICLIMAABHBIH BBIITYCK
Dostoevsky Studies.

Ot Pepaxunonnoii koaseruu Dostoevsky Studies

Cmegpano A103,

I'xaBHBII pepakTOp

lll. 2 — Deborah Martinsen in Granada, 2016.
Photo Graf Aloysky (from the Archive of Stefano Aloe)
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Yale University

Speaking Silently and Overnarrating
in Fyodor Dostoevsky’s Krotkaia

...I spoke almost silently. And I'm a master of speaking silently, I've spent my
whole life speaking silently and have silently lived through whole tragedies with
myself. Oh, but I was also unhappy!

(246-247)

...TOBOPHA IIOYTH MOA4YA. A= MaCTCPp MOAYa I'OBOPHUTD, 51 BCIO )KM3Hb MOIO ITPO-
TOBOPHA MOAYA U IIPOXKHA CaM C CO6OIO OCABIC TPATCAMH MOAYA. O, BCADb U A XKC
6I>IA HECYACTAUB!

(ITcc 245 12)!

Speech saturates Fyodor Dostoevsky’s Krotkaia (1876), wherein the first-person
narrator, a loquacious grieving pawnbroker, secks to comprehend the cause
of his wife’s suicide. But this speech, strangely, is often as silent as it is voiced.
The conditions of the narrator’s marriage to his young wife, the meek one of
the story’s title, are laid out frenetically: he paces back and forth in his home,
hovering over the fresh corpse; he ceaselessly speaks, surrounding himself with
his own voice in the silence of his wife’s temporary crypt. Circular speech, rep-
etition, justifications and explanations float through the ether, transplanting
themselves onto the written page, creating what Dostoevsky dubs a realistic,
but fantastic story. The ‘fantastic’ form of the story points to a major theme of

I would like to thank the anonymous readers at the North American Dostoevsky Society
for their feedback on this article in its earliest stages, as well as Eric Naiman for his helpful
suggestions while serving as discussant for a later draft, presented at ATSEEEL 2020. Spe-
cial thanks to Stefano Aloe and the anonymous readers at Dostoevsky Studies for their many
helpful comments.

1 The English translations from Krotkaia are taken from Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Meck One,
in Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Eternal Husband and Other Stories, translated by Richard Pe-
vear and Larissa Volokhonsky (New York: Bantam Books, 1997), pp. 233-277.
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the text: the problem of communication.* Reading Krotkaia, 1 follow the seem-
ingly ceaseless speech of Dostoevsky’s narrator, but will also listen to the paus-
es, speechless moments, and silence. In doing so, I discuss the audible and inau-
dible in Krotkaia, positing that reevaluating the relationship between speech
and silence calls for reconsideration of the work’s narrative landscape.

This paper’s epigraph, “I spoke almost silently. And I'm a master of speak-
ing silently, I've spent my whole life speaking silently and have silently lived
through whole tragedies with myself” (246-247; I1cC 24; 14), encapsulates the
contradictory nature of speech and silence in this work. But, what does it mean
to speak silently? Can silence ever constitute a communicative mode? Susan
Sontag negotiates this seemingly antithetical relationship in “The Aesthetics of
Silence” According to Sontag, silence exists in a dialectic with noise or speech:
silence cannot exist without speech, nor vice versa.? In his analysis of silence in
Bratia Karamazovy, Malcolm V. Jones similarly observes that discourse is not
possible without silence, which is fundamentally polysemic.* Silence, in other
words, is not something apart from speech; it is an integral part of speech.
The phrase “to speak silently” implies that the speaker successfully imparts a
message to the listener without ever having uttered the message. In this word-
less exchange the silent subject (the speaker) imbues silence with speech and
communicative potential, this potential is then actualized by the listener, who
imputes speech to the wordless interlocutor.

In Krotkaia, the narrator attempts to impart just such an unarticulated mes-
sage to his wife. Silence materializes as a primary communicative mode within
the text and defines the relations between the pawnbroker and the meek one.
Silence functions dynamically in the text, changing in accordance with the
fluctuating circumstances of the couple’s marriage. It is first introduced into the
relationship by the pawnbroker as a pedagogical tool — he withholds speech in
order to control his wife and her perception of him. He aspires to have his wife
understand the essence of his being and to solve his unspoken riddle. Instead,
under the tyranny of her husband’s wordlessness, the meek one falls silent. In
this article, I investigate the pawnbroker’s dubious teaching method, showing

2 Dostoevsky writes, «SI 03araaBua ero ‘GpaHTacTHYECKUM, TOTAA KAK CIMTAIO €rO CaM B BbIC-
et crenenu peaabbiM. Ho ganTacTiyeckoe TyT ecTb ACHCTBUTEABHO, H IMEHHO B CaMOii
dopMe pacckasa, 4TO U HAXOXKY HY>KHBIM MOSICHUTD IIPEABAPHTEAbHO» (11CC 245 5).

3 Susan SONTAG, “The Aesthetics of Silence”, in Susan SONTAG, Styles of Radical Will (New
York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1969), p. 11.

4 Malcolm V. JoNEs, “Silence in The Brothers Karamazov”, in Horst-Jiirgen GERIGK (Hrsg.),
Die Briider Karamasow: Dostojewskijs letzter Roman in heutiger Sicht (Dresden: Dresden
UP, 1997), S. 30.
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it to be an oppressive measure that the meek one appropriates and, ultimately,
uses against her ‘teacher’.

The communicative potential of silence carries more weight in Krotkaia’s
narrative than has generally been suggested in scholarship to date. The dom-
inance of first-person narration in the work has at times led scholars to focus
solely on the pawnbroker’s voiced discourse. The meek one, on the other hand,
is commonly seen as cither a silent victim, imbued with Christological signif-
icance, or a plot device that motivates the first-person narrator’s confessional
mode. Scholarship that explores Krotkaia’s Christological message or that
posits the corpse as a physical embodiment of Mikhail Bakhtin’s unfinalizable
word seems to ignore the crisis of communication that haunts this couple’s
marriage and the story’s composition.

At the story’s beginning, the pawnbroker looks upon his wife’s body, pas-
sionately lamenting her death. Soon after, however, the lifeless figure that
is provocatively laid out on the table disappears into the background of the
logorrheic pawnbroker’s narration, only to reappear as a character in the story
of the pawnbroker’s disgrace and subsequent failed marriage. In his analysis of
Krotkaia, Bakhtin observes that the story “is directly structured on the motif of
conscious ignorance. The hero conceals from himself and carefully eliminates

s The meek one (and her silence) motivates and facilitates the pawnbroker’s narrative and
has, accordingly, been read within a feminist framework, wherein the female character
functions entirely in service of her male counterpart. Barbara Heldt observes that “hero-
ines of male fiction serve a purpose that has little to do with women: these heroines are
used lavishly in a discourse of male self-definition”. See Barbara HELDT, Terrible Perfec-
tion: Women and Russian Literature (Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1987), p. 2. The female
plotline is often a mere episode, which serves to delineate the conditions that have con-
tributed to a man’s development. Analyzing gender, dialogic discourse, and narrative
structure in Krotkaia, Harriet Murav, like Heldt, highlights the nominal space afforded to
the female character in nineteenth-century Russian literature. Her formulation, however,
differs in that she locates the source of elision in discourse. She interrogates the applicabil-
ity of Bakhtinian dialogism to women through exploring how and if the female character
in Dostoevsky participates in the author and hero’s dialogic relationship. Murav finds that
male confessions in Krotkaia, Zapiski iz podpol’ia (1864), and Besy (1871) require a female
victim: “The female protagonist in Dostoevsky provides the occasion for her representa-
tion as a victim in the confession of a male hero”. See Harriet MURAV, “Reading Woman
in Dostoevsky”, in Sona Ho1sSINGTON (Ed.), 4 Plor of Her Own: The Female Protagonist
in Russian Literature (Evanston: Northwestern UP, 1995), p. 46. Elizabeth BLAKE like-
wise explores the gendered side of silence in “Sonya, Silent No More: A Response to the
Woman Question in Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment’, Slavic & East European Jour-
nal, 50, no. 2, 2006, pp. 252-271.
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from his own discourse the very thing that is constantly before his eyes”¢ This
paper shifts attention back to this silent presence on the table and asks: Can we
push beyond the notion that the meek one is nothing more than a sounding
board - first silent, then dead —, an imagined construct for the narrator?

I argue that we can, that silence in this work is highly communicative. Kro-
tkaia centers on an asymmetrical dialogic relationship,” in which the husband
and wife are unable to communicate. The polarization of communication be-
tween “overnarration”, discussed in the first section of this article, and silence,
discussed in the second section, delineates and exacerbates the unequal power
dynamics in the couple’s marriage and defines the narrative logic of the story
itself. Silence materializes as abuse, but simultaneously opens up space for the
mecek one to develop her own silence, one that undermines and circumvents
her living counterpart’s oration. If we read the meek one’s wordlessness as com-
municative, the plot of Krotkaia becomes one of reversal, a plot in which the
silent object of narration actually cultivates narrative agency and, in so doing,
provokes the narrating subject’s speech.

1. Qvernarration

Krotkaia engages in overnarration, a neologism that I have developed with Kro-
tkaia in mind to describe the story’s dominant narrative style, which depends
upon and grows out of silence; the act of telling all is diametrically opposed to
silence, but, nonetheless, cannot exist without it. The pawnbroker’s narration,
in other words, is made possible by the silence of his imaginary interlocu-
tor(s), as well as the eternal silence of his wife. The pervasive silence in which
the pawnbroker finds himself at the time of the story’s telling originates from
conflicted communication within the diegesis: silence drives the plot forward;
it produces and prolongs conflict as it comes to define the couple’s marriage,
a marriage that develops out of inequality, usury, and exploitation. This term

6 Bakhtin goes on to argue that the narrator’s monologue forces the narrator to admit “what
he has in fact known and seen from the very beginning”. See Mikhail BAKHTIN, Problems
of Dostoevsky’s Pocetics, ed. and trans. by Caryl EMERSON (Minneapolis: University of Min-
nesota Press, 1984), p. 247. https://hdlL.handle.net/2027/heb.08865

7 My use of this term is informed by Ilya Kliger’s analysis of the anamorphic plot in Krotkaia
and Dostoevsky’s novelistic narratives — in the anamorphic plot, he observes, “dialogic part-
ners [...] rarely find themselves on an equal footing”. See Ilya KLIGER, “Anamorphic Real-
ism: Veridictory Plots in Balzac, Dostoevsky, and Henry James’, Comparative Literature,

vol. 59, no. 4, Fall 2007, p. 304. https://www.jstor.org/stable/ 40279382
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provides a framework within which to examine the formal implications of
first-person narration in Krotkaia and explains how these formal characteristics
are employed by the narrator in an effort to engulf his wife’s image and voice.

[ ascribe a double meaning to overnarration. It is a formal, stylistic narrative
technique, as well as a communicative mode through which a speaker asserts
dominance over an interlocutor. As a prefix, ‘over’ denotes excess and effort
(for example, ‘overkill’; ‘overdrive’); as a preposition, it localizes an object in
relation to another object (“He was standing over her”). In this sense, ‘to over-
narrate’ resembles the verb ‘to overwrite, which can mean both to write in an
overwrought style and to write over the surface of an object. Keeping in mind
Krotkaia’s experimentation with communicative modes, — write seems lim-
iting and much too authorially — centered; — narration more aptly describes
the text’s orally-transmitted narration. In overnarration orality and the written
word can coincide.

.1. Formal Techniques

Overnarration as a formal technique explicitly relates to a text’s style. It can
be identified within a variety of narrative forms, but it most often dominates
first-person narratives, where the subject of the text is its narrator and the ob-
ject of narration is its narrator’s life.* Dostoevsky frequently employs overnarra-
tion in first-person narratives that emphasize self-reflexive (self-centered) sub-
jectivity, bordering on emotionality. Krotkaia and Zapiski iz podpolia (1864),
classified respectively as soliloquy and diatribe by Bakhtin,” are two of Dosto-
evsky’s most demonstrably overnarrated works. In overnarration, emotionality
pervades the language, tone, and structure of a text. As well, overnarration
is characterized by repetition, non-chronological sequencing, interjections,
asides, contradictions, and the like. Most times, these features exist within the
span of a single page or even a single paragraph.

This is precisely why I call it overnarration and why it effectively captures
the essence of Krotkaia’s narrative style. This is an excessive style that is inextri-
cable from the tragic circumstances that motivate the pawnbroker’s narration:

8 Overnarration is not simply synonymous with first-person narration. It is a useful concept
for reading not only Krotkaia, but also Zapiski iz podpolia, and, even, Podrostok (187s).
Conversely, the term does not productively apply to the first-person narration of Zapiski iz
mertvago doma (1860), due to stylistic differences that are beyond the scope of the present
paper.

9 BAKHTIN, p. 154.
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the meek one’s suicide. The narrator secks to come to grips with the suicide: “I
keep pacing and want to figure it out for myself” (235; I7cC 24; 6).” Identifying
the cause of the meek one’s suicide is fundamental to the story’s plot. However,
as Irina Paperno posits, Dostoevsky recognized the inaccessibility of suicide
and, accordingly, chose to externalize the enigmatic act, offering the reader a
suicide recounted entirely through the voice of the suicide’s husband.” Thus, it
is not the suicidal subject who narrates, but the one who is left behind to con-
template the act. Dostoevsky positions the subject of suicide as the object of
narration and tasks the pawnbroker with identifying the suicide’s cause— but, in
a complicated twist, the pawnbroker must grapple with the very real possibility
that be is its cause; a fact that, inevitably, contributes to the manner in which he
tells his story.

The pawnbroker’s emotional and moral investment in the plot is commu-
nicated directly, in his own voice, and it is here, in the story’s delivery, that the
plot’s complexity lies. The pawnbroker’s inner workings are revealed through a
ceaseless, unfiltered stream of thoughts, memories, and explanations: “He is in
bewilderment and has not had the time to collect his thoughts. He paces his
rooms and tries to make sense of what has happened, ‘to collect his thoughts
to a point” (233; I1cC 24; 5). The story’s overnarrated style is doubtless a real-
istic consequence of the pawnbroker’s bereavement, and the proximity of the
act itself. It is also a consequence of silence. Shortly before his wife’s death, the
narrator breaks the silence that has pervaded his marriage, falling at the feet of
the meek one with a melodramatic confession. When his wife dies, however,

10 Like his narrator, Dostoevsky, sought to figure out suicide in his fictional and journalis-
tic writings; notably, he did so in Drevnik pisatelia (1873; 1876-1877; 1880-1881), where he
published Krotkaia in November 1876. In Dnevnik, he examined suicide through the lens
of positivism, religion, and the contemporary moment, publishing reports on real-life su-
icides and engaging with his readership in written correspondence about them. Krotkaia
was published after the contentious “Dva Samoubiistva” (October 1876), in which Dosto-
evsky discussed the suicides of Liza Herzen, daughter of Alexander Herzen, and of a seam-
stress, Mar’ia Borisova. Krotkaia differs substantially from these events, but retains one de-
tail from Dnevnik’s real-life cases, borrowing Borisova’s icon. For “Dva Samoubiistva’, see
IIcc 23; 144-148. This subject has been written on extensively; for more, see Irina PAPER-
NO, Suicide as Cultural Institution in Dostoevsky’s Russia (Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1997); Kate
Horranp, “The Fictional Filter”, in Dostoevsky Studies, New Series, vol. 4, 2000, pp. 95-
116; and Leon BURNETT, “Effacement and Enigma in the Making of The Meck Girl’, in
Robert REID and Joe ANDREW (Ed.), Aspects of Dostoevskii: Art, Ethics, and Faith (New
York: Rodopi, 2012), pp. 149-166.

11 PAPERNO, p. 183.
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his confession transforms into a seemingly endless, hysterical soliloquy that is
dominated by self-contradictions, repetitions, exclamations, and interjections.

L.1.1. Self-contradiction

The pawnbroker’s narrative is rife with self-contradiction: “Despite the seem-
ing consistency of his speech, he contradicts himself several times, both in
logic and in feelings” (234; I1cC 24; 5). Because opposing interpretations of
events exist side by side, unfiltered and unedited, they emphasize the process
of narration as being a conduit for understanding.”™ The pawnbroker’s mono-
logue is ostensibly an attempt to understand why his wife died and to puzzle
out the timeless question: who is guilty? Self-contradictions emphasize the
pawnbroker’s desire to figure it out, but undermine his postured authority. The
pawnbroker is coming to grips with what has happened as he paces around his
wife’s corpse and is, accordingly, developing his terms in real time. Describing
what constituted a quarrel, he states: “[...] there was a quarrel the next day. That
is, again, there were no quarrels, but there was silence and - and a more and
more bold look on her part” (248; I1cc 24; 15). The idiosyncratic definition of
quarrel — a prolonged, unresolvable silence, punctuated with glares — must be
derived from the narrator’s meandering speech.

As the citation above suggests, self-contradiction does much more than
represent the pawnbroker as an unreliable narrator. Self-contradiction also lays
bare the opposing impulses at play in the story’s power dynamics. For instance,
after his wife attempts to kill him in his sleep, the pawnbroker claims that he is
delighted by the thought of her suffering, hating her while desiring to punish
her. Conversely, in the same breath, he expresses forgiveness (264; I1CC 24; 25).
He then concludes his thought, saying:

On the contrary, in my eyes she was so defeated, so humiliated, so crushed,
that I sometimes pitied her painfully, though for all that 1 sometimes decidedly
liked the idea of her humiliation. It was the idea of our inequality that I liked...
(264; I1cC 245 25 — emphasis mine C.P).

The pawnbroker relishes inequality. In his marriage, as I show in the second
half of this article, he maintains control over his wife by withholding informa-
tion, speech, and touch. Conversely, he secks control over his readers/listeners

12 Gary Saul Morson identifies “processual intentionality” as a primary element of Dnevnik’s
design. See Gary Saul MorsoN, “Editor’s Introduction’, in Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, A Writ-
er’s Diary, ed. by Gary S. MorsoN (Northwestern UP, 2009), p. xliv.
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(the imagined gospoda) by granting them access to too much material.” On the
level of the text, the pawnbroker overloads his “gentlemen” with conflicting
information. In his tangled web of thoughts, feelings, and opinions, the pawn-
broker anticipates and accommodates contradictions. In so doing, he seeks to
control all possible interpretations of his story and, thereby, maintain the posi-
tion of power he so coveted in his marriage. But, as in his marriage, he fails to
attain his goal in his narrative.

IL.I.2. Repetition

i. Repetition is a rhetorical device that emphasizes the narrator’s characteriza-
tion of and emotional reaction to events. Given below are the most frequent
ways in which repetition materializes in the text: Frequent use of words such
as ‘naturally’ [razumeetsia), ‘however’ [vprochem], ‘in a word’ [v odnom slove/
odnim slovom|:

These words are typically meant to clarify or succinctly summarize an ob-
servation. However, when employed with excessive frequency, these words em-
phasize the narrator’s lack of control over his own material and thoughts. They
also contribute to the text’s colloquial style, functioning in a similar way to the
colloquial English interjections ‘like’ and ‘you know”. For example:

Naturally, she didn’t explain anything to me herself that time. It was later that
I found out about 7he Voice and everything. She was then spending her last
strength to advertise, at first, naturally, with pride [...]. Naturally, all this was

13 The imagined audience is particularly important within the context of this story’s uncon-
ventional narrative transposition. It is also an essential component within the stylistics of
overnarration. In Krotkaia, the reader is presented with what Dorrit Cohn refers to as an
autobiographical monologue. The autobiographical monologue is a recitation of the speak-
er’s life to himself. In this sense, it does not disambiguate oral and written communication,
leading to the problem of who the speaker’s audience truly is: the autobiographical mon-
ologue, “create[s] a highly stylized rhetorical effect, since reciting one’s own biography to
oneself does not appear psychologically plausible. Or rather, it appears plausible only if the
speaker pursues a definite aim with this recitation, an aim of public confession or self-justi-
fication”. See Doritt COHN, Transparent Minds: Narrative Modes for Presenting Conscious-
ness in Fiction (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1978), p. 181. The audience’s invisible presence in-
fluences speech characteristics, such as the frequent use of the imperative and explanatory
asides. The repetition of the particle -4z also denotes a degree of subservience on the part of

the speaker in relation to his audience. For example, see I1cC 24; 14.
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added to the advertisement gradually [...] (237; [1cC 24; 7-8 — emphasis mine
C.R).

ii. Repetition of expressions word for word, or identical constructions:

[...] this was a beast, this was a fiz, this was a beast in a fit (251; IICC 24; 17 — em-
phasis mine C.P);

Why, then, did I love her, why did I esteem her, why had I married her? (2ss;
Ilcc 24; 20 — emphasis mine C.2);

Oh, I was never liked, even at school. Never and nowhere was I /iked. Lukerya is
also unable to /ike me. The incident with the regiment, though a consequence of
the dislike for me, was undoubtedly of accidental character (261; I1cC 24; 23 —
emphasis mine C.P).

Repetitions such as these are emphatic and contribute to the charged
emotional style evident throughout the narrator’s account. They give the im-
pression that the narrator is imploring his listener to understand the stakes of
his narrative. These repetitions are characteristic overnarration: they create a
surplus of words, saying in multiple iterations what would be comprehensible
within a singular, concise expression.

1.1.3. Interjections, exclamations, and asides

Interjections, exclamations, and asides contribute to the text’s oral quality. They
are the narrator’s running commentary on his own narrative. The most fre-
quently used interjection in the text is ‘oh’ ‘Oh’, which traditionally introduces
an exclamatio in tragedy, is notable in that it functions both as a pause and as
an expression of lamentation. It is often coupled with repetitious statements,
compounding the emotional and the rhetorical. These expressions tend to
appear when the pawnbroker addresses his audience. In almost all cases, excla-
mations resemble asides, which are meant to clarify any ambiguity in the pawn-
broker’s intended message. Interjections, exclamations, and asides are marked
by the use of the imperative, exclamation marks, and parentheses. Repeated
words, followed by an exclamation mark, within parentheses compound all of
the above. Some examples include:

O, filth! Oh, what filth I dragged her out of then! (244; TICC 24; 12);
Oh, incomprehension, oh, my blindness! (272; I1cc 24; 32);
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Oh, wild, wild! Izcomprehension! Implausiblity! Impossibility [Nedorazume-
nie! Nepravdopodobie! Nevozmozhnost)! (274; IICC 24; 33 — emphasis mine
C.R);

But I didn’t understand it then and ascribed her color to humility (the veil!)
(265; ITcC 2.4; 26);

And what childlike laughter, so dear, just as before, when she was my fiancée

(one instant! one instant!) (271; I1CC 2.4; 30).

If the number of quotations cited above seems extreme, it is not because I
have unwittingly adopted the pawnbroker’s tendency to overnarrate, but be-
cause I want to emphasize that these speech characteristics appear excessively
frequently. Disambiguating these stylistic categories is challenging not only
because they occur so regularly, but also due to the fact that they often occur
together, within a single sentence or over the length of a paragraph. The com-
bination of these categories within short spans of text lends a certain rhythm
to the pawnbroker’s speech that is at once manic and calculated. The reader
becomes so accustomed to this colloquial style, to emotional inflection, to
repetition, that the poignancy of these rhetorical devices becomes meaningless.
At the same time, this overnarrated style is stifling, it slows down the plot by
opening up space for detours.

1.2. Narrating (over) the meek one

Overnarration can also describe a particular style of authorship. In this aspect
of overnarration, the object of narration is narrated over, such that the object
is diminished by the subject in a subjugating manner. The narrating subject (in
this case, the pawnbroker) secks to reach an understanding about the object of
his narration (his wife) through the act of authorship, which, in the overnarrat-
ed mode, is overdetermined by the subject’s perception and interpretation.
‘Narrating over’ the meck one limits the reader’s access to her. It inhibits
her verbal, gestural, and physical communication. The narrator provides the
reader with glimpses of the meek one’s body, with snippets of her speech and
silence; however, her inner life is inaccessible. Even her most autonomous
acts, her moments of rebellion, explored in the second section of this article,
are presented to the reader through mediated physical expression, through
her husband’s identification of a “mocking wrinkle”, (249; IIccC 24; 15) or a
“bad smile” (251; 77cC 24; 17). The meek one is fragmented: she is limited to a
flushed face, a set of lit up eyes, a stomping foot. At the story’s end, she is syn-
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ecdochally represented by her empty boots, which will forever wait by the foot
of her bed to be filled.

During the couple’s courtship, the pawnbroker observes the meek one in
order to familiarize himself with her character; he fixes upon fragments that
suit a preconceived narrative that he will later impose upon her. Describing
the first time that he truly noticed her, the narrator says: “This was at the very
beginning, and I, of course, didn’t distinguish her from the others: she comes
like everybody else, well, and so forth. But later I began to distinguish. She
was so slender, fair-haired, medium tall; with me she was always awkward, as if
abashed” (235; ZIcC 24; 6). He begins to distinguish her from others like her;
she is particularized only because he finally manages to see her and to write
a story for her.* She emerges out of the crowd as a collection of features and
characteristics that he perceives and then interprets. He continues to engage
in the interpretive act during their marriage and, especially, after her death,
narrating the story of her life and suicide to an imagined audience that has no
recourse to the story’s object for verification.

In this way, the pawnbroker engages in “scripting’, a term developed by Sar-
ah Young in her analysis of Idioz (1868) to describe an interactive narrative pro-
cess, whereby characters enact their own stories by persuading (or, often, coerc-
ing)® others to participate in their realization. “Scripting” is a defense of one’s
loophole and a refusal to “[lose] the final word about [oneself]”** Characters
who submit to others’ scripts are at risk of losing control of their own narratives
and of being objectified.”” In the overnarrated text, scripting loses its interactive
character; it is, instead, hierarchically determined by who is narrating the text
itself. The pawnbroker’s narrating over the meek one is very much a conse-
quence of his desire to control not only the mecek one, but also his own narra-
tive (as well as, his reader’s understanding of that narrative). The pawnbroker’s
overnarration aspires to objectivity in its purported goal. However, because his
object is not an active participant in meaning creation on the level of the text,

14 It is after this episode that the narrator begins to inquire after her and find out about her fi-
nancial destitution. He is only able to formulate the likelihood of their marriage when he
understands the extent of her lowly position and powetlessness. It is from this moment that
her story begins to be formed within the narrator’s mind. On the role of money in Kroz-
kaia, see Boris CHRISTA, “Money Talks’: The Semiotic Anatomy of Krotkaia”, Dostoevsky
Studies, New Series, vol. 4, 2000, pp. 143-152.

15 Sarah YOUNG, Dostoevsky’s The Idiot and the Ethical Foundations of Narrative (London:
Anthem, 2004), p. 18.

16 Ibidem, p. 19.

17 Ibidem.
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she seems to serve as nothing more than a conduit for his self-edification. His
failure to make his marriage work is partially accounted for by his unsuccessful
attempt to script the meek one: he thinks he can control this seemingly mallea-
ble sixteen-year-old girl and write her into his own story, but, as we will see, he
is mistaken in his belief that her life was created to embellish his own.

The couple’s struggle for narrative control is further elucidated in the second
section of this paper, but it is worth noting that the autonomy of the pawnbro-
ker’s soliloquy is threatened not solely, to quote Gabriella Safran, by his wife’s
“renunciation of the role of intrageneric narratee””® Dostoevsky, too, declines
to grant the pawnbroker total authorial control of the narrative. He first does
so in the story’s title, which, through implicating the work’s subject as the meek
one, emphasizes her crucial role in the narrative. In denying his titular heroine
a name, however, Dostoevsky also underscores her obfuscation.” The author
then prefaces the narrator’s unreliability in his “Ot avtora,” alerting the reader
to the overnarrated nature of the story to come. He additionally undermines
his narrator in his inclusion of the meek one’s (non)verbal communicative acts,
which, despite their mediated character, alert the reader to the pawnbroker’s
inability to grasp his wife’s opaque inner life fully. In those moments, Dosto-
evsky cues the reader to listen to the meek one. He overwrites the pawnbroker,
just as the pawnbroker overnarrates his wife. Envisioning this story as a hier-
archy, one finds Dostoevsky writing, squarely located above his narrator, who,
pacing, is squarely located above his wife. At the bottom, one finds the meek
one — around whom the story revolves, but who is always the object, never the
subject. Both in the diegetic world and on the level of the narrative, the subject
controls the object.>

Having explored voiced discourse on the level of narrated text, in the
next section I explore silence as an absence and excess, with the aim of under-
standing how silence functions within Krotkaia’s narrative texture and how it is
that the mecek one, refusing to be narrated over, becomes a ‘master of speaking
silently’

18 Gabriella SAFRAN, “The Troubled Frame Narrative: Bad Listening in Late Imperial Russia’,
The Russian Review, 72, no. 4, October 2013, p. 568.

19 Unlike Dostoevsky’s other nameless characters, such as the Underground Man and, even,
the pawnbroker, who narrate their own stories, the meek one is the anonymous object of a
story that, despite bearing her moniker as its title, is really all about her husband. Her mon-
iker is not a self-imposed anonymity, but merely marks her as a submissive character, who is
at the mercy of another’s actions.

20 The issue of gender and, in particular, the gendering of the right to speak in Krotkaia de-
serves further analysis, but is beyond the scope of the present study.
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2. Silence

Silence occupies a significant place in Krotkaia, a story so loquacious (or over-
narrated) as to be excessive: there is too much speech, too many emotions, too
much information - speech pours forth from silence and is a result of the ab-
sence of open communication that dominates the conditions of the characters’
marriage.

What is silence? How can we define it? Among the synonyms that Dal’
gives for molchat’ are ‘to keep silence’ (bezmolvstvovat’), ‘not to speak’ (ne gov-
orit’), and ‘not to make a sound’ (ne izdavat’ zvuka).”* Molchat’ because, in Kro-
tkaia, it and various derivations of -molch- appear forty-two times, as opposed
to -tish-, which appears four times and -#ikh-, nine times. This is important,
because molchanie, of all the Russian silences, relates precisely to human speech
— it is the silence that takes place when people are not speaking, whereas tishina
refers to a lack of noise, a sense of inner peace, making it rather more neutral
and multifaceted than molchanie.”*

Even in Dal’s definition, it is clear that silence cannot exist without its op-
posite. As Sontag writes, “one must acknowledge a surrounding environment
of sound or language in order to recognize silence”” And, so, silence exists in a
dialectic with noise or speech. In this way, according to Sontag, there can never
be pure silence - silence becomes a part of dialogue and is, by extension, a form
of speech. Silence is communicative: “somebody’s silence opens up an array of
possibilities for interpreting that silence, for imputing speech to it”** For Son-
tag, silence simultancously invites and bars communication.” This formulation

21 Baapumup V. AAAb, Toaxoswii crosaps scusozo eesnxopycckozo a3vika, T. 2 (Mocksa: Ms.
KHHUTOIIPOAABIIa-TUIIOTpada M.O. Boanga, 1881), C. 350.

22 Jones has argued that a dialectic of silences, molchanie and tishina, is fundamental to
the deep structure of Dostoevsky’s novels. For more on this topic, see JONES, pp. 29-45;
Muxaus IUITENH, Cro60 u mosvanue: memagusuxa pyccxoii aumepamypo. (Mocksa:
Boicmas [IIkoaa, 2006); Benjamin JENS, “Silence and Confession in The Brothers Karama-
zov", The Russian Review, 75, January 2016, pp. s1-66.

23 SONTAG, p. IL

24 Ibidem, p. 16.

25 The expansion and limitation of interpretive potential that Sontag describes, in the sim-
plest terms, can be explained by the following imagined scenario: Two friends are speaking.
Friend A asks Friend B, “where would you like to go for dinner?” Friend B answers with si-
lence, which prompts Friend A to fill the silence with increasingly specific questions (for
example, about the type of food or the price point of the restaurant). Friend B’s facial ex-

pressions, given in response to each question, provide Friend A with information about
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may seem to be contradictory, but, in truth, it points to #he precondition of si-
lence’s existence: a subject/object or speaker/listener relationship must exist in
order for the narration or recognition of silence to take place.

Silence and speech, then, can productively coexist on the level of narrative.
However, within the context of this story’s diegesis, the same cannot be said of
how silence and speech affect human relations. The pawnbroker’s overnarration
arises as a direct consequence of silence; it depends upon and develops out of
silence: the silent corpse, the silent relations between husband and wife. Silence
makes narrative possible and mirrors the evaluative process that the pawn-
broker engages in when he ascribes meaning to his wife’s silence. In this way,
silence is a locus of absence and excess in speech, in narration.

Silence appears in the text in three distinct, but interrelated ways. These
three modes of silence contribute to the meek one’s seemingly contradictory
dual status as an oppressed and autonomous figure. Interestingly, however, they
also reveal the degree to which the pawnbroker’s silence infects the meek one.

2.1. Oppressive silence

The first form of silence is oppressive silence. The pawnbroker introduces
silence into the household, using it as an educational measure. Though the
pawnbroker never states his pedagogical intention outright, in the drafts for
Krotkaia Dostoevsky twice mentions that the pawnbroker secks to reeducate
(perevospitat’) the meek one. The verb perevospitar’ first appears in a note, writ-
ten above the phrase, “For what, for what did she die?” that reads: “To reed-
ucate her [Perevospitat’ ee]” (IICC 24; 323 — translations from drafts are mine,
C.P). It then appears in the phrase, “I wanted to reform [perevospitat’] her
character” (Z1cc 24; 332). In its first use, Dostoevsky seems to offer an answer
to the pawnbroker’s question, intimating that the meek one died as a result of
this cruel perevospitanie.

The pawnbroker’s description of the couple’s honeymoon period poignantly
illustrates the oppressive character of this coercive reeducation:

The main thing is that from the very first, though she tried to hold back, she

threw herself to me with love, she would meet me with rapture when I came

Friend B’s opinion. From this scenario, it becomes clear that silence, rather than barring
communication, created space not only for Friend A to interpret Friend B’s silence, but also

prompted Friend Ato pronounce morc utterances, to overcommunicate.
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home in the evening, told me in her prattle [/epetom] (the charming prattle of
innocence!) all about her childhood, her infancy, her parental home, her father
and mother. But I immediately doused all this ecstasy at once with cold water.
It was in this that my idea lay. To her raptures I responded with silence, benevo-
lent, of course...but all the same she quickly saw that we were different, and that

I was — a riddle (24s; ITcC 24; 13).

This passage reveals much about how the meek one is characterized. She
tells him about her childhood in her prattle (lepetom). Lepetom is often as-
sociated with the speech of a child - here, it colours her manner of speech as
childlike. This is one of the few instances in which the pawnbroker acknowl-
edges that he has married an innocent, young girl. Read in light of her age, the
drafts’ perevospitat’ (derived from the verb ‘to rear), vospizat’) implies that the
pawnbroker is a father figure, occupied with the upbringing of his child. At the
beginning of the marriage, she is open, perhaps even excited and exuberant,
whereas the pawnbroker is withholding, a characteristic that is evident not only
in his emphatic silence, but also in his lack of touch.** The meek one throws
herself at him with love and he denies her affection. To her prattle, he replies
with silence. Silence becomes something that the pawnbroker (and the meek
one) can wield. To answer with silence is to instrumentalize it, as is reflected
in the Russian’s use of instrumental case (molchaniem, I1cc 24; 13); “you could
cut the silence with a knife” provides the perfect example of how silence takes
on material qualities in metaphoric speech. It is also telling that the narrator
clides the meek one’s speech in this passage. He silences her telling in his tell-
ing and focuses attention onto himself. And he does so forcefully - he says, “I
immediately doused all this ecstasy at once with cold water” (245; I1cC 24; 13).

The pawnbroker’s pedagogical imperative, then, is to exercise control over
his wife by taking her voice. He douses his wife’s exuberance with cold water
in an effort to temper her youthful vitality. In actuality, he is exercising his
power over her. The pawnbroker nurtures the trauma of a failed duel and his
subsequent discharge from the regiment, carrying it over into his profession
and marriage.”” This failed duel constitutes the pawnbroker’s shame, which he

26 The story avoids any direct reference to sexual intimacy. It is only after the episode with the
revolver, when the marriage is already “dissolved” (rastorgnut), that the narrator alludes to
physical relations by passively punishing his wife, banishing her to an iron bed that is cor-
doned off by a screen (I7cC 24; 22).

27 Robert Louis Jackson observes that “the concept of the duel is central to the [story’s] idea
and structure”. See Robert L. JacksoN, “The Temptation and the Transaction: A4 Gentle
Creature’, in Robert L. JACKSON, The Art of Dostoevsky: Deliriums and Nocturnes (Prince-
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overcomes only after the meek one is “defeated” in the couple’s unconventional,
silent duel (259; 71cC 24; 22). Because of his cowardly inaction, he falls in the
ranks, loses his income, and wanders St. Petersburg as a beggar.*® Information
about this duel gradually emerges throughout the text; first through the ap-
pearance of a former acquaintance, Efimovich, with whom his wife secretly
meets, then through the meek one’s taunting. He attempts to keep his shameful
past a secret, while at the same time punishing the meek one as if she were its
cause. When the pawnbroker says, “I was — a riddle” (245; /7cC 24; 13), he real-
ly means, I have a secret.

Prior to their marriage, the pawnbroker tests the meek one, assessing her
capacity for discovering and understanding his secret. He begins this evalu-
ative process early on, when the meek one comes to pawn her petty worldly
possessions in order to advertise in the daily newspaper, Golos (“The Voice”).
The meek one, desperate for work, publishes a personal advertisement, which is
paraphrased by the narrator on the story’s first page as follows: “here, say, thus
and so, [vot, deskat, tak i tak] a governess, agrees to move, and to give lessons at
home, and so on and so forth [i proch., i proch.]” (235; IIcC 245 6 — translation
modified). In the mouth of the pawnbroker, the meek one’s written composi-
tion is transformed into fragments that are couched in colloquial phraseology,
like deskat’, tak i tak, and i proch., i proch. Later, the pawnbroker further elab-
orates on the content of her advertisement, directly quoting her; despite the
direct quotation, he nonetheless ends his citation with “etc., etc., [£.d., i 2.d.,]
the same old stuff!” (237; J1cc 24; 8). These phrases render his future wife’s
situation unremarkable and underscore the ubiquity of her precarious position
by suggesting that the reader can very easily fill in the predictable blanks left by
the narrator’s “etcetera” and “thus and so”. The meek one is just one more name-
less suicide readily found in the miscellany (s7zes) section of the daily news.
Appraising the value of her petty trinkets, the narrator simultaneously seeks to
identify, evaluate, and confirm the extent of her precarity.

The meck one comes to know the pawnbroker, then, as a result not only of
her lowly position, but also of the necessity of communicating this to a broader
public. When she places her advertisement in Golos, she harnesses the power of
the news to try to better her station. Here, the news is a positive medium for

ton: Princeton UP, 1981), p. 24 4.

28 Lucjan Suchanck observes that the pawnbroker becomes an underground man after his
discharge from the regiment. See Lucjan SUCHANEK, “Moaua roBoputs — nosects P.M.
Aocroesckoro Kpomxas’, Do.vtoew/e_y Studies, vol. 6, 198s, p. 129, sites.utoronto.ca/tsq/
DS/06/125.shtml
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self-improvement and empowerment; at the same time, it puts the meek one
in a highly precarious position — as a body for sale. This message, however, goes
unanswered but for the pawnbroker’s response. Michael Holquist observes that
Dostoevsky’s inclusion of Golos was not motivated by the mere fact of its actual
existence as a popular St. Petersburg daily. Instead, he writes, “it is named on
the first page of this particular story in order to announce the terms of the tale’s
dominant structural metaphor: the human voice, and the myriad kinds of si-
lence it fills”* The power dynamic built into this brief scene in the couple’s life
foreshadows the communicative model that will follow thereafter. The meek
one speaks up, but does so only to be silenced.

It is notable, then, that the meek one remains entirely silent during the
carly transactions at the pawnshop: “And all silently. Others, they argue, beg,
bargain in order to get more; this one no, just what's given...” (235; 7ICC 24; 6).
He takes this silence for desperation, but also detects rebelliousness, calling her
silent exit from his shop on her second reported visit a revolt (bunt) (I1cc 24;
8). Her passivity, coupled with her defiantly flashing “blue, big, pensive eyes”,
strike the pawnbroker and present a challenge (236; I1cc 24;7). He proceeds
to provoke the meek one and to test her limits. He attempts to manipulate her
through modulations in his tone of voice, for example. He first speaks to her in
a “gentlemanly” tone, keeping to “a few words, polite and stern. ‘Stern, stern,
stern’ [Strogo, strogo, strogo]” (236; I1cC 24; 7). It is, notably, “with sternness
[pod strogost’iu]” that he later brings her into his home (/7cc 24; 13 - transla-
tion mine, C.R). This establishes him as a figure of authority. He then aban-
dons this tone briefly in favour of a more familiar one, “I entered into friendly
conversation with unusual politeness” (237; IIcc 24; 8). He relies on the
spoken word as a tool for control; here, with the intention of diminishing the
meck one’s ability to oppose him.

Gaining momentum, he “ventured then to test [ispyzat’] her for a last time”
(237; I1cc 245 8). He proceeds to read her what he deems a successful adver-
tisement in Golos, using this as an occasion to critique the effectiveness of ber
advertisement, implicitly blaming her for the hopelessness of her situation. The
verb ispytat’ reflects the pawnbroker’s desire to assess the meek one’s viability as
a wife. The provocation of his final premarital trial serves as the first instance
wherein the pawnbroker takes the meek one’s voice away from her, rewriting
(or overnarrating) her message in his words so as to underscore her inferiority.

29 Michael HoLQuisT, “The Either/Or of Duels and Dreams: A Gentle Creature and Dream
of a Ridiculous Man”, in M. HOLQUIST, Dostoevsky and the Novel (Princeton: Princeton

UP, 1977), pp- 148-149, https://hdl.handle.net/2027/heb.32258
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The pawnbroker assumes, and counts on the fact, that the meek one, having
passed his tests, will solve his silent riddle and read the prescribed narrative he
writes for her and for himself>° The riddle he poses is an oppressive punish-
ment, masquerading as an educational measure; it provokes and prolongs the
extremes of excess and absence that define their relationship. Ultimately, the
only thing that the pawnbroker teaches his wife is how to wield silence, inter-
pret another’s silence, and punish the one who is silent. That is, she provokes
him to speak, to fill in gaps of excessive silence. Even before they marry, when
the pawnbroker asks for the meek one’s hand, silence intensifies the desire to
speak. After he proposes, the pawnbroker pauses, thereby allocating the floor
to the meek one. (This is called turn-taking, a silent pause that fulfills a proce-
dural role in dialogic interaction.) The meck one, however, does not respond
fast enough for the pawnbroker and her silence takes on an emotive, rather
than procedural, function. The pawnbroker grows intolerant of the silence and

probes her:

I must add: right there at the gate she thought for a long time before she said yes.
She got so thoughtful, so thoughtful, that I already started asking: “Well, what is
it? — and even couldn’t help myself, asking with a certain chic: “Well, what is it,

miss?’ — adding a polite touch. “Wait, I'm thinking’ (243; I1cC 24; 12).

The pawnbroker, confident that the meek one will accept his proposal,
is unsettled by the meek one’s silence. His self-assurance quickly transforms
into feigned obsequiousness with his ironic use of “slovoers” (“Nu chto zhe-s,
Ilcc 24; 12). This dialogic exchange demonstrates silence’s emotive force and
foreshadows the impact that the meek one’s silence will later have upon the
pawnbroker.

2.2. Repressz've silence

The pawnbroker’s failed duel motivates the text’s second mode of silence,
repressive silence: the repression of communication with others and oneself.
The pawnbroker is a humiliated figure, whose silence (molchanie) originates
from disgrace. Indeed, as Jones has shown, molchanie (as opposed to tishina) in

30 Kliger observes that the pawnbroker marries the meek one precisely because he believes
that she can “solve the enigma of his identity and thus re-stage and reverse the disgrace that

has hung over him since the day of his expulsion from the regiment”. See KLIGER, p. 302.
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Dostoevsky is a silence “of prohibition, of repression, of forgetting”?" Repres-
sive silence shows through in the pawnbroker’s, “You see, gentlemen, there are
ideas ... that is, you see, certain ideas, once they’re uttered, expressed in words,
come out terribly stupid. They come out shameful for oneself” (249; IIcC 24;
16).* He is afraid to utter his innermost thoughts aloud, to say them aloud
opens them up to the judgement of others and himself.” Thomas H. J. Dyne
observes that lack of transparency in Krotkaia is fundamentally at odds with
the pawnbroker’s “narrativizing, totalizing gaze”>* The pawnbroker withholds
information in an effort to control all facets of his narrative. However, his lack
of transparency prompts his wife to fill in the gaps, secking out other sources
of information. The narrator loses control of his narrative precisely because he
represses his “shameful” ideas and past.

In the weeks leading up to the suicide, the pawnbroker can no longer
control his speech or repress his emotions. On a “bright and sunny day” in
April, the pawnbroker hears his wife quietly singing (265; I1cc 24; 26). It
soon dawns on him that, despite his recent efforts to repair their relation-
ship, she has “forgotten” about him (266; IIcC 24; 27). Safran observes
that this song startles the pawnbroker and prompts his subsequent outburst
precisely because “it is not meant for its listener” According to Ilya Kliger,
the meek one’s song forces the pawnbroker to recognize that his wife is not
merely an embodiment of his “exteriorized gaze”, but that she has an inner

31 JONES, p. 43. Jones identifies a repressive impulse in Ivan Karamazov’s molchanie, see
JONES, p. 36.

32 The hero of Podrostok expresses a similar sentiment when he states: “Bamua mbicab, xoTst 61
U AypHast, IIOKa IIPH Bac, — BCETAA TAy6xe, a Ha caoBax — cMeiHee U 6ecaectree” (11CC 135
36). Like the narrator of Krotkaia, Arkady’s repression of communication precipitates his
verbose autobiographical first-person narrative.

33 Jason Cieply explores the problem of articulation and reception, considering Fyodor
Tiutchev’s elided intertext, Silentium! across Dostoevsky’s oeuvre, as well as the import of
silence within Bakhtin’s work on Dostoevsky and his early philosophical works. Cieply ac-
commodates silence in the polyphonic novel, showing that it is fundamental to unfinaliz-
ability. See Jason CIEPLY, “The Silent Side of Polyphony: On the Disappearances of Silenti-
um’ from the Drafts of Dostoevskii and Bakhtin’, Slavic Review, vol. 75, no. 3, Fall 2016, pp.
678-70r1, http://www.jstor.com/stable/10.5612/slavicreview.75.3.0678

34 Thomas H. J. DYNE, ““That’s the horrible part: I understand everything!: The Narrative
Ethics of Misreading the Other in Dostoevsky’s Poor Folk and The Meck On’, Slavic & East
Euroepean Journal, vol. 64, no. 3, 2020, pp. 455-456.

35 SAFRAN, p. 568.
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life.’* He accordingly attempts to regain control of his story, counteracting
her opacity by introducing transparency; he confesses all (about the duel, his
intentions for the future, his feelings for his wife): he falls at the meek one’s
feet and showers her with unwanted embraces. In these moments of rupture,
the pawnbroker histrionically expresses all that has been repressed; he begins
his overnarrated story. The abrupt shift from silence to speech is not, howev-
er, consensual or reciprocal — it is registered, in the context I present, as an
attack.

2.3. Rebellious silence

Rebellious silence, the third form of silence, is, notably, the only type of si-
lence that is exclusive to the meek one, for whom it is a direct response to the
pawnbroker’s oppressive and repressive silence. While the pawnbroker only
engages in the latter types of silence, his wife mobilizes her husband’s signa-
ture silences, as well as rebellious silence. The meek one’s silence is particular
to her because it is predominantly represented as provocation, indignance, or
disdain; it is an emotive rejoinder and, as such, is dissimilar to her husband’s
calculated and severe silence. Rebellious silence also occurs at a very specific
moment in the text. It is foreshadowed in the pre-marital scenes addressed
earlier in this article, but takes on a derisive character only after the pawnbro-
ker rejects his wife’s embraces and intensifies his silence: “these were morbid,
hysterical impulses, and I needed firm happiness, along with respect from her”
(248; I1ccC 245 15). His silence is met with silence, but not with the respect he
so desires. Instead, her “silence” and “bold look” connote rebellion (248; I1cc
24; 15). She has been oppressed, her speech has been repressed, but her eyes
and body continue to speak.

One of the meek one’s most affected acts of rebellion begins gesturally. It
is triggered in “Krotkaia buntuet” when the pawnbroker, scolding his wife for
accepting a pledge that he had previously rejected, declares his independence
and states that he has never hidden anything from her. Hearing this categorical
(patently false) declaration of transparency, the meek one “suddenly jumped
up’, “stamped her feet”, laughed in her husband’s face, and exited the apartment
(2515 I1cC 245 17). She wordlessly leaves home for the next two days, prompting
the pawnbroker to seek her whereabouts. When he discovers that she has been

36 KLIGER, p. 303. Jackson also identifies this as a decisive moment in the spouses’ power re-
versal. See JACKSON, p. 257.
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out, uncovering all that he has, in fact, been hiding, he realizes that his wife is
solving his silent riddle, but is refusing his script.

The pawnbroker, attempting to temper his wife through silence, has unwit-
tingly taught her independence. Such is made particularly clear in the meek
one’s voiced discourse, which is no longer that of a prattling, effervescent child.
On the eve of the meek one’s rendezvous with Efimovich, a “portentous scene”
(2525 I1cC 24; 18) takes places, during which the meck one, now a “violent and
aggressive being”, disdainfully questions the pawnbroker about his past (253;
I1cc 24; 18). By the end of her interrogation, she has succeeded in proving that,
contrary to his aforementioned declaration, her husband has not been trans-
parent, but has entered into their marriage with shameful secrets. However,
still unwilling to relinquish control, the narrator continues to withhold infor-
mation (namely, his knowledge about the upcoming rendezvous) and, thereby,
tacitly allows their marriage to dissolve. Following through with his plan to spy
on the illicit meeting instead of diverting her beforehand, he prolongs a silent
struggle for power that culminates in attempted murder, the meek one’s illness,
and, finally, in her complete dissociation from the marriage. The meek one suc-
ceeds in disproving her husband’s categorical claim to truth, but she, neverthe-
less, fails to usurp control over the marriage through her (un)voiced rebellion,
which serves only to stimulate the pawnbroker’s desire to conquer her and ceas-
es with the commencement of her illness.

The meek one’s rebellion, both voiced and gestural, sets in motion the
course of events that derails the pawnbroker’s plans to educate (control) her.
What began with bold looks, stomping feet, and provocative questions, culmi-
nates in the most pregnant silence of all: a gun to the head. However, it is, final-
ly, her unvoiced rebellion of indifference that forces the pawnbroker to speak.
The meek one only manages to gain the upper hand when her silence becomes
oppressive and forces the pawnbroker to abandon control of his externally-im-
posed narrative. Throughout the marriage, she transitions from an open crea-
ture to a silent “tyrant and tormentor” and, finally, to an enigma just before her
death (250; ITcC 24; 16).

In Krotkaia, silence expands communicative space and invites unchecked in-
terpretation. Unarticulated, inaudible communication is ultimately the source
of the couple’s unhappiness. After all, the meek one engages in all of the same
silences as her husband: oppressive and repressive silence are embedded within
her rebellious silence and, in this way, she becomes his double. The pawnbro-
ker’s failed duel causes psychological strain that infects his speech patterns
and communicative potential. This trauma is then projected onto his marriage
in the form of (non)verbal abuse. The meek one’s silence draws the narrator’s
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words from him. She withholds everything from him and then forgets about
him. Forced to recognize that his wife is but a mere reflection of his own silent
self-effacement, he abruptly transitions from one extreme form of communica-
tion to another. This sudden shift in communicative modes threatens the meek
one’s hard-won, though sorrowful, autonomy and she flees from her husband
to her death.

Speech and silence exist as reciprocal extremes that facilitate and determine
the asymmetrical nature of the struggle for power in this unhappy marriage. At
first, silence might be a marker of the meek one’s victimization, but as the story
progresses, it becomes the source of her agency; a progression that, in the end,
makes this a plot of a reversal, in which the meek one appropriates the tools
of her husband in order to rob him of the power he so desperately sought to
wield, first through silence and then, overnarration. She leaves him alone, lis-
tening to the sound of his own voice.
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Dostoevsky and Pascal:
the paradox of two abysses

Il n’y a rien de si conforme 4 la raison que ce désaveu de la raison.

Blaise Pascal, Pensées

There are, in Fyodor Dostoevsky’s work, evident signs of his interest in Blaise
Pascal’s paradoxical thought, especially regarding the cognitive effort of the rea-
son defeating itself, which is synthetised in Pascal’s formula désaven de la raison
and is so consonant with Dostoevsky’s spiritual research. The ‘spiritual affinity’
between the two great writers was acknowledged by Lev Shestov, Nicolaj Berd-
jaev, Vasilij Rozanov, Leonid Grossman; it became the object of several studies
which shed light upon some important aspects of this dialogue,’ mostly focus-
ing on ideological substrate of their similarities. Konstantin Barsht dedicated
a rich and illuminating chapter of his book Jocmoescxuii. Smumonoens nose-
cmeosanus (Dostoevsky: Etymology of Narration, 2019)* to Pascal’s influence on
Dostoevsky. In addition to providing cogent evidence of intertextuality, mostly

1 In his short and incisive article, I. Lapshin examines the presence of Pascal’s Thoughts in
Dostoevsky’s work in the light of the “continuous tormented struggle” for faith, which rep-
resents a core of the spiritual research of both writers: Msan . AanmuH, ‘Aocroesckuit
u [ackaav’, in Hayuusie mpydor Pyccxozo napodnozo yrusepcumema (Ilpara, 1928), c. 55-63.
More recent studies focus on the impressive typological affinity between their philosophi-
cal positions on the level of the motive “roll calls”, though without offering a textual analy-
sis of the dense network of Pascalian allusions which abound in Dostoevsky’s texts. Cf. Ia-
auHa f. CTPEABLIOBA, “ITackasb u Aocroesckuit’, in Il. CTPEABLIOBA, [Tackans u espo-
nedickas xysomypa (Mocksa: Peciybanka, 1994), c. 330-355; Bopuc H. TApACOB, “Aocro-
eBckuit u ITackaanb (TBOpueckue mapaasean)’, Bonpocos aumepamypot, 1999, N2 s, c. 75-92;
b.H. TAPACOB, Muicasmyuis mpocmuux: scusus u meopuecmso Ilackars 6 socnpusmun pyc-
cxux gunocogos u nucamenei (Mocksa, 2005).

2 Koncrantun A. BAPIIT, “Msicau baesa ITackaast B pomane Ilpecmynaenne u naxasanue’,
in K.A. BAPIIT, docmoescxuii: Smumoroeus nosecmeosarnus (CaHKT-HeTcp6ypr: Hecrop-

HUcropus, 2019), ¢. 115-I51.
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on material from Crime and Punishment, he provides a solid historical base
to this relationship, tracing Dostoevsky’s acquaintance with Pascal in Russian
translations and making some plausible suggestions about the French edition
with which the Russian writer could have been familiar.

Nevertheless, there is a need for a systematic and accurate textual analysis of
the numerous allusions to Pascal’s conceptual horizon, which can be individu-
ated in some of the crucial points of Dostoevsky’s prose, especially those per-
taining to the criticism of reason based on revealing its abyssal contradictory
nature. In the present article, I will try to fill this gap at least partly, demonstrat-
ing how some of the French philosopher’s central ideas and especially the form
of his argumentation were contemplated in depth and reframed in Dostoev-
sky’s creative ‘laboratory’.

There are some surprising consonances between the positions of the two
thinkers at different levels of discourse, starting with their aversion to Jesuitism,
which for Dostoevsky represented the apotheosis of the Catholic worldview
(for Pascal, Jesuitism constituted the object of his brilliant polemic attack in
Provincial Letters), and ending with the Jansenist concept of grace and hidden
God (Deus absconditus, Dieu caché). Both authors claim that reason cannot elu-
cidate the complexity of reality. Undoubtedly, these positions originate from
different ideological grounds. However, there are numerous signs that Dosto-
evsky takes Pascal as a model for productive paradoxical thinking, which is the
only way to embrace the aporeai of reality and of Ratio, insolvable on the level
of the Ratio, which still, paradoxically, intuits them profoundly, becoming itself
the source of this désaveu de la raison.

Dostoevsky passed through the school of Pascal’s Thoughts with regard to
the rejection of the rationalistic grounds of faith and religion,’ as well as pure
rationality as a cognitive and ontological ideal, which is expressed in the image
of the “crystal palace” in the Notes from Underground. This allegorical image
was originally inspired by a polemic with Nicolay Chernyshevsky, whose social
illuminist and utopian ideal becomes an object of parody for Dostoevsky. On a
deeper and more complex level of thought, I suggest that Dostoevsky redeems
Pascal’s figure of the “tour” (tower) as a metaphor for the human predisposition
to fix in steady forms that which is naturally fluid and fugitive, and sooner or
later explodes, crushing the constructions of Reason: “Nous brtilons du désir
de trouver une assette ferme, et une derniere base constante pour y édifier une
tour qui séléve a 'infini, mais tout notre fondement craque et la terre s’ouvre

3 Cf. CTPEABLIOBA, C. 332.
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jusqu’aux abimes”.* The underground “paradoxist” redeems the irreducible am-
biguity of being, appealing to the “palace” as a monument to human pride, and
reveals the abyssal vacuum on which it is erected. This palace can only be pro-
faned, which is perfectly in keeping with Pascal’s intention to always show the
opposite of appearances, correcting what is deformed by human perception:

A IOKaMECT 5 €IIje )KUBY U KCAAIO — AA OTCOXHH Y MEHS PYKa, KOAb 51 XOTb OAUH
KHPITHYMK HAa TAKOH KarmUTaAbHbIN AoM npuHecy! He cmoTpure Ha TO, 9TO 5 A2-
BE€YA CaM XPYCTAABHOE 3AAHUE OTBEPT, EAUHCTBEHHO IO TOH IPUYUHE, YTO €TO
HeAb3st OYACT SI3BIKOM HIOAPA3HUTE. 5] 3TO rOBOpPHA BOBCE HE ITOTOMY, YTO YK TaK
AOOAI0 MO SA3BIK BBICTABAATH. 51, MOXKET OBITH, HA TO TOABKO M CEPAUACS, 49TO
TaKOTO 3AAHHS, KOTOPOMY OBl MOXKHO GBIAO M HE BBICTABASITH SI3BIKA, U3 BCEX Ba-

HIUX 3AAHMH AO CUX ITOP HE HAXOAMTCSA (IIcc s; 120) 3

The image of the “tower” (6ammsn) will appear on the pages of the “Grand
Inquisitor”, and before, in Demons (I mean the ironical description of the
“poem” by Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovensky in the beginning of the novel,
where the Tower of Babel is presented as finally completed by a kind of su-
perhumans, who substitute the divinity and takes over the government of the
world),¢ as a symbol of the human presumption to “regiment” existence on a
purely rational basis and adapt the complexity of reality to the categories of
the ‘Fuclidian mind’ in order to take absolute control of it. Here, the Tower
of Babel is also used in the Pascalian sense, i.c., as a figure of the presumptuous

4 Blaise PASCAL, Pensées, éd. Ph. Sellier, in B. PASCAL, Les Provinciales, Pensées et opuscules
divers (Paris: Classiques Garnier, 2004), pp. 755-1373 (fr. 230, p. 947). “We burn with desire
to find a steadfast place and ultimate fixed basis whereon we can build a tower to reach the
infinite. But our whole foundation breaks up, and earth opens to the abysses” (the online
edition I use is based on the English translation by C. Kegan Paul of The Thoughts of Pas-

cal (London: Bell and Sons, 1901): https://oll-resources.s3.us-east-2.amazonaws.com/oll3/
store/titles/2407/Pascal_1409_EBk_v6.0.pdf).

s “But while I am alive and have desires I would rather my hand were withered off than bring
one brick to such a building! Don’t remind me that I have just rejected the palace of crys-
tal for the sole reason that one cannot put out one’s tongue at it. I did not say because I am
so fond of putting my tongue out. Perhaps the thing I resented was, that of all your edifices
there has not been one at which one could not put out one’s tongue”.

6 “Finally, in the very last scene, the Tower of Babel suddenly appears and some athletes
finally finish building it with a song of new hope, and when they have built to the very top,
the proprietor of, shall we say, Olympus flees in comical fashion, and quickwitted mankind

takes over his place and at once begins a new life with a new perception of things”.


https://oll-resources.s3.us-east-2.amazonaws.com/oll3/store/titles/2407/Pascal_1409_EBk_v6.0.pdf
https://oll-resources.s3.us-east-2.amazonaws.com/oll3/store/titles/2407/Pascal_1409_EBk_v6.0.pdf
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human inclination to distort the truth in order to reach the state in which
“everything will be so clearly calculated and explained that there will be no
more incidents or adventures in the world” (Nozes from Underground).

Dostoevsky opposed rigid rationality with “fluid” logics, which could catch
contrasting perspectives and contradictions inherent to human nature. These
are very close to Pascal’s paradoxical “raisons du cceur que la raison ne connait
point” (later, we will follow the developments which the idea, quoted almost
literally in some of his texts, receives in Dostoevsky’s work). Both thinkers con-
sider the human being in terms of the coincidence of opposites, which in Dosto-
evsky’s novels is expressed (in terms of Mikhail Bakhtin’s great discovery) in the
coexistence of “unmerged voices’, often opposed to one other even in, and irre-
ducible to the harmonic unity. This corresponds to the polyphonic principal.
In Dostoevsky’s creative thinking, this strategy takes the shape of “bifurcation’,
as Bakhtin argues:

Where others saw a single thought, he was able to find and feel out two
thoughts, a bifurcation; where others saw a single quality, he discovered in it the
presence of a second and contradictory quality. Everything that scemed simple
became, in his world, complex and multi-structured. In every voice he could
hear two contending voices, in every expression a crack, and the readiness to go

over immediately to another contradictory expression.®

Dostoevsky, who was utterly conscious of contradictions and dualities
permeating reality and who made this consciousness a fulcrum of his poetics,
was fascinated by Pascal’s peculiar dialectics, which do not lead to a Hegelian
synthesis but rather imply a suspension between thesis and antithesis, which
are equally valid. The paradox constitutes the prevailing method to explore
the abyss that the human being represents to himself, as it is consistent with
the object of the research: “S’il se vante, je abaisse / S’il s'abaisse, je le vante /
Et je le contredis toujours / Jusques a ce qu’il comprenne / Qu’il est un mon-
stre incompréhensible” Pascal’s project, inter alia, hinges on evidencing the
inadequacy of human reason — which still vaguely perceives its involvement in
another, invisible order — when dealing with the ultimate questions of being,

7 PascaL, fr. 680, p. 1217: “reasons of the heart which the reason knows not of”

8 Mikhail M. BAKHTIN, Problems of Dostoevskys Poetics, ed. and trans. C. Emerson
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984,), p. 30.

9 PASCAL, fr. 163, p. 898. “If he exalt himself I humble him, if he humble himself T exalt him,

and ever contradict him, till he comprehend that he is an incomprehensible monster”.
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and can be described (as an important scholar like Benedetta Papasogli did)
in terms of the continuous “dialectic rhythm of a thought that passes through
overturnings from pro into against, where the truth is never athrmed without
taking into account the opposite, where the reason keeps in check the rea-
son”.® This judgment can be fully applied to the dynamics determining Dosto-
evsky’s artistic thought. Moreover, the fact that both scholars differed in their
opinions and interests, as did Mikhail Bakhtin in the 1920s and Benedetta
Papasogli in the 1990s, but arrived at convergent conclusions regarding these
two authors, Pascal and Dostoevsky, seems to me to be solid methodological
evidence.

Dostoevsky was definitely aware of the first adequate Russian translation of
the Thoughts, which was produced by Ivan G. Butovsky in 1843 and which he
appreciated highly.” However, he was already very familiar with Pascal’s opera
magna in French as early as 1838, as letters to his brother Mikhail attest. In the
letter dated 9 August he explicitly quotes Pascal’s name and his paradoxical
thought upon the real essence of philosophising which is nothing but “mockery
on philosophy itself” (/7cc 28 ; s0), aligning himself with paradoxical critique
of rationality which discerns Pascal’s philosophising.”™

In the same letter, he approaches closely to one of Pascal’s central ideas relat-
ed to the urgency to show man his multiplicious and contradictory nature, the
irreducible coexistence of the contrasts in him, and the lacerating condition of
being caught between nothingness and the Absolute:

OAHO TOABKO COCTOSIHBE M AQHO B YAEA YEAOBEKY: aTMOC(Epa AYIIH €T0 COCTOUT
U3 CAMSIHbs Heba ¢ 3¢MACIO; KAKOE JKE IPOTHBY3AKOHHOE AMTS YCAOBCK; 3aKOH
AYXOBHOI IIPUPOABI HAPYIIEH... MHe KaXeTcs, 4YTO MUP HAIll — YHCTUAHIIE AY-

XOB HEOECHEIX, OTYMAaHEHHBIX I'PEIIHOI0 MBICAHIO (HCC 28 50).1

10 Benedetta PAPASOGLI, “Introduzione”, in Blaise PASCAL, Pensées, nuova ed. a cura di Ph.
Sellier secondo I"“ordine” pascaliano, trad. di B. Papasogli (Roma: Cittd Nuova, 2003), pp.
s-27: 16 (my translation).

11 Cf BArwrT, c. 116.

12 Cf. “Se moquer de la philosophie, c’est vraiment philosopher”.

13 “Only one condition of things is it given to man to know: the atmosphere of his soul
consists of a fusion of heaven and earth; what a disobedient child is man; the law of
spiritual nature is broken... It seems to me that this world of ours is a purgatory of heavenly
spirits, darkened by sinful thought”. Also the continuation of this passage recalls Pascal’s
insistence on the torment of the mind which comes to know its actual condition, preferring
the state of unconsciousness: “Ho BuAETb 0OAHY JXeCTKYI0 060AOUKY, MOA KOTOpOIi

TOMHUTCS BCCACHHAS, 3HATDH, YTO OAHOI'O B3pbIBA BOAHM AOCTATOYHO p2.36I/ITb €€ U CAUTHCA C
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In these words, one can clearly hear the echo of Pascal’s reflection upon
the ambiguous nature of man, “un milieu entre Dieu et le néant’, “un néant a
l'égard de l'infini, un tout a I'égard du néant”™* A fragile and impossible balance
between nothing and infinity is the measure of the human condition: “Entre
nous et lenfer ou le ciel, il n’y a que la vie entre deux, qui est la chose du monde
la plus fragile” One of Pascal’s central intentions is to highlight the fundamen-
tal ambiguity of man as his blessing and his damnation at the same time. He is
open to the transcendental (the divine in him), while the abyss of his presump-
tion and egoism makes a beast of him: “L’homme n’est ni ange ni béte, et le
malheur veut que qui veut faire I’ange fait la béte”¢

Pascal discusses the fusion of the two incompatible opposite principles in
the human soul and, as we saw, Dostoevsky grasps this point with an admira-
ble premature artistic penetration. “Car enfin qu’est-ce que I’homme dans la
nature? Un néant 4 I’égard de I'infini, un tout 4 I’égard du néant, un milieu
entre rien et tout, infiniment éloigné de comprendre les extrémes”” This me-
dial position of man between misery and greatness, and also between “Nature”
and “Grace”, a distinction which originates from Saint Augustine’s meditation
on the divine origin of any good of which man is capable, will be deeply con-
sidered by Dostoevsky. This constitutes one of crucial points of the dialectic
tension that characterises his artistic and philosophical research.

Radical critique of speculative rationalism penetrate Zhoughts: according
to Pascal, it eliminates the metaphysical depths of human nature, reducing
its complexity to the mere object of an abstract analysis, which claims to be
exhaustive. It undermines the emotional and vivid experience of the Divine,
which is only possible through the ways extraneous to reason. Ivan, the uphold-
er of “geometric spirit” in Dostoevsky’s work, admits this. Faithful to Pascal’s
lecture, this “eccentric and paradoxist” radically questions the basis of rational

BEYHOCTHIO, 3HATh U OBITh, KaK MOCACAHEE U3 CO3AAHMIA... [...] Aylua Tak IoAaBACHA ropeM,
410 6OMTCS OHATS €ro, 4To6 He pactepsars cebs” (I1CC 28 ; 50).

14 Cf. “A nothing in regard to the infinite, a whole in regard to nothing, a mean between
nothing and the whole”

15 PASCAL, fr. 185, p. 926. “Between us and hell or heaven, there is nought but life, the frailest
thing in all the world”.

16 PascaL, fr. 557, p. 1129. “Man is neither angel nor brute, and the misfortune is that whoever
would play the angel plays the brute”.

17 PAscaL, fr. 230, p. 944. “For after all what is man in nature? A nothing in regard to the
infinite, a whole in regard to nothing, a mean between nothing and the whole; infinitely

removed from understanding either extreme”.
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thinking with regard to existence’s ultimate questions, recognising its failure. If
man cannot even conceive of how two parallel lines could cross, how dare he
speculate about what infinitely transcends him:

S, roAy6uHK, peluA TaK, YTO €CAU I AQXKE ITOIO HE MOTY IOHSITb, TO TAE X MHE
npo bora nowsite. S cMHpPEHHO CO3HAIOCD, YTO Y MEHSI HET HUKAKUX CIIOCOOHO-
CTEH paspemaTh TAKUE BOMPOCHI, Y MEHS YM 3BKAMAOBCKUH, 3€MHOM, a MOTOMY
A€ HAM PELIaTh O TOM, 9TO He OT Mupa cero. Aa u Tebe coBeTyio 06 3TOM HUKOI-
AQ He AyMaTh, APYT Aaeira, a mymje Bcero Hacder bora: ects oH uan Het? Bee aTo
BOIPOCHI COBEPIIEHO HECBOMCTBEHHBIE YMY, CO3AAHHOMY C IOHSATHUEM AHUIIb O

Tpex usmepenusx (11CC 14; 214).18

In fact, for Pascal (and for Dostoevsky in The Brothers Karamazov), Des-
cartes is a perfect adept of rationalism venerating the God of the philosophers:*
the God created in man’s image and likeness, who does not lead him to real
knowledge but rather down a labyrinth of deceptive appearances. In his last
novel, perhaps the most ‘pascalian’ in terms of posing problems, Dostoevsky
makes the devil say the famous cartesian formula; the devil appears during Ivan
Karamazov’s delirium and verbalises the ideas on which the character has med-
itated for a long time:

To ects, ecan xouems, st 0AHON ¢ TOGOH $prrocoduu, BOT 310 GYACT Cripasea-
AMBO. Je pense, donc je suis, 3T0 51 3HAIO HABEPHO, OCTAABHOE XKE BCE, 4TO KPYIoM
MEHsI, BCE 9TH MHPBI, 00T M A2XKe caM caTaHa — BCE 9TO AASL MCHSI HE AOKA3aHO,
CYILECTBYET AU OHO CaMo II0 ce6e MAM €CTb OAHA TOABKO MOSI SMaHALMS, IIOCAC-
AOBATEABHOE Pa3BUTHE MOETO S, CYIIECTBYIOIETO AOBPEMEHHO U EAUHOAMYHO. ..

(IIcc 155 77).>°

18 “IfI cannot understand even that, then it is not for me to understand about God. I humbly
confess that I do not have the ability to resolve such questions, I have a Euclidean mind, an
earthly mind, and therefore it is not for us to resolve things that are not of this world. And
I advise you never to think about it, Alyosha my friend, and most especially about wheth-
er God exists or not. All such questions are completely unsuitable to a mind created with a
concept of only three dimensions”

19 Cf. PASCAL, fr. 742, p. 1300.

20 “Well, if you like, I have the same philosophy as you, that would be true. Je pense, donc je su-
is, | know that for a face; all the rest, all these worlds, God and even Satan - all that is not
proved, to my mind. Does all that exist of itself, or is it only an emanation of myself, a logi-

cal development of my ego which alone has existed for ever”.
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The absolutisation of a rational capacity, which is represented here ironi-
cally and grotesquely, is indissolubly related to the affirmation of the Ego and
its will as an ultimate criterion and measure of reality. In both Dostoevsky’s
and Pascal’s reflections, it is opposed to the “order of the heart”, which has its
supreme expression in the Christian ideal of piezas, or love. It alone is capable
of embracing opposites and accepting the paradoxical nature of being and
of reason itself: “En Jésus-Christ toutes les contradictions sont accordées™
(Dmitry in The Brothers Karamazov seems to follow the similar logics, apply-
ing a polyphonic vision, which accepts the coexistence of contraries, to earthly
reality: “God sets us nothing but riddles. Here the boundaries meet and all
contradictions exist side by side” (Z7cc 14; 100). The devil takes the cartesian
logic of rationalistic solipsism to the extreme, a great temptation for reason
and one that has a truly diabolic appeal. It causes the individual to affirm
his egoistic will beyond God and thus against God, depart from the ideal of
charitas (which can only be achieved through the grace), and therefore totally
abandon God.

In fact Ivan acknowledges the misery of the human mind, especially in front
of the “future universal harmony” which will rein in the eternity when the illu-
sion of temporary existence will be over and supreme justice will triumph:

S YGC)KACH, KaK MAAQACHCI, YTO CTPaAAHHS 3aKMBYT H CTAAAATCS, YTO BCCh
OGHAHLIﬁ KOMHM3M YCAOBCYCCKHUX HpOTI/IBOpC‘{I/II‘;I HCYE3HET, KaK >KaAKHUH MHpPaX,
KaK THYCHCHbPKOC U3MBIIIACHUC MAAOCHUABHOTO M MAACHBKOT'O, KaK aTOM, 1CAOBC-

YECKOTO 3BKAHAOBCKOTO YMa (11CC 14; 214-215).*

Nevertheless, in the end, Ivan affirms the supremacy of the mind over the
heart, illustrating the paradox that constitutes the whole of Pascal’s philoso-
phising: “Il n’y a rien de si conforme a la raison que ce désaveu de la raison””
The microscopic, invisible but fundamental part of the human interiority, in
which the infinity is contained. This image of the mind as infinitely small as an
atom recalls Pascal’s “raccourci d’atom”, to which one of the most powerful and

fascinating passages of the Thoughts is dedicated:

21 PASCAL, fr. 289, p. 970. “In Jesus Christ all the contradictions are reconciled”

22 “I believe like a child that suffering will be healed and made up for, that all the humiliating
absurdity of human contradictions will vanish like a pitiful mirage, like the despicable fab-
rication of the impotent and infinitely small Euclidean mind of man”.

23 PAScCAL, fr. 213, p. 933. “There is nothing so conformable to reason as this disavowal of
reason’.
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Je veux lui faire voir la-dedans un abime nouveau, je lui veux peindre non seule-
ment ['univers visible, mais I'immensité qu'on peut concevoir de la nature dans
Ienceinte de ce raccourci d’atome. Qu’il y voie ume infinité d’univers, dont cha-
cun a son firmament, ses planets, sa terre, en la méme proportion que le monde
visible. [...] Qui se considérera de la sorte s’effraiera de soi-méme et se consi-
dérant soutenu dans la masse que la nature lui a donnée entre ces deux abimes
de I’'infini et du néant, il tremblera dans la vue de ses merveilles. [...] Car enfin
qu’est-ce que ’homme dans la nature? Un néant & I’égard de I'infini, un tout &
I’égard du néant, un milieu entre rien et tout, infiniment éloigné de comprendre
les extrémes, la fin des choses et leur principe sont pour lui invinciblement ca-

chés dans un secret impénétrable.**

Thus, in Dostoevsky, as in Pascal, the weakness and inadequacy of the ‘Eu-
clidean’ mind, which is still capable of embracing the universe by thought,
is continuously brought to light through its claim to reach the essence of all
things, while detaching itself from the solid etic and spiritual base — in other
words, according to limpid reformulation by a young Dostoevsky of Pascal’s
idea, out of touch with the “thought of the heart”: “ITosnars npupoay, 6ora,
ALY, AOGOBB... DTO MOSHACTCS CEPALIEM, a HE yMOM. [...] YM — cnocobHoCTh
MaTePUAABHASL... AYIIA K€, HAU AYX, KUBCT MbLCAUIO, KOMMOPYIO HAUENINbLBAE
eit cepoye” (I1cC 28 5 54).

These are the words that the seventeen-year-old Dostoevsky addresses to his
brother in another letter. The redemption of the “order of the heart” is symp-
tomatic and will somehow become the Leitmotiv of the whole of his work. It
is quite close to Pascal’s perspective, which summarises a millenary tradition
(from St. Paul, St. Augustine to St. Francis and Nicholas of Cusa): “C’est le

24 PascaL, fr. 230, p. 944. “Then I will open before him therein a new abyss. I will paint for
him not only the visible universe, but all that he can conceive of nature’s immensity in the
enclosure of this diminished atom. Let him therein see an infinity of universes of which
each has its firmament, its planets, its earth, in the same proportion as in the visible world
[...] Whoso takes this survey of himself will be terrified at the thought that he is upheld in
the material being, given him by nature, between these two abysses of the infinite and noth-
ing, he will tremble at the sight of these marvels [...]. For after all what is man in nature? A
nothing in regard to the infinite, a2 whole in regard to nothing, a mean between nothing
and the whole; infinitely removed from understanding cither extreme. The end of things
and their beginnings are invincibly hidden from him in impenetrable secrecy”.

25 “Nature, the soul, love, and God, one recognizes through the heart, and not through the
reason. [...] Now, Reason is a material capacity, while the soul or spirit lives on the thoughts

which are whispered by the heart”.
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ceeur qui sent Dieu, et non la raison: voila ce que c’est que la foi. Dieu sen-
sible au cceur, non a la raison. (...) Le caeur a ses raisons, que la raison ne connait
point”> Similarly to Pascal and St. Augustine, Dostoevsky seems to solve the
problem of human freedom, which for many years constituted the object of his
mental torment, founding it in God: it is only by dissolving the individual in
Him that one can achieve integrity, as St. Augustine claims.”” At the same time,
God for Dostoevsky, according to Luigi Pareyson,

is not the object of affirmation that can be peacefully ascertained; approaching
Him involves a continuous and tormented search [...]: God waits for the man
behind the corner, ready to strike him at the most unexpected moment, and He
is certainly closer to the ones who are desperate for having denied Him, than to

the ones who believe to have always affirmed him.**

From Pascal’s perspective, which is perfectly in line with St. Augustine’s the-
ological thought” (“Inquietum est cor nostrum, donec requiescat in te”: Conf.,
I 1), anxiety, unrest and torment are marks of the spiritual search; the absence
of profound peace is vital for man and ensures he has the energy to seck God.
The “crucible of doubt”, through which Dostoevsky’s “hosanna had passed”, as
he declared on different occasions, is the essence of an authentic religious feel-
ing: “the thirst alone of spiritual revelation is already a spiritual revelation”* As
Pascal asserts, he who secks God already possesses him (“Tu ne me chercherais
pas, si tu ne me possédais™). The obstacles in man’s spiritual way lead to a
deeper, more vivid and authentic “understanding” with the heart of the es-
sence of religion. It is this unrest which is a means of spiritual transfiguration:

26 PascaL, fr. 680, p. 1217 (the italics are mine). “It is the heart which is conscious of God,
not the reason. This then is faith; God sensible to the heart, not to the reason”. “The heart
has its reasons, which reason knows not”.

27 Some of the aspects of St. Augustine’s influence on Dostoevsky have been studied by
Vladimir KANTOR in “McnoBeap u Teopuues B TBopuccTBe AocToeBekoro (penenuus
Aspeaus Asrycruna)’, in Stefano ALOE (a cura di), Su Fedor Dostoevskij. Visione filosofica e
sguardo di scrittore (Napoli: La scuola di Pitagora editrice, 2012), ¢. 279-294.

28 Luigi PAREYSON, “Le dimensioni della libertd in Dostoevskij’, in Sante GRACIOTTI (a
cura di), Dostoevskij nella coscienza d’oggi (Firenze: Sansoni, 1981), pp. 107-121, p. 119 (my
translation).

29 Cf. Philippe SELLIER, Port-Royal et la littérature. Pascal (Paris: Champion, 2010).

30 Lucio DAL SANTO (a cura di), Dostoevskij inedito. Quaderni e taccuini 1860-1881 (Firenze:
Valecchi, 1980), p. 408 (my translation).

31 PASCAL, fr. 756, p. 1323. “You would not seck Me if you did not possess Me”.
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“Toutes ces contrariétés qui semblaient le plus méloigner de la connaissance
d’une religion est ce qui m’a le plus tot conduit a la véritable”>

Even as a youth, Dostoevsky accompanied his reflection on the destiny of
man, his real nature and the greatest mystery of existence with an often polem-
ical dialogue with Pascal. But the awareness that Dostoevsky had about this
affinity progressively intensified in his later work. The unrest to which man is
condemned is a sign of his ambiguous and fatal incapacity “to know certainly
and to ignore absolutely”. His inability to solve these crucial problems — par-
ticularly the problem of God’s existence — still being profoundly appealed by
them, is fundamental to human nature, and this “knowing ignorance” is consti-
tutive to it. The inquietude is a synonym of spiritual depth, but also a damna-
tion. In his long speech, the Grand Inquisitor defines the human condition as
full of unrest and misery, and the formula he uses is almost a literal translation
of Pascal’s “Condition de 'homme: inconstance, ennui, inquietude”:* “Hec-
IOKOMCTBO, CMATCHUE U HECYACTUE — BOT TEMEPEIIHUH YACA ATOAETT 3+ (UCC 14;
234), The quote appears right after the Grand Inquisitor accuses the prisoner of
leading mankind to the painful awareness of its state.

According to Jean Deprun’s striking formula in the part of his research
which is dedicated to Pascal’s thought, the inquictude constitutes an “apol-
ogetic fact par excellence” and Dostoevsky seems to have assimilated these
optics in his paradoxical affirmation of faith through the torment of doubt.
For Pascal, he who follows the heart and its reasons is “reasonable”, especially
with regard to the search for God: “Il n’y a que deux sortes de personnes quon
puisse appeler raisonnables: ou ceux qui servent Dieu de tout leur coeur parce
qu’ils le connaissent, ou ceux qui le cherchent de tout leur caeur parce qu’ils ne
le connaissent pas”

The aporias of reason preclude access to the complex, ‘polyphonic’ compre-
hension of reality, associated with the ideal of love, which is expressed by God’s
incarnation in Christ, and which is realised through compassion, which Dosto-
evsky in the Idiot and in a letter defines as the most important and perhaps the
sole law of human existence. In other words, there exists a logic of the heart: it

32 PASCAL, fr. 23, p. 838. “All these contradictions which seemed to have taken me further
from the knowledge of religion, are what most rapidly lead me into truth”.

33 PASCAL, fr. 58, p. 849. “The condition of man; inconstancy, weariness, unrest”.

34 “Unrest, confusion and unhappiness — that is the present lot of man”

35 Jean DEPRUN, La Philosophie de I’ Inquiétude en France au XVIII siécle (Paris: Vrin, 1979).

36 PASCAL, fr. 681, p. 1225 (the italics are mine). “There are but two classes of men who can be
called reasonable; those who serve God with their whole heart because they know him, or

those who seek him with their whole heart because they know him not”
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nourishes a dialogical, opened “rationalism”, which is opposed to the autocrat-
ic, monological and total one. This mental attitude can partly be summarised in
a paradoxical formula, which radically questions the legitimacy of the “crystal
palace” as an existential ideal in the Underground Man’s speculation: “two
times two makes five is sometimes a most charming thing as well” (I1cc s; 119).

In Demons, Dostoevsky illustrates the destructive, devastating potential
of pure Reason in its tendency to measure and to prove what cannot be ap-
proached in terms of the ‘Euclidian mind; the potential that can give rise to the
most horrid and inhumane brutality. However, the part in this novel where the
words attributed to Pascal are explicitly quoted in French and repeated twice
by Stepan Trofimovich is full of irony: “On trouve toujours plus de moines que
de raisons”.

For Dostoevsky and Pascal, the heart is superior to Reason, and the highest
form of expression of the latter is Justice interpreted in a human perspective
(formed and determined by the espriz geométrigue or, in Dostoevsky’s catego-
ries, by the Euclidian mind): “If someone proved to me that Christ is outside
the truth and that in reality the truth were outside of Christ, then I should
prefer to remain with Christ rather than with the truth” (ZZcc 28 ; 176), as he
claims in a letter to Natalia Fonvizina from late January — early February 1854.
In fact, Christ is presented here as a haven of supreme Justice, which in its
authentic nature, i.e. when it is not deformed by human rationality, is unthink-
able without love. The French philosopher’s presence on the horizon of Dos-
toevsky’s reflection is tangible here, as it is in other passages of his texts where
the central ideas of Pascal’s Christology are echoed: “on se fait une idole de
la verité méme, car la verité hors de la charité nest pas Diew”” Truth deprived
of charity is abstract, rational, potentially tyrannic and inhumane, as Aglaya
suggests to Myshkin regarding his judgment of the young anarchist Ippolit
Terentyev. She literally summarises Pascal’s impressive assumption: “As for you,
I think you are behaving very badly, because it is not right to judge a man’s soul
as you are judging Hippolyte’s. You have no gentleness, but only truth — so you
are unjust”?* In the same dialogue, Aglaya accuses the prince of heartlessness in
response to his promise to prevent Nastasya Filippovna from writing her any
more letters.

37 PASCAL, fr. 755, p. 1322 (the italics are mine). “We make an idol of truth itself, for truth
apart from charity is not God”.

38 A c Balci CTOPOHBI 51 HAXOXKY, 9TO BCE ITO OYCHb AYPHO, IIOTOMY YTO OYCHb Ipy6o Tak
CMOTPETb U CYAUTD AYLIY 9€AOBEKA, Kak Bl CyAuTe MnmoanTa. Y Bac HOKHOCTH HET: OAHA

IIPaBAQA, CTAAO ObITD, — HECIPABEAAUBO. (HCC 8;354).
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In these episodes, Myshkin seems to embody the logic of “absolute good”
comprehended rationally, which in the long run contradicts the principle of
authentic humanity based on what Bakhtin would define as a ‘polyphonic’ ac-
ceptance of reality — or the infinity of realities composed by different people’s
visions:

It is quite possible to imagine and postulate a unified truth that requires a plu-
rality of consciousnesses, one that cannot in principle be fitted into the bounds
of a single consciousness, one that is, so to speak, by its very nature full of event

potential and is born at a point of contact among various consciousnesses.*’

The “entirely positive” personage, the “extremest incarnation of the Chris-
tian ideal of love that humanity can reach in its present form”* (Dostoevsky
himself defines its realisation through the character of Myshkin as a failure)
ends up paradoxically annihilating this ideal by fetishising it and subordinating
it to rational thinking mechanisms. In the background, there is the Enlight-
enment idea of rational good, already embodied in the image of the “crystal
palace”, which is grotesquely rethought here. That is what gives rise to Vittorio

Strada’s original affirmation that the Idiot can be interpreted also as a kind of
anti-Candid:

Voltaire’s novel is an ironical profanation of the optimistic providentialism,
an illuministic Don Quixote which parodies Leibniz’s Theodicy, while The Idi-
ot, through that Quixote-like Christ who is Myshkin, reconsecrates a tragic and
paradoxical Christianism, substituting with the “Euclidean” rationalism the
faith which is tempered in the crucible of doubt. Against Voltaire Pascal is be-

ing asserted.*'

It is emblematic that Strada puts together the names of these two think-
ers here, especially in light of the fact that the Condorcet edition of Pascal’s
Thoughts with Voltaire’s decisive participation (1776) was the first significant
attempt to order, from the point of view the Enlightenment philosophy, the
(intentionally) diffuse fragments of Pascal’s discourse about spiritual rescarch.
In this edition, “Pascal-scientist and moralist overshadows Pascal-mystic and

39 BAKHTIN, p. 81.

40 Joseph FRANK, Dostoevsky a Writer in His Time (Princeton University Press, 2010), p. 577.

41 Vittorio STRADA, Le veglie della ragione. Miti e figure della letteratura russa da Dostoevskij a
Pasternak (Torino: Einaudi, 1986), p. 34 (my translation).
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theologian”#* It is probably through this edition that the young Dostoevsky,
who names Pascal in the letters to his brother, was first acquainted with the
Thoughts. This edition predates the publication of Butovsky’s translation. Dos-
toevsky could even have become fascinated by the rationalistic focus in which
this Apology of Christianity was presented (i.c. in Voltaire’s Preface, since we
know that the young writer went through a phase of Voltairean scepticism®).
He might have understood that it contradicted the intimate intention of Pas-
cal’s project and its organising principle, which the author himself defined as
LVordre du caeur (the order of the heart).*+

Admitting that something in the human being is beyond rational com-
prehension and it greatly influences human nature is a mark of a mystical
approach. Valerian Maykov, one of the most eminent critics of the nineteenth
century, comments on this artistic attitude, which Dostoevsky defines later in
his short story The Meek One (1876) as a “fantastic realism”. Maykov states that
the mystical vision unexpectedly results from the writer’s capacity to penetrate
“to the chemical structure of matter”.* According to his incisive observation,
Dostoevsky delved so deeply into “human things”, that he shone a light on the
“mystical reflex” of the depicted reality.

If we accept Strada’s suggestion, Voltaire’s Candide is also recognisable
among the archetypes which could have inspired the image of Myshkin, espe-
cially regarding his candour and genuine faith in the rational nature of supreme
good. Myshkin is so profoundly open to other people’s realities, so altruistic
and selfless, that one could suspect him of being an “abstraction”, an impossible
idealisation, “an earthly simulacre of the purely spiritual entity”*¢ At the same
time in the narration this ideal is being continuously opposed to the reality of
human contradictions, which Myshkin himself tends to embrace through his
accepting attitude. That is how the comic often results in tragic humanism, and
Pascal is properly “being afhrmed against Voltaire”

The sense of mystery, derived from the unsolvable contradictions and apo-
rias of human nature, orients Pascal’s project and permeates its textual form,
making his argumentation conformable with its object, and thus paradoxical
and profoundly contradictory. The openness of man, his being incomplete and
never equal to himself is a sign of his multiplicious nature transcending itself:

42 PAPASOGLI, p. 11.

43 Cf. Robert L. JACKSON, Dostoevsky’s quest for form. A study of his Philosophy of Art (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1966).

44 Cf. SELLIER, Port-Royal et la littérature. Pascal.

4s Baaepuan H. MAKKOB, Couunennsg, 1.1 (KueB, 1901), c.208-209.

46 STRADA, p. 33.
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“Chomme passe infiniment ’homme”,# or, according to Dmitry’s ironical re-
framing, “Yes, man is broad, too broad, indeed. I'd have him narrower” (Zcc
14; 100). It is evidenced by man’s aspiration to the sublime, which is combined
with its opposite, the “animal” part in him. The implicit dialogue between Pas-
cal and Voltaire, whose famous idea of the necessity for humanity to invent God
is quoted literally in the novel, is powerfully perceptible as a substrate of Ivan’s
ambiguous reasoning in this, as in some other significant passages of the novel:

...ObIA OAMH CTapBblii TPEIIHKK B BOCCMHAALIATOM CTOACTHH, KOTOPBIH H3PEK, 4TO
ecan 651 He 6120 60ra, TO cACAOBaAO OBl €ro BbIAyMaTh, §'il nexistait pas Dieu il
faudrait I'inventer. 1 aciictButeanHo, yeaoBek Boigymas Bora. M He To cTpanHo,
He To 66140 651 AUBHO, 4TO BOT B cCaMOM AeA€ CYLIECTBYET, HO TO AUBHO, YTO TaKas
MBICAb — MBICAb O HEO6XOAUMOCTH Bora — MOraa 3aAe3Tb B FOAOBY TAKOMY AUKO-
MY M 3A0MY >KHBOTHOMY, KaK YCAOBEK, AO TOTO OHA CBSITA, AO TOTO OHA TPOTATCAB-

Ha, AO TOTO IIPEMYAPA H AO TOTO OHA AEAAET YeCTh YeoBeKy (/1CC 14; 213-214).*°

Here, there is clearly an intention to demonstrate the contradictions within
“the atmosphere of the human soul’, which is equally open to divinity and beast-
liness and which is suspended between two abysses. This “atmosphere” makes
man an “incomprehensible, monstrous miracle”. Dmitry, the most vivid and
tragic character of the novel, confesses his own beastly nature, declaring himself
an 7zsect, thus achieving a tragic grandeur in a lucid and painful awareness of his
smallness, which is in keeping with Pascal’s paradox of man who “is great in that
he knows himself to be miserable”. Man infinitely transcends man, as Dmitry’s
passionate confession suggests — a head-spinning speech, where “incomprehen-
sible, monstrous” human nature is affirmed: “Tyr 6epera cxoasitest, TyT Bee po-
TUBOPEYHS BMECTE XKHUBYT. [...] Her, IHUPOK 9€AOBEK, CAMIIKOM AaXe LIMPOK,
51 651 cysua. [...] Tyt apsiBoa ¢ 6orom Gopercst, a oae GUTBBI — CEPALIE AIOACH
(I1cc 14; 100).* Stupor in the face of the immense mystery that the human be-

47 PASCAL, fr. 164, p. 9o1. “Man infinitely transcends man”.

48 “There was an old sinner in the eighteenth century who declared that, if there were no
God, he would have to be invented. 7% n'existait pas Dieu, il faudyait linventer. And man
has actually invented God. And what’s strange, what would be marvellous, is not that God
should really exist; the marvel is that such an idea, the idea of the necessity of God, could
enter the head of such a savage, vicious beast as man. So holy it is, so touching, so wise and
so great a credit it does to man”

49 “Here the boundaries meet and all contradictions exist side by side. [...] Yes, man is broad,
too broad, indeed. I'd have him narrower. [...] God and the devil are fighting there and the
battlefield is the heart of man”.
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ing represents permeates Ivan’s and Dmitry’s reflections, which seem sometimes
to allude to the transcendent or even divine origin of man’s torment in the fatal
inconceivability of his ambiguous nature, implying coexistence of nothingness
and greatness in him. As Pascal’s man, Dostoevsky’s characters fall into the abyss
without taking their eyes off the sky, and some of them seem to exclaim as the
great philosopher does: “Qlielle chimere est-ce donc que I’homme, quelle nou-
veauté, quel monstre, quel chaos, quel sujet de contradiction, quel prodige, juge
de toutes choses, imbécile ver de terre, dépositaire du vrai, cloaque d’incertitude
et d’erreur, gloire et rebut de 'univers!”>° All of these dimensions are present in
Dostoevsky’s work, in the long run without any of them prevailing over others.
This vision of human nature is profoundly polyphonic.

So, what is at stake for Dostoevsky is always a man. He somehow seems
to complete Pascal’s project, peering into the abysses of the human soul with
ruthless lucidity. The dramatic and decisive choice lies between the man-god
(¢elovekobag), a kind of a superman, and the God-Man (Bogocelovek), i.c.
Christ, in the certainty that pure humanity will destroy itself if it is not en-
lightened and redeemed by Christ, the only mediator of Deus vere absconditus
(“Nous ne connaissons Dieu que par Jésus-Christ. Sans ce médiateur est dtée
toute communication avec Dieu”'). This goes to the heart of Pascal’s Christolo-
gy. The extreme outcome of the “double infinity” constituting the “atmosphere
of the human soul”, which determines man’s ambiguous nature (his being both
“beast” and “angel”) is reflected in Karamazov’s spirit, which can be ‘stratified’
in three guises, or hypostases — spirit, intellect, and passion. Also, as Dmitry
asserts, Alyosha is not exempt from this fundamental moral duality inherent
to Karamazov, and generally to man: “All we Karamazov are such insects, and,
angel as you are, that insect lives in you too, and will stir up a tempest in your
blood” (I1cc 14; 100).

In Ivan’s hallucination, the devil — or his alter ego — reveals that it is particu-
larly satisfying for him to succeed in tempting great souls full of generosity and
doubts, such as Ivans. These souls “can contemplate such abysses of belief and
misbelief at once” (ZZcc 155 80). Later, during the trial, in the crucial point of
his discourse, the attorney uses the same terms, describing two abysses which
he claims characterise Karamazov’s spirit: in the context of his highfalutin and

so PASCAL, fr. 164, p. 900. “What a chimera then is man! how strange and monstrous! a
chaos, a contradiction, a prodigy. Judge of all things, yet a weak carth-worm; depositary of
truth, yet a cesspool of uncertainty and error; the glory and offscouring of the Universe”

st Cf. “We know God only by Jesus Christ. Without this mediator all communion with God
is taken away” (PASCAL, fr. 221, p. 936).
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pathetic speech, this reference, which is insistently repeated, sounds almost
mocking, like a grotesque rethinking of Pascal’s motive. At the same time, his
assumptions could have a universal meaning and could be extended to the whole
of the human condition. Dmitry represents the extreme version of a man who is
lacerated by his median nature and continuously oscillates between the heights of
the spirit and the most horrendous passions: “Mb1 Haryps! mHpOKHE, KapaMa3oB-
CKHe, [...] crocoGHbIC BMEIATh BCCBO3MOXKHBIC IIPOTHBOIIOAGKHOCTH U Pa3oM
cosepuath 00¢ Ge3AHBI, 6€3AHY Hap Hamu, OE3AHY BBICLIMX HACAAOB, U OC3AHY
T0A HaMM, GEe3AHy CAMOTO HUBIIIETO U 3A0BOHHOTO maaenust” (I1CC 155 129).5*

Dostoevsky reflects on a moral plan upon man’s abyssal nature and develops
one of the directions implicit in Pascal’s thought, which prefigures the abysses of
the subconscious. The theological dimension of his discourse implies interpret-
ing the abominable part of human nature as a “signature” of original sin, which
can only be redeemed through a constant and devoted exercise of charitas.

What characterises Pascal’s theology is an exclusive attention to the soterio-
logical motives of Christian dogmatics, original sin and redemption, which in
Dostoevsky’s world are dialectically connected. The tension which constitutes
the ideological foundation of the Russian writer’s work is mostly concentrated
between these two poles, which in The Brothers Karamazov take the form of
two abysses — turpitude and purity, corruption and redemption, sin and grace.
The transmission of original sin is declared the key mystery of existence, and
probably constitutes the guestion which Ivan is tormented by and which he
feels an urge to resolve, even if he suspects that it is not possible for humans to
understand it because human finitude constrains man’s ability to understand
the truth reliably. The inability to relate earthly justice to divine justice is a
great source of suffering:

Ecan oHu [peTKH] Ha 3eMA€E TOXKE Y>KACHO CTPAAAIOT, TO YK, KOHCUHO, 3a OTL|OB
CBOHX, HAKA3aHBI 32 OTLJOB CBOHX, CBEBIIHX S0AOKO, — HO BEAb ITO PACCYKACHHUE
U3 APYTOrO MMpa, CEPALIY XKe YEAOBEYECKOMY 3AECh Ha 3eMAc HermoHsaTHOe. Hean-
35 CTPaAaTh HEMTOBHHHOMY 32 APYTOIO, Aa elie TakoMy HenosunHoMmy!” ([1cc

14; 216-217).

s2 W are of a broad, Karamazovian nature [...] capable of containing all possible opposites
and of contemplating both abysses at once, the abyss above us, an abyss of lofty ideals, and
the abyss beneath us, an abyss of the lowers and foulest degradation”.

53 “If they [children], too, suffer horribly on earth, they must suffer for their fathers’ sins, they
must be punished for their fathers, who have eaten the apple; but that reasoning is of the
other world and is incomprehensible for the heart of man here on earth. The innocent must

not suffer for another’s sins, and especially such innocents!”.
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This passage, I presume, is directly inspired by Pascal’s fragment, where he
posits the impossibility of truly understanding oneself without approaching
the mystery of the transmission of original sin, which still remains incompre-

hensible:

Qu’y a-t’il de plus contraire aux régles de notre miserable justice que de dam-
ner éternellement un enfant incapable de volonté pour un péché ou il parait avoir
si peu de part qu’il est commis six mille ans avant qu’il fiit en étre. Cerzaine-
ment rien ne nous heurte plus rudement de cette doctrine. Et cependent, sans ce
mystere le plus incompréhensible de tous nous sommes incompréhensibles 4
nous-mémes. Le nceud de notre condition prend ses replis et ses tours dans cet

abime.>*

Similarly for Pascal, whose purpose is to induce faith through the paradox,
the question of theodicy is impossible to solve through the ‘Euclidean mind.
There cannot be any valid theoretical evidence of God’s existence. The endeav-
our itself of making it humanly comprehensible, reducing what is inaccessible
to a purely pragmatic discourse, has something macabre in it, as the pure op-
portunism of Pascal’s wager evidences: let us imagine that God exists and let us
act as if he did; if he actually does not, we do not lose anything; if he does, we
win everything. The extreme expression of Ivan’s idea, which in Dmitry’s refor-
mulation sounds like a moral law, “If God does not exist, everything is permit-
ted”, can also be seen as an overturned pari. An Italian writer and critic Leon-
ardo Sciascia in the novel Zodomodo (the ideological background of which is
a sort of dialogue between Pascal and Dostoevsky*) further debunks the idea,
grasping the authentic sense of the dialectics of sin and redemption which are
fundamental to the Christian worldview: “If God doesn’t exist nothing is per-
mitted”. If there is no God, no redemption is possible.s¢

54 PAscAL, fr. 164, p. 9o2. “There is nothing so repugnant to the rules of our miserable jus-
tice as to damn eternally an infant incapable of will, for a sin in which he seems to have so
scanty a share, that it was committed six thousand years before he was in being. Certain-
ly nothing shocks us more rudely than this doctrine, and yet without this mystery, the most
incomprehensible of all, we are incomprehensible to ourselves. The tangle of our condition
takes its plies and folds in this abyss”

ss Cf. Daria FARAFONOVA,
mostro incomprensibile’. L’universo pascaliano di Leonardo Sciascia’, Lestere italiane,
LXVIII (2016), I, pp. 152-172.

56 Cf. “Dio esiste, dunque tutto ci ¢ permesso. [...] E nella sua vera essenza, questo ¢ il

«c

E sempre lo contraddico, finché non comprenda che ¢ un

cristianesimo: che tutto ci ¢ permesso. Il delitto, il dolore, la morte: crede sarebbero
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Finally, the question of ethics in a world where man cannot know his real
condition but can only have a vague anguish for something he intuits to have
lost is brought to light in the reflection on the immortality of the soul as the
basic question of the morality. In a note from A Writer’s Diary, dated No-
vember-December 1876, Dostoevsky definitely has in mind Pascal’s diatribe
against indifferentism with regard to this problem which, according to both,
should be every man’s greatest concern and the object of his uninterrupted
reflection.

L’immortalité de I’Ame est une chose qui nous importe si fort, qui nous touche
si profondément, qu’il faut avoir perdu tout sentiment pour étre dans Iindiffé-
rence de savoir ce qui en est. Toutes nos actions et nos pensées doivent prendre
des routes si différentes, selon qu’il y aura des biens éternels 4 espérer ou non,
qu’il est impossible de faire une démarche avec sens et jugement, qu'en les ré-

glant par la vue de ce point, qui doit étre notre dernier objet.’”

Dostoevsky gives a more intransigent, radical interpretation to the question,
insisting on the importance and the ethic potential of authentic and firm belief
in the immortality of the soul. He also points out the disproportional indiffer-
entism (nupuddepentusm) for this fundamental problem of human existence,
rendering the concept in Russian exactly by the Latin root word, that is to say
by a calque, which is a more elevated and specifically connoted analogue of
«pasnodymue> (this linguistic detail reveals how close his reasoning is to Pas-
cal’s one):

OcHOBHast U caMasi BBICHIASL HAES 9EAOBEYCCKOTO OBITHS — HEOOXOAUMOCTD U
HEN36EKHOCTh YOOKACHUA B HECCMEPTHH AWM YeAoBedeckoil. [...] Bes Bepnr
B CBOIO AyIIy U cc GeccMepTHe GBITHE YeAOBEKA HEECTECTBCHHO, HEMBICAUMO H
HEBBIHOCHMO. [...] 3TO HeBepHe YKOPECHSETCS M MOBCEMECTHBIM, CTPAHHBIM Ka-
KHUM-TO HHANPEPCHTU3MOM K 3TOH BBICIICH HAEE YCAOBEYECKOTO CYIICCTBOBA-
HUSL. [...] A BBICIIAS MACS Ha 3EMAC 4utb 00KA N IMCHHO — HACs O GeceMepTnn

Aymn HCAOBCHCCKOﬁ, I/I6O BCC OCTAABHBIC BBICIINC HACH JKM3HH, KOTOPBIMH MO-

possibili, se Dio non ci fosse?” (Leonardo Sciascia, Todomodo, ed. by P. Squillacioti, 2
voll. (Milano: Adelphi 2012), vol. L, pp. 835-935: 897).

57 PAscAL, fr. 681, p. 1219. “The immortality of the soul is a matter of so great moment to us,
it touches us so deeply, that we must have lost all feeling if we are careless of the truth about
it. Our every action and our every thought must take such different courses, according as
there are or are not eternal blessings for which to hope, that it is impossible to take a single

step with sense or judgment, save in view of that point which ought to be our end and aim”



60 DARIA FARAFONOVA

KET OBITh XKUB YEAOBEK, AUty U3 Hee 000t soimexarm (I1CC 24; 47-48; italics

are in the text).?®

Pascal drops the reader in a mass of contradictions, in which almost nothing
is affirmed without being immediately retracted. This performative method of
demonstrating the mystery which man represents to himself implies a spiritual
route, an inner transformation. This intention defines the form, modality and
content of Pascal’s reasoning. Dostoevsky accomplishes a similar operation on
the artistic level, using the paradox to guide his artistic thinking and the narra-
tive structure of many of his works. His enduring and profound relation with
Pascal’s reflection illuminates this paradoxicality with a singular ethic force,
with a profound and tormented humanity, with a paradoxical and unfailing
trust in man despite overwhelming evidence, despite all of Reason’s arguments,
which are constantly presented in their weakness and sterility in front of the
reasons of the bheart.

58 “The fundamental and the loftest idea of human existence is the necessity and the
inevitability of a conviction in the immortality of the human soul. [...] Without this
belief in one’s own soul and in its immortality human existence is unnatural, unthinkable,
and intolerable. [...] This disbelief strikes root also thanks to some strange indifferentism
towards the highest idea of human existence. [...] There is only one higher idea on carth,
and it is the immortality of the human soul, for all the other ‘higher ideas of life by which

humans might live derive from that idea alone”.
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“Don’t Get Angry, Just Pray”:
The Ghost of Gogol in Dostoevsky’s Diary’

Tribulation and anguish upon every soul of man that worketh evil, of the Jew
first, and also of the Greek.
Romans 2:9 (ASV)

CAOBOM, KHHI'a MOXCT ITOCAY>XHTb TOABKO AOKa3aTCAbCTBOM BEAHUKOM HCTHHBI
CAOB aItOCTOAQ HaBAa, CKa3aBUICTO, YTO BECh YCAOBCK €CTb AOXKb.

Nikolai Gogol, Asmopcxas ucnoseds*

It may be hard to believe, but there is actually more to be said about Gogol’s
influence on Dostoevsky. This was already an established critical question
by the time Yuri Tynyanov used the two writers as material for his theory
of parody a century ago,’ but one of Dostoevsky’s most explicit parodies* of

1 Iam grateful to Professor Ilya Vinitsky for his comments and suggestions on an earlier ver-
sion of this article. I would also like to thank Dostoevsky Studies's anonymous reviewers for
their comments. I am entirely responsible, however, for the content of this discussion in its
current form.

> Huxkoaait B. Toroas, [oanoe cobparue couunenuii 6 14 mm. (Mocksa: Map-80 AH CCCP,
1937-1952), T. 8, C. 433.

3 IOpuit H. ToIHAHOB, Jocmoesckuti u Iozons (K meopun napodun) (Ilerporpap: OITOS3,
1921). Tynyanov’s study lists a number of literary techniques that Dostoevsky developed
from Gogol's writing, proves that Dostoevsky used Gogols style and persona for com-
ic effect throughout his career, and makes the point that Dostoevsky himself saw Go-
gol as a great wall that he had to surmount as a writer. I will draw on Tynyanov’s work lat-
er in this paper. See also Bacuaunit B. PO3AHOB, Aecenda o Beauxom unxeusumope D.M.
Aocmoescxozo (Mocksa: Pecniybauka, 1996) and Donald FANGER, Dostoevsky and Roman-
tic Realism: A Study of Dostoevsky in Relation to Balzac, Dickens and Gogol (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1967), both of which analyze the artistic relationship between the
two writers in ways that complement Tynyanov’s work.

4 I am using Tynyanov’s definition of the term, which requires a “shift” from one literary
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Gogol remains totally undiscussed. I have in mind the January 1876 section
of The Diary of a Writer (1873, 1876-7, 1881), which contains a posthumous
‘quote’ from the carlier author: “He apasuure gepreit, He sxmaiitecs, rpex
ApasHHTD depreil... Ecan HOubI0 Te6s HauHeT MyYHMTH HepBHYcCKast GecCOH-
HHILA, HE 3AMCb, 2 MOAHCH, 3TO 4CPTH; KPECTH PyOalIKy, TBOPH MOAHMTBY
(Ilcc 225 32)5

These words appear at the beginning of an article called “Spiritualism. A
Little Bit About Devils. The Extraordinary Cleverness of these Devils, If Only
These Are Devils,” a title that suggests ironic playfulness on the author’s part.
The essay itself bears this out, as Dostoevsky interweaves an argument about
devils being the source of spiritualist phenomena like table-turning with a se-
ries of reminders that devils are not real and that this whole line of thinking is
not serious. This tension reaches its peak at the conclusion, where Dostoevsky
explicitly states that he is joking; he also writes that insofar as spiritualism can
be considered a new religion, it should be taken seriously; having already gone
into detail about the reasons why Dmitri Mendeleev’s anti-spiritualist commis-
sion cannot succeed, he then expresses hope that the commission’s investiga-
tion will be productive (I7cc 22; 37).¢

‘Gogol’ is quoted at the essay’s very beginning. This establishes a sarcastic
attitude towards spiritualism, but the pseudo-quote also deserves serious
critical attention for what it reveals about the mature Dostoevsky’s use of
Gogol. By using established approaches to reading Dostoevsky and Gogol,
namely those of Tynyanov and Boris Eikhenbaum, I plan to show that the
Diary parody reveals Dostoevsky’s profound knowledge of Gogol’s actual
artistic devices. His attention to the details of Gogol’s style both critiques
the general practice of ghost writing and transforms the quotation into an
unusual kind of mystification. In this context, moreover, the shape of the
article’s general critique of spiritualism reveals that Gogol’s art is one source
of the ambiguity inherent in Dostoevsky’s late rhetoric of religious belief,

structure to another, both of which are visible to the reader: ToIHAHOB, Jocmoescxuii u
To201..., c. 7, 31, 48. In the present case, the clear use of Gogol's literary devices within the
new context of Dostoevsky’s journalism satisfies both requirements, as will be discussed in
detail later.

s “Don’t bother the devils, don’t hang around them, it’s a sin to bother the devils... If nervous
insomnia begins to plague you at night, don’t get angry, just pray, it’s the devils; cross your
shirt, say a prayer”. All translations are mine.

6 Sce also William LEATHERBARROW; A Devil’s Vaudeville: The Demonic in Dostoevsky’s Ma-

Jor Fiction (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, zoos), pp- 178-181 for a gencral over-

view of the article’s argument about devils.
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which is essential for both his writings on spiritualism and Zhe Brothers
Karamazov?

Before turning to the text itself, though, we should understand the context
that produced it. Michael Gordin has already discussed spiritualism’s general
significance for Dostoevsky and for the contemporary Russian intelligentsia:
it was a modish trend in many elite Petersburg circles of the 1870s, thanks
mostly to the efforts of Nikolai Vagner (1829-1907) and Aleksandr Aksakov
(1832-1903),* so Dostoevsky is correct when he sarcastically writes in the Diary
that spiritualism is currently in fashion (/7cc 22: 32). For Russians, it was also a
broadly Western phenomenon. Spiritualism originated in America, and, by the
time it reached Petersburg, it had already become a hot topic in England and
continental Europe.?

Dostoevsky underscores this Westernness in his article, mockingly claiming
that one Russian woman’s house now contains twice as many devils as “Uncle
Eddy’s cabin” (I1cc 22; 32), a reference to both Uncle Tom’s Cabin and the well-
known American spiritualists Horatio and William Eddy.° This is already a
critique, since Dostoevsky frequently used America, which he associated with
nihilism and godless death, as an ideological foil for Russia.” “Nihilist” is
also an epithet that Dostoevsky applied to Aksakov in his letters, reflecting his
sense that spiritualism was harmful from a religious perspective, and therefore

7 Rozanov connects Dostoevsky’s mockery of spiritualism to his later “Grand Inquisitor”
passage. PO3AHOB, c. 83. Michael GORDIN also discusses the connection in his article
“Loose and Baggy Spirits: Reading Dostoevskii and Mendeleev”, Slavic Review, vol. 60, no.
4, 2001, . 770.

8 GORDIN, pp. 757-760. Gordin mentions the relevant section of the Diary as a part of his
larger argument, but he does not discuss the parody of Gogol at length.

9 Ibidem, pp. 759-761.

10 Baanm A. PAK, “Tlpumedanus’, in JICC 22; 335. The same page of Rak’s commentary al-
so details the concrete points of contact that Dostoevsky had with spiritualism, which in-
clude a number of works on the matter, translated by Aksakov, in Dostoevsky’s library; his
acquaintance and correspondence with Vagner; and his attendance at a seance, which only
took place after the publication of the January 1876 chapter of the Diary.

11 Notes from Underground references America’s contemporaneous civil war as an exam-
ple of an “advanced” civilization growing bloodthirstier as it progresses (ZZcc s; 112). Svid-
rigailov’s suicide in Crime and Punishment is metaphorically termed a journey to Ameri-
ca (I1cc 6; 394-5), and serves as the inverse of Raskolnikov’s confession, which is instead a
journey toward Jerusalem (/7cc 6; 40s). An even more telling and contemporary instance
of this critical attitude towards the United States appears in Demons, where Kirillov and
Shatov praise American culture, which includes its spiritualism, while in their nihilist phase
(I1cc 105 112).
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disturbing in its contemporary growth.” Dostoevsky’s polemic against spiritu-
alism, then, is on one level a new development of a familiar theme in his work,
that of Westernization’s perceived role in fomenting nihilism and thereby im-
peding Russia’s spiritual rejuvenation.

Biographical facts slightly complicate this picture, though. Dostoevsky was
preparing his first critique of spiritualism and actively seeking to attend seanc-
es, both at Aksakov’s house” and at Vagner’s,+ at the same time. After one of
Vagner’s seances, Dostoevsky felt it necessary to briefly record in a notebook
that he did not participate, but this sequence of events suggests ambivalence
rather than sheer horror or contempt. Consequently, Dostoevsky’s use of spiri-
tualism as a motif in his writing and his biographical attitude towards it should
be considered as separate phenomena, albeit connected ones.

Spiritualism’s popularity and the discourse surrounding it also triggered
Dostoevsky’s choice to make Gogol the subject of this specific parody. A
few weeks before the January Diary’s publication, the Petersburg newspaper
Golos reported that a Muscovite spiritualist had apparently summoned Go-
gol’s spirit, which had then dictated the lost second part of Dead Souls to a
medium.> People who read the resulting manuscript alleged that its style
was quite similar to Gogol’s. Golos’s feuilletonist finds the idea of Russian
intellectuals engaging with spiritualism, which is referred to in one moment
as “camoro 6ecmrabauinoro cyesepust,¢ contemptible. The way in which the
episode with Gogol is introduced is unambiguous: “ITpeacrassre cebe, opun
U3 [IPEACTABUTCACH MOCKOBCKOTO MHTEACKTA, YCAOBEK CEPHE3HBIH, COCTOSIIMI
IIPU AUTEPATYPE, AAKE PYKOBOAUTCAB, BAPYr oOparuacsi B Meauyma’.” The
dichotomy in which progressive Russian liberals should be opposed to spiritu-
alism and other such superstitious nonsense is already clear.”® This orientation

12 GORDIN, p. 760.

13 Ibidem, pp. 761-762.

14 PAK, c.33s.

15 Ibidem, c. 336. The article itself, “MockoBckue 3aMeTKH: HOBBII IOA U HOBBIE )KEAAHHS , Can
be found in Ja0c, N° 6, 6 (18) stHBaps 1876, c. 1-2.

16 “The most mindless superstition” (Io40c, c. 2).

17 ‘Imagine, one of the representatives of Moscow intellect, a serious person who works in lit-
erature, a ‘leader; even, suddenly went to a medium”. Ibidem, c. 2.

18 Another representative quote, which concludes the feuilleton’s mediation on “desire™:
«CAeAyeT AM OTCIOAR, 9TO HAAO TIEPECTaTh <OKeAaTh» ? OTHIOAD HET, TOTOMY 9TO <« KeAa-
HUsI» B HPAaBCTBCHHOM MHPE Y€AOBEKA TO XK€, YTO ABIKCHHC B pUaHIeckoM: 63 Hero HeT
sxusHn>. “Does it follow from all this, that one must cease ‘desiring’? Far from it, because

‘desires’ in man’s moral world are the same as movement in the physical one: there is no life
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is unsurprising, but it goes on to inform Dostoevsky’s treatment of the topic,
since, as Gordin has already detailed, the Diary targets both the spiritualists
and their more rational critics. In our specific case, the Gogol parody and the
January article as a whole obviously do not seriously defend spiritualism, but
they also avoid the scathing tone of the Golos feuilleton. The ironic, playful ap-
proach Dostoevsky chooses, in other words, is not indebted to contemporary
journalistic discourse.

Tone aside, it is not a surprise that this news item would have caught Dos-
toevsky’s attention. At the time, he was advancing his own theory of Gogol’s
artistic value. In the 1873 Diary, for example, he refers to Gogol as a purely
Russian author, one who cannot be productively translated: the merits of his
art ‘literally disappear’ in French (Z7cc 21; 69).” In April 1876, Dostoevsky de-
fends Gogol against contemporary criticism by arguing that the earlier author’s
masterpieces are valuable because of their ‘inner content, by which he meant
that Gogol’s portrayal of certain character ‘types™ provokes the reader to re-
flect on life’s most profound questions. Here, he even cites the controversial
Selected Passages from Correspondence with Friends as a weak yet ‘characteristic’
example of Gogol’s artistry that pays attention to both style and this inner con-
tent (I1cC 21; 106). At this point, then, Dostoevsky was publicly celebrating
Gogol as a writer who epitomized the ideal of expressing ideological content
within stylized artistic forms.” This ‘Gogolian’ sensibility also deeply informs
Dostoevsky’s work on spiritualism in the Diary.»

without it” (o.oc, c. 2). This equation of desire and physical movement reflects a modish,
implicitly positivist perspective.

19 There would have been a tension in Dostoevsky’s mind between the Russian word (and ac-
companying practice) cnuputuaM, which comes from the French, and the untranslatable
Gogol. Moreover, Dostoevsky references this same French translation of Gogol in his drafts
for the Diary in the final months of 1875 (ZZcC 24; 73), meaning that this question of Go-
gol’s Russian value was still on his mind, and actually overlapped with the development of
his parody.

20 This is in line with Tynyanov’s observation that Gogol’s typology of characters was of para-
mount importance for Dostoevsky. ToIHAHOB, docmoesckuii u Iozonw, c. 10.

21 That is, as opposed to communicating through direct, and possibly artless, polemics. In this
sense, Dostoevsky’s writing on Gogol in the eatly 1870s grows out of his earlier dispute with
Dobroliubov and Chernyshevsky about aesthetics and art’s political significance. See his ar-
ticle “Mr. ~bov and the Question of Art”, in /7cc 18; 70-103.

22 Gordin similarly writes that Dostoevsky argues against his opponents on a “supraration-
al, emotional level” in the Diary. GORDIN, p. 770. For a broader treatment of Dostoevsky’s
work in the Diary as fiction in the guise of nonfiction, see Gary Saul MORSON, The Bound-
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Dostoevsky’s evaluations of Gogol’s art had their analogue among the spir-
itualists. Ilya Vinitsky has shown that the practice of ghost writing is itself a
kind of critical revaluation. An author’s posthumous thoughts on any given
subject would inevitably reflect contemporary attitudes, since the mediums
would write what their audiences wanted to hear. Dead writers could even
didactically comment on their own artistic output in order to realize ‘met-
aphorical views™ that the living held about the significance of their work.”
Given ghost writing’s interpretive potential, one might suspect that the afore-
mentioned spiritualist version of Dead Souls’ second volume, which has not
survived, was in some sense a critical revaluation of Gogol. It likely advanced
a certain interpretation of his art and, perhaps, of his biography.** Since the
question of how to properly read and understand Gogol was clearly on Dos-
toevsky’s mind at the moment, the emergence of a new spiritualist, “Western’
interpretation of Gogol would have been significant for him.

To sum up, two aspects of this spiritualist text’s existence would have piqued
Dostoevsky’s interest and motivated the parody. He was already suspicious of
spiritualism as a general phenomenon because of its links to the West and its
idolatrous, fetishistic mysticism.” This is why he goes on to associate it with
anti-religious ‘nihilism’ in some of his letters and in his fiction. This ghostwrit-
ten manuscript, moreover, would have been a new literary fact within a dis-
course about Gogol’s importance and Russianness that Dostoevsky took very
seriously. Another way to put this is that Dostoevsky’s public writing about
spiritualism, which more or less begins in the January Diary, grows out of his
contemporary work on Gogol.*

aries of Genre: Dostoevsky’s Diary of a Writer and the Traditions of Literary Utopia (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1981), pp- 58-68.

23 Vinitsky develops this argument by analyzing spiritualist poems attributed to Pushkin’s
ghost, which prove to be commentaries on Pushkin’s figure and legacy. See his book Para-
doxes: Modern Spiritualism and Russian Culture in the Age of Realism (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 2009), pp. 59-69.

24 We unfortunately do not know the identity of the spiritualist or the medium who sum-
moned Gogol, a fact that could have enabled a more concrete hypothesis about the work’s
content.

25 GORDIN, pp. 763, 767.

26 In one sense, the “devils” that Dostoevsky describes in the article, which are paradoxical-
ly clever because of their evident foolishness, inherit qualities from some of the writer’s car-
lier descriptions of Gogol. His notebooks from the early 1860s contain the line «Toroas —
TeHUIl HCTIOAMHCKHIL, HO BEAb OH M TYIL, Kak renuii» (I1CC 20; 153). “Gogol is a tremendous

genius, but for that he is also dull, like a genius”. A more contemporary note that express-
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The parody is extremely brief, but it reveals itself to be a rich text. The way
in which Dostoevsky introduces ‘Gogol’s message from beyond is already
mysterious: as he writes, «Ioroap numer ¢ TOro cBera yTBEPAMTEABHO, YTO
10 yeptu. Sl uuras muceMo, caor ero» (I1cC 22; 32).7 Perhaps Dostoevsky
is simply claiming to have read ‘Gogol’s’ manuscript. However, circumstantial
evidence undermines this interpretation. There is no mention of any firsthand
encounter with a ghostwritten text in his letters from the end of 1875 or from
January 1876, which is when Dostoevsky would have learned about the Gogol
summoning. He was in contact with Vagner at the time, though, and explicitly
writing to him about seances. Surely Dostoevsky would have at least briefly
mentioned a fake Gogol text to his spiritualist acquaintance, if he had actually
read such a thing. Gogol and ghost writing are also nowhere to be found in a
January letter to Vsevolod Solovyov, another contact of Dostoevsky’s with an
interest in spiritualism (I1cc 29 ; 64-73).%

The parodic quotation itself makes it harder still to believe that Dostoevsky
is referring to an actual piece of ghost writing. As he knew, the posthumous
‘Gogol’ work was purported to be Dead Souls’ second volume, which is a fic-
tional novel with a narrative and characters, for surviving drafts of the work

es the same contours can be found in his plans for the novel Adolescent from 1875, where
he describes Gogol’s behavior in Selected Passages as a manifestation of the “underground”
«3JTO TO caMoe NOANOAbE, KOTOPOE 3acTaBHAO [OTOAs B TOP)KECTBEHHOM 3aBCIaHUH
TOBOPHTB O MOCACAHEH MOBECTH, KOTOPAsl BBIICAACh U3 AYLIH €rO U KOTOPOH COBCEM U HE
OKa3aA0Ch B ACHCTBHTEABHOCTH. Beab, MOeT GBITh, HAYMHASA CBOE 3aBEIJAHHE, OH U HE
3HAA, 9TO HAITMLICT IIPO IOCACAHIOIO TTOBECTh. UTO X 3TO 32 CHAQ, KOTOPast 3aCTABASIET AAKE
YECTHOTO M CEPbE3HOTO YEAOBEKA TaK BpaTh M NAsCHHYATh, Ad CIIC B CBOCM 3aBCIAHUH
(Cuaa ara pycckas, B EBpone atoan Goace LieAbHBIC, Y HAC MeYTaTeAH U Mopactbl)» ([1CC
16; 330). “It is that very underground that made Gogol, in a solemn will, talk about a fi-
nal tale that sang out from his soul and which turned out to not exist at all in reality. Well,
maybe, beginning his will, he didn’t know that he would write about his final story. What
kind of force is it that makes even an honest and serious man lie and play the fool thus,
and in his will moreover? (This force is Russian, in Europe people are more whole, we have
dreamers and scoundrels)”. Here, Dostoevsky again chooses Gogol as an emblem of both
Russianness and a baffling oscillation between poles of behavior, although here they are
moral. This same cluster of attributes emerges in the course of the January article on spiri-
tualism. Certainly this latter text is much more ironic, but this ironization is in accord with
Tynyanov’s theory of parodic evolution.

27 “Gogol writes from that world positively confirming that these are devils. I read the letter,
the style is his”

28 It is worth mentioning, however, that Vsevolod Solovyov was the source for the final Diary

article’s brief mention of a young Petersburg student’s experience at a seance. PAK, c. 33s.
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had been published as early as 185s. Dostoevsky’s parody is instead presented as
being ‘Gogol’s’ own voice, rather than that of a narrator. This was common for
ghost writing, but it would have been inappropriate as a reference to the specif-
ic manuscript that Golos describes.

So, it seems like Dostoevsky has created a short Gogolian work of his own,
and that the actual spiritualist work is just a pretext for creative parody. From
a formal perspective, though, the claim that Dostoevsky has seen a ‘real” man-
uscript is still important. By referencing a text that ostensibly exists outside of
the Diary, Dostoevsky creates a certain expectation on the part of his audience,
which is at least superficially familiar with both Gogol and the spiritualists.
This will be important for the dialogical, mystificatory effect. As Tynyanov
writes, moreover, parody is not always directed towards specific works: a genre,
author, or entire literary movement can be parodied. Dostoevsky’s reference to
a letter should be understood in this sense. It gestures toward ghost writing as a
genre, the assumptions and conventions of which he can parody without neces-
sarily engaging with a specific piece of spiritualist writing.*

The parody’s lack of a single target does not mean that it is completely sui
generis, however. Dostoevsky draws heavily on Gogol’s actual writings, com-
bining images and techniques from different periods of his literary activity. The
basic ‘plot’ of the parody is not in keeping with Dead Souls or Gogol’s Peters-

29 Opuit H. TeiHAHOB, “O mapopuw’, in IO.H. ToiHAHOB, [losmuxa. Hemopus
aumepamypat. Kuno (Mocksa: AH CCCP, 1977), c. 288. It is even possible that Dostoevsky
had this parody in mind some time before he read the Golos article. His notebooks for
the Diary include a short note from November 1875 that reads «!s nucema Toroas ¢ Toro
CBETa O CIIMPUTUSME M YePTAIX, cchlaka Ha [Tocaarne x Pumastam, asa 11, crux 9» (I1cc
24; 68). “From Gogol’s letter from the other world about spiritualism and devils, a refer-
ence to the Epistle to the Romans, chapter 2, verse 9. It is impossible to determine wheth-
er Dostoevsky had already heard about a seance involving Gogol, or whether the letter is
purely his invention at this stage; similarly, it is unclear whether the reference to Paul’s Epis-
tle to the Romans was Dostoevsky’s own idea for a future letter or not. Either way, the idea
of Gogol writing from the grave about devils was on Dostoevsky’s mind independently of
Golos’s reporting. A rough draft of the anti-spiritualist argument appears later in the note-
books (ZIcc 24; 93-96), and the idea of Gogol writing a posthumous letter appears at this
point, too, although Dostoevsky doesn’t attempt a literal parodic quotation in the sketch.
The idea of Gogol’s quoting Paul is no longer explicitly present. As will be discussed below,
however, the final parody strongly draws on Gogol’s letter “Advice”, which appeared in Se-
lected Passages and opens with a reference to another line from the same chapter of Ro-
mans. See Mrops A. BuHOrPAAOB, “Kommenrapuit’, in Hukoaait B. Toroas, 4yxosuas
nposa (Mocksa: Pycckas knura, 1992), c. 479.
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burg stories, where demonic presences are either fantastic, in Tzvetan Todorov’s
sense of the term,* or only implied by means of symbolism.”" The devils’ image
in the parody has much more in common with some of his Ukrainian stories,
like Christmas Eve and St. John’s Eve in Evenings on a Farm Near Dikanka or
Mirgorod’s “Vii’, where devils are unambiguously real creatures that one could
consort with. This also resonates with biographical attestations about a famous
episode from the end of Gogol’s life, in which he blamed his ultimate destruc-
tion of the second volume of Dead Souls on the devil, or “sly one”>*

The implied relationship between ‘Gogol’ and the audience adds another
layer to the parody. Gogol’s mature fictional works do sometimes contain
apostrophes to the reader, such as the ones at the end of Newvsky Prospekt and
in the final chapter of Dead Souls. But those addresses are highly poetic in
their language and tone.” Dostoevsky’s parody, in contrast, is primarily com-
posed of relatively conversational commands to the reader regarding devils
and insomnia. This style is not wholly alien to Gogol’s ocuvre, but it is more
consistent with his voice in Selected Passages than with the narrative style of

30 It is impossible to confidently say that the demonic forces portrayed in stories like Portrait,
for example, are either real or completely hallucinated: the tension between these two pos-
sibilities is part of the effect. Tzvetan ToDOROV, The Fantastic: A Structural Approach to a
Literary Genre (Ithaca, 1975).

31 Dmitri Chizhevsky identifies a paradigmatic case of this tendency in his analysis of Over-
coat, where he shows that Gogol implies the presence of a demonic force in the story via
the twice-mentioned picture of a faceless general on a snuffbox: Chizhevsky links this im-
age to a folkloric tradition of the devil having no face. See Dmitri CHIZHEVSKY, “About
“The Overcoat”™” in Robert MAGUIRE (Ed.), Gogol from the Twentieth Century (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1992), pp. 319-321. There is a long tradition of identifying the
demonic in the seemingly decorative layer of Gogols prose, although some of these inter-
pretations are less formalist than Chizhevsky’s close reading: see approaches like MEREZH-
KOVSKY’s “Gogol and the Devil” and BRrusov’s “Burnt to Ashes” in Gogol from the Tiwen-
tieth Century. Nabokov’s interpretations of Overcoat and Dead Souls are explicitly indebted
to the Symbolists, and follow a similar line of thought. See Nikolai GoGorL (New York:
New Directions, 1961).

32 As recounted by Aleksei Tarasenkov in a memoir first published in 1856. See Aaexceit T.
TAPACEHKOB, “ITocaeanue anu H. B. Toroas”, in H. broackuii, . Taapkos, &. M.
TOAOBEHYEHKO u Ap. (1o, pea.), H.B. [oz045 6 socnomunanusx cospemennuxos (Mocksa:
Tocautusaar, 1952), c. 516, 672.

33 For a more detailed discussion of Gogol’s high style, see Victor TERRAS’s article “Nabokov
and Gogol: The Metaphysics of Nonbeing”, in J. DoucrLas CLayToN and Gunter
ScHAARSCHMIDT (Ed.), Poetica Slavica: Studies in Honour of Zbigniew Folejewski (Otta-
wa: University of Ottawa Press, 1981).
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Dead Souls’* As mentioned earlier, Dostoevsky considered Selected Passages
to be a legitimate work of Gogol’s, so the prevalence of the imperative voice
here serves to defend Dostoevsky’s reading of Gogol by presenting a device
from Selected Passages as both properly Gogolian and independent of Dead
Souls.

Dostoevsky’s attention to the minutiae of Gogol’s writing emerges in the
sound of the parody, as well. Reading the lines aloud makes it clear that they
have an almost metrical syllabic regularity, and that Dostoevsky has paid close
attention to assonance in the parody’s vowels.* This is especially visible towards
the end, in the phrase “He 3ancb, a MOAHCH: KpecTH pyballKy, TBOPH MOAHUTBY .
The one major exception is the phrase “nepsuaeckas 6ecconnna,” which disrupts
the entire sentence’s rhythm. This is another of Gogol'’s techniques. Eikhenbaum
makes much of a passage with a strikingly similar conceit at the beginning of
Overcoat, where Gogol establishes phonetic regularity through the consistent
sounds of word endings and an obvious syllabic rhythm, only to introduce a
word that violates these patterns. Eikhenbaum calls this a “comic sound gesture”,
serving as an example of what he calls the “grotesque” in Gogol, which is an ef-
fect created by unexpected shifts in the tone and sound of his writing.”

34 For one particularly representative example, take the the letter “Advice”, which ends like
this: «ITosaboTscs npexae o cebe, a OTOM O APYTHX; CTaHb IIPEKAE CaM HOYHLIE AYLIOI,
a IIOTOM y>Ke cTapaifcst, 4To6bl Apyrue 6b1au unmes. [OTOAB, I1CC, 1. 8, c. 283. “First take
care about yourself, and then about others; first become purer of soul yourself, and then
at that point make effort, so that others would be purer”. Selected Passages is famously full
of such commands, as in the chapters “Woman in Society”, or “The Russian Landowner”,
among others. This didacticism even became a subject of discussion and critique among his
friends, as is reflected in Sergei Aksakov’s correspondence with Gogol from the period. See
Cepreit T. AKCAKOB, “9 aexabps, 1846”7 in Huxoaait B. Toroas, Iepenucka lozo15 6 2-x
momax (Mocksa: XyAOKeCTBEHHAS AUTEPATYPa, 1988), T. 2, C. 74.

35 Besides the mention in the Diary itself, Tynyanov has collected Dostoevsky’s pronounce-
ments on the work from throughout his career, all of which show that Dostoevsky consid-
ered it second-rate, but did not agree with Belinsky’s claim that the work was a complete
betrayal of Gogol’s talent and of his earlier works. Tynyanov’s article also goes on to demon-
strate that Dostoevsky’s single most prolonged parody of Gogol, in The Village of Stepanchi-
kovo, was directed precisely at the Gogol of Selected Passages. ToIHAHOB, Aocmoesckuii u
Toz04, c. 28-29, 32-34. All of this is to say that Dostoevsky’s imitation of Gogol’s didactic
tone in the Diary is not meant to undercut the sense that he is channeling Gogol. It instead
strengthens the parodic effect of the fake quotation.

36 Tynyanov has already noted that Dostoevsky underscores the melodiousness of Gogol’s
writing in his parody in The Village of Stepanchikovo. Ibidem, c. 40.

37 The original is «xomudeckuii 3BykoBoii xect>». bopuc M. DMXEHBAYM, “Kax caeaana
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Eikhenbaum argues on this basis that Gogol's specific word choice is often
based on sound, rather than on meaning. This is also true at points in Dosto-
evsky’s parody. The bizarre phrase “kpecru py6aumxy” depends on its pairing
with TBopu MoauTBy, since this can be justified by the phrases’ syllabic regulari-
ty. “Tpex Apasuuts yepteir” is an absurd phrase on the semantic level, but it also
scans rhythmically. In short, Dostoevsky’s choice to let sound be a motivating
factor in the parody reflects serious attention to the stylistic level of Gogol’s
writing, or what Eikhenbaum calls sk2z.® The parody therefore also serves as
encouragement for treating this style as essential to Gogol’s art.

The text’s vocabulary deserves discussion as well. Almost all of the words
attributed to ‘Gogol’ appear quite regularly in the author’s actual writing,
with the exception of the verb “axmarscs”. The exact phrase “HepBuueckast
6ecconnnna’, which is the most crucial for the parodic effect, is also nowhere
to be found. The individual word «6ecconnnna» does appear infrequently in
his fiction, plaguing characters in Nevsky Prospekt, Portrait, and Dead Souls.”
Gogol also explicitly complains of his own insomnia in a series of letters from
1847, some of which had been published long before Dostoevsky’s parody.+
Hepsuueckuii is also common in these letters, but it never specifically describes
his insomnia.*" Dostoevsky’s specific phrase can be justified on the phonetic
level, as mentioned above. This means, however, that the parody’s “comic sound
gesture” is both one of the more distinctive aspects of Gogol’s writing and in

«[Iuneap» Toroass” in Bopuc M. 9UXEHBAYM, O npose (AcHnHrpaA: XyAOKeCTBEHHA
AHMTEpaTypa, 1969), c. 314-15. The passage Eikhenbaum analyzes is longer and undoubtedly
more complex than Dostoevsky’s short parody, but the basic principle is applicable to both
works.

38 An imitation of skaz is not necessarily at odds with Dostoevsky’s interest in parodying Se-
lected Passages. As Aleksandr ZHOLKOVSKY has discussed, the latter work preserves the es-
sential traits of Gogol’s earlier skaz, albeit without being explicitly comic. See his essay “Re-
reading Gogol’s Miswritten Book: Notes on Selected Passages from Correspondence with
Friends”, in Susanne Fusso and Priscilla MEYER (Ed.), Essays on Gogol: Logos and the Rus-
sian Word (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1992), pp. 172-184.

39 TOTOAb, [loanoe cobparnue counnenuis, . 3, c. 28-29, 1325 T. 6, €. 49, 176.

40 See TOTOAB, [oanoe cobpanne covunenui, T. 13, €. 199, 203, 205, 207, 211; T. 14, ¢. 91, for his
usage of the term in correspondence.

41 The idea that Gogol’s nerves were diseased was one that he often mentioned in letters
during the last decade of his life. Some examples that were published well before 1876 can
be found in Toroas, [Toinoe coﬁp/,zﬂue coyunenut, T. 12, C. 336, 453, 458, 506; T. 13, C. 208;
T. 14, C. 125, 143. This is far from an exhaustive list. Dostoevsky would certainly have been

aware of this tic of Gogol’s, but incorporates it into his parody in an original manner.
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another sense foreign to Gogol’s work. We will return to this problem of simul-
taneous presence and absence, which has important interpretive consequences.

This central phrase thus ‘proves’ to us that Gogol himself has not written
the lines under consideration here. Such proof is in no way necessary, but it
is still worth considering the implications of the playful suggestion that, if
Gogol isn’t writing to the spiritualists from the other world, then the message
really comes from the very devils who are asking to be left alone in the parody.
“Hepsuueckas 6ecconnnna’ functions within this context as a detail that be-
trays the fact that this text is demonic in nature. This conceit, in which an orna-
mental detail functions as a key to perceiving a gap between representation and
reality, is itself a fundamental trait of Gogol’s art.+*

Summing up, Dostoevsky almost succeeds in satistying the expectation
produced by his initial claim that he has seen a manuscript written by Gogol’s
ghost, since the two sentences that he writes are extremely reminiscent of the
dead author. This perceptive accuracy reflects Dostoevsky’s interest in critical
revaluations of Gogol, as do the intertextual references to less popular works of
his, like Selected Passages. Even the moments where Dostoevsky diverges from
Gogol’s lexicon evince a close reading of Gogol, since the words in the parody
that Gogol himself did not use are also the ones that serve as Dostoevsky’s ver-
sions of Gogol’s symbolism. The parody thus produces an uncanny effect, since
its ‘voice’ is so close to Gogol’s.

Following Tynyanov, we have noted that Dostoevsky’s mock quotation
stylizes Gogol's work and scoffs at the entire genre of ghost writing. Such
spiritualist texts are unique as a form of spurious literature® in that they do
not attempt to make readers believe in the existence of an unreal but plausible
author, as a more conventional hoax would. Instead, ghost writing turns real,
dead writers into masks for the true author.** This does not resolve the ques-
tion of how Dostoevsky’s parody should be considered from the standpoint of
genre, though. It is in dialogue with standard ghost writing, but clearly distinct.
The essential ambiguity of Dostoevsky’s parody makes it difficult to categorize,

42 As mentioned earlier, Chizhevsky and the Symbolists make use of this gnostic approach.
Tynyanov does not subscribe to the mystical attitude of these readings, but he does call Go-
gol’s characters and images “masks’, arguing that they underscore the difference between
what reality is and what it seems to be. TBIHAHOB, Jocmoesckusi u Lozons, c. 12-17.

43 I take the term from K. K. RUTHVEN’s book Faking Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), which deals with ontological questions of the distinctions between
“real” and “fake” texts, and examines the various functions that spurious genres can per-
form.

44 VINITSKY, p. 62.
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which ultimately strengthens the effect of his parody and his entire ideological
polemic against spiritualism.

It is difhicult to imagine that any reader would believe that Dostoevsky is
really quoting Gogol. The opposite is true: Dostoevsky’s entire joke is based on
Gogol’s obvious and fundamental absence from the text. The parody is there-
fore closer to the genre of mystification, which should somehow point a reader
towards its own deception. This has a productive function: ideally, recognizing
a mystification should motivate the audience to engage with other texts more
critically, so as to be sure that they are not also misleading or false in some
regard. In other words, the mystification is meant to re-center the importance
of truth in literature by blurring the lines between real and ‘fake’ texts.* This
framework seems appropriate for Dostoevsky’s parody. By producing a strik-
ingly effective copy of Gogol without any spiritualist performance, Dostoevsky
confronts the reader with an unmasking of the spiritualists’ literary output. The
newly critical reader can subsequently recognize ‘authentic’ ghost writing as
simple parody, rather than proof of the supernatural.

Mystifications can be quite well written, however, and therefore not im-
mediately recognizable as imitations. The surrounding context is often what
undermines a mystification’s authenticity. Abramson observes all this in her
case study of Prosper Mérimée’s La Guzla, which is a collection of original
works alleged to be authentic Yugoslavian folk poetry. Mérimée does success-
fully imitate many real conventions of the region’s verse, but his invention of a
Yugoslavian bard, who is mostly characterized in the book’s paratext, ultimately
gives away the truth of his mystification and serves as a critique of the idealized
Romantic notion of ‘pure’ folk art. This demystification is an essential part of
the overall project, in that it becomes a secular version of religious revelation.
This is appropriate for a genre that originated and gained popularity in En-
lightenment Europe.*¢

45 I have drawn extensively from Julia ABRAMSON’s work on the mystification as a genre,
Learning From Lying: Paradoxes of the Literary Mystification (Newark: University of Dela-
ware Press, 2005), Pp- 13-17, 28, 145-146.

46 ABRAMSON, pp. 37, 107-108. Merimée’s mystification had consequences for Russian liter-
ature in that he successfully fooled Alexandr Pushkin, who would later go on to produce
his own mystifications. See Aaekcanap A. AOAMHUH, “Kak nonumars Muctudukanmmo
[ywxuna ocrednuii us ceosicmeennnuxos HMoannoe AApx” in Ponaasp BPOOH m Ap.
(mop pea.), H spems u mecmo: Hemopuxo-puaoenuecxusi cbopuux x mecmudecsmuaemuo
Anexcandpa Avsosusa Ocnosama (Mocksa: Hooe nssateabctso, 2007), c. 198-216.
Dolinin shows that Pushkin’s motivations and strategies in his mystification were similar to

those discussed above, and the text invited careful decoding.
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There is no such revelatory demystification in Dostoevsky. Thanks to his sar-
castic tone, the ‘summoning’ of Gogol is obviously fake from the start, meaning
there is no catharsis to be had in recognizing this. Moreover, there is no clear
demystificatory move anywhere in the larger section about spiritualism, which
is instead primarily characterized by irony and ambiguity. The predominant
conceit, as mentioned earlier, is that spiritualism is the work of devils, but
Dostoevsky also denies the existence of devils throughout, and the serious and
comical aspects of this treatment of spiritualism do not resolve.*” He mocks
ghost writing with the Gogol parody, but intentionally withholds an explicit
description or critique of what ghost writing and spiritualism really are. Dos-
toevsky has thus produced a parody that that is similar to a mystification, since
it is polemical and self-consciously false, but remains distinct from the genre by
refusing to cultivate an epiphany for its readers.

Given Dostoevsky’s ideological commitment to Orthodoxy, this treatment
of mystification is appropriate, given that he would have resisted writing some-
thing that aimed to effect a secular equivalent to revelation. Gordin observes
another form of this resistance in Dostoevsky’s polemic against Mendeleev,
who was trying to discredit spiritualism by positively disproving it. Dostoevsky
believed that this was an ineffective strategy, as belief is independent of empiri-
cal proof, and it would therefore be impossible to discover evidence that would
effectively undermine the spiritualists’ fundamentally illogical convictions.**

This suspicion of empiricism is at the heart of Dostoevsky’s ambiguous
quasi-mystification.* As mentioned above, he stresses that ghost writing is a
conventionally literary genre, but the section as a whole suggests that a given
reader’s attitude toward the parody’s persuasive potential, like one’s attitude
toward seances, will be decided by pre-existing questions of faith and belief,
preventing a proper demystification. Dostoevsky’s open mystification that does
not resolve thus rejects the grounds of the highly positivist debate between the
spiritualists and critics such as Mendeleev, which revolved around whether or

47 In this sense, the overall section’s structure ironically reiterates the aforementioned tension
between supernatural and natural causes that defines Todorov’s fantastic.

48 See GORDIN, pp. 764-767. The primary focus here is on articles that Dostoevsky wrote af-
ter January 1876, but in the January Diary Dostoevsky does refer to a spirit photographer
who was exposed as a fraud: however, even his own confession to this effect could not con-
vince his clients, since they had independently chosen to believe otherwise (/7cc 225 35-36).

49 Gordin broadly observes that Dostoevsky’s strategies of persuasion are generally rhetorical,
rather than rational. He never tries to affirmatively prove that spiritualism is wrong, but in-
stead mocks it or associates it with unsavory ideas and images (e.g., the aforementioned link

between spiritualism and America in Demons). GORDIN, pPp- 770-772.
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not the supernatural could be scientifically proved to exist. He instead invites
the reader to consider a more traditional, non-positivist religious perspective,
which privileges the mystery of faith.

In short, the parody and the article as a whole only point to what spiritu-
alism is not, without any positive assessment of what it really is. The way in
which a reader engages with the parody thus becomes question of faith, not
rational persuasion. This reveals another aspect of Gogol’s importance within
the article, in his strategy of implying the positive by representing its negative
inverse>® As noted above, the ecarliest iteration of Dostoevsky’s posthumous
Gogol letter had something to do with a line from Paul’s Epistle to the Ro-
mans: “Tribulation and anguish upon every soul of man that worketh evil, of
the Jew first, and also of the Greek” The explicit reference is ultimately left
out, but it is not difficult to see this quotation as a subtext to the final article,
which criticizes both spiritualism and its detractors. However, the fact that this
condensed, affirmative, Biblical version of Dostoevsky’s argument ultimately
exists only on the subtextual level powerfully resonates with Gogol’s technique
of subsuming an essential moral message underneath caricature’* Dostoevsky’s
aforementioned evocation of the ‘inner content’ that one could uncover be-
neath Gogol’s types, moreover, reflects his own awareness of this sensibility in
Gogol.

Gogol’s caricatures are also relevant because Dostoevsky’s choice of this
rhetorical form for his ideological polemic against both Mendeleev and the
spiritualists returns us to the topic of the grotesque. The central device of Dos-
toevsky’s piece, as has been mentioned, is the aggressive oscillation between
criticizing the demonism of spiritualism and his insistence that it’s all a joke.
This technique is also another part of how Eikhenbaum understands Gogol’s
grotesque. It is the aesthetic effect of Gogol’s unexpected alternations, which
can be phonetic or rhetorical, as in the examples noted above. Eikhenbaum also
sees it at the end of Overcoat, analyzing the story’s conclusion as the result of
Gogol’s constant alternation between comic and tragic modes of writing. This

so Fanger discusses this tendency, and its connection with Dostoevsky, when discussing
Gogol’s representation of Petersburg. FANGER, pp. 102, 109; for a broader set of perspec-
tives on Gogol’s strategy of implication see GOGOL, Exploring Absence (Bloomington: Slav-
ica, 1999), a collection of essays exploring different ways in which Gogol's art attempts to
express the unexpressable.

s1 Rom. 2:9 (ASV).

s2 The symbolic readings of Overcoar and Dead Souls mentioned earlier are relevant here, as
is Gogol's own re-interpretation of Inspector General as an allegory for the Russian soul.

Toroas, [loanoe cobpanue couunenni, 1. 4, €. 130-133.
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ultimately produces a “trick™* whereby the expected melodramatic ending be-
comes comical and does not resolve, an effect which Eikhenbaum observes in
Khlestakov’s exit in Inspector General, as well. Gogol’s Nose, where the narrator
both dismisses the content of his story as complete nonsense and affirms that
such things really do happen, is another antecedent for Dostoevsky’s decision
to end** his essay by presenting overlapping but irreconcilable ideas.

In other words, Dostoevsky consciously makes use of Gogol’s grotesque
model here. It is visible in the parody itself, where he disrupts the expected
rhythm of his own writing. The unexpected complexity of his parody is a re-
versal on another level as well, since it turns what is ostensibly a quick joke at
ghost writing’s expense into a serious close reading. Even more broadly, the rhe-
torical reversals that Dostoevsky employs throughout the article for the sake of
his fundamental religious critique of spiritualism can themselves be understood
also as a development of Gogol’s grotesque style.

Tynyanov’s classic study of the two writers only focuses on Gogol’s im-
portance as a source of comic phrases and characters in Dostoevsky. By 1876,
however, we can see that Gogol’s style had also become a model that Dosto-
evsky could use in his journalistic polemics, which were playful and serious* at
the same time. In other words, Gogol’s influence on Dostoevsky continued to
develop and take on new forms up until the zenith of the latter writer’s career.
Most importantly, this mystification suggests that Gogol’s influence on the late
Dostoevsky should be understood as both stylistic and seriously ideological.

Furthermore, this reading of the January Diary article invites a revaluation
of the specific contours of Dostoevsky’s dialogue with Gogol in The Brothers
Karamazov.” The Grand Inquisitor passage has already been mentioned, and
Ivan Karamazov’s argument with the devil and Father Ferapont’s visions of pet-

53 Obman in the original. For the entire section cited here, see IUXEHBAYM, c. 319-326.

s4 Strictly speaking, this is not the end of the text: the third chapter of the Diary contains two
short sections following the discussion of spiritualism, but they are not explicitly connected
to his polemic, and Dostoevsky treats the end of this article as the end of a train of thought.

ss Tynyanov observes that Dostoevsky’s general use of Gogol's techniques, which he calls
masks, often leads to a moment in which Dostoevsky reveals some idea or character trait
that contradicts the original ‘Gogolian’ expectation. TEIHAHOB, Jocmoesckusi u Iozoas, c.
19-22. This can be understood as a specific instance of that general theory.

s6 This also serves as a specific instance of Rozanov’s observation that Dostoevsky’s work was
both religious and blasphemous. PO3AHOB, c. 27-28.

57 The Diary’s general connection to Dostoevsky’s final novel is well-discussed. See Andrew
WAacHTELS lucid discussion of the two works in his book A7 Obsession with History: Rus-
sian Writers Confront the Past (1994) for one overview.
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ty demons are two other instances that seem more or less to continue the imag-
ery and essential religious ambiguity evinced by the Gogol parody under dis-
cussion here. Given the sources of Dostoevsky’s parody, moreover, it is worth
considering how less canonical works of Gogol’s, especially Selected Passages,
inform Dostoevsky’s many-layered adaptation and development of Gogol’s
style. Doing so will shed new light on yet another element of Dostoevsky’s final
masterpiece.
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When Trifonov read Dostoevsky:
Ideology, Avarice, and Violence
in late Soviet culture

In one of his last interviews, author Iurii Trifonov (1925-1981) used a mix of
praise and awe to discuss Crime and Punishment. Describing the novel as
“an abyss of thoughts and associations with our time”, he was horrified by
the way his own world embodied Raskol'nikov’s maxim that “everything is
permitted”’ For Trifonov, Dostoevsky revealed the contradictions between
ideology, action, altruism, and avarice underlying Soviet culture, yet his read-
ing of the classic writer also illuminates the contradictions within Trifonov’s
own thoughts. At some moments Trifonov joined orthodox Soviet critics,
who tried to retroactively enlist Dostoevsky as a supporter of revolution. This
failed effort highlighted the cultural stakes compelling Trifonov to view fic-
tion as a harbinger of socialism.

A prominent shestidesiatnik, Trifonov is best known for portraying the
Moscow intelligentsia. His celebrated House on the Embankment (“Dom na
naberezhnoi”, 1976) depicts a greedy protagonist who, in the final years of
Stalinism, secures a career by betraying his mentor as well as his fiancée. The
novella refutes the assumptions that the ends justify the means, a Dosto-
evskian motif influencing Trifonov’s lesser-known Impatience (“Neterpenie’,
1973). This historical novel, which praised the 1881 assassination of Aleksandr
II, defends bloodshed in the struggle that eventually toppled tsarism. These
two works give dramatically divergent readings of Dostoevsky, a figure cau-
tiously celebrated during the 1971 sesquicentennial of his birth. Impatience
even claims that the nineteenth-century author supported the People’s Will,
while House on the Embankment critiques its protagonist by connecting him
to Raskol'nikov. I examine how these both narratives, which draw on 7he

1 On Trifonov’s praise for Crime and Punishment, sce his interview with East German schol-
ar Ralf SCHRODER, “Gesprich mit Juri Trifonow. Ein ‘Roman mit den Geschichte”, Wei-
marer Beitrige, n. 8 (1981), S. 133-154, quotation on p. 148, quoted in Sigrid MCLAUGHLIN,
“Turii Trifonov’s Dom na naberezhnoi and Dostoevskil's Prestuplenie i nakazanie”, Canadi-
an Slavonic Papers, n. 2 (1983), pp. 275-283, 277.
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Demons, Brothers Karamazov, and Crime and Punishment, expose Trifonov’s
concerns with Soviet culture.

Global tensions made Dostoevsky a part of the Cold War; he posed funda-
mental problems for the USSR’s scholars due to his Orthodoxy, hatred of so-
cialism, and suspicion of rationality.* In 1972, introducing a volume of articles
on the author, Soviet editors heralded Dostoevsky studies as part of the strug-
gle between socialism and capitalism. Emigré Norman Shneidman, writing
four years later, lambasted the USSR’ “ideological and political considerations”
regarding the author - ironically, his politicized view resembled the Soviet
analysis he scorned’ Dostoevsky studies joined international chess tourna-
ments and piano competitions as another battlefield between the superpowers.
Trifonov for his part was deeply apprehensive over the arms race and nuclear
proliferation. Commenting on 7he Demons, he worried that in the atomic age
a terrorist could cobble together a nuclear weapon (as a young American scien-
tist had recently done).*

Susan McReynolds observes that Dostoevsky opposed socialism and capi-
talism for a similar reason: both reduce human and spiritual interaction to eco-
nomic exchanges that eclipse spirituality and blunt compassion For her Dos-
toevsky is more than a prophet of Soviet culture’s darker moments, such as the

2 For a wide-ranging survey of changing Soviet attitudes to Dostoevsky, see Vladimir
SEDURO, Dostoevski’s Image in Russia Today (Belmont: Nordland, 1975).

3 On Dostoevsky studies differentiating between capitalism and socialism, see Anppeit
[PUIIYHUH u Ap., “Ot pepaxuun’, in Jocmoesckuti — xydowcnux u moicaumens. Co.
cmameii (Mockpa: XyAOKeCTBEHHAS AUTEPATYPA, 1972), C.: 3-6, 4. N. N. SHNEIDMAN, “So-
viet Theory of Literature and the Struggle around Dostoevsky in Recent Soviet Scholar-
ship”, Slavic Review, n. 3 (1975), pp. 523-538, 523.

4 On worries about nuclear weapons, see FOpuit TpPHOOHOB, “Sapo mpasas in IO.
TrUOOHOB Hdpo npasder. Cmamou, unmepswio, scce (Mocksa: Msa. ITpasaa, 1987), c. 12.
Concerning The Demons, see 1Opuii B. TPuooHOB, “Heuaes, Bepxosenckuii u ppyrue...,”
in FO.B. TPU®OHOB, Kak naute c1060 0m308emcs..., coct. Aaexcanap 1lIutos, npumedanus
Onbru Tpudonosoit u Aaexcangpa [llutosa (Mocksa: Coserckas Poccus, 198s), c. s1.

s Susan McREYNOLDS, “You Can Buy the Whole World’: The Problem of Redemption
in The Brothers Karamazov”, Slavic and East European Journal, n. 1 (2008), pp. 87-111, 96.
As McReynolds summarizes, the author’s own life was shaped by the acute need for mon-
ey and anxiety over gambling debts (#id., 88). Luzhin from Crime and Punishment is en-
tranced by capitalism, which he clumsily combines with Nikolai Chernyshevsky’s rational
egoism and socialism. See Feodor DOSTOEVSKY, Crime and Punishment. Third Edition.
The Coulson Translation. Background and Sources. Essays in Criticism, ed. George Gibian
(New York: Norton, 1989), pp. 126-127. For an innovative discussion of Dostoevsky, money,
and gender, see Colleen LUCEY, Love for Sale: Representing Prostitution in Imperial Russia
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2021).
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passage in The Demons when deluded socialists call for one hundred million
deaths to create a better society. Trifonov linked this terrifying quotation with
Pol Pot’s brutal regime. He avoided more apt comparisons with Stalinism and
instead attacked an ally of China, which by the late 1970s was a rival for Soviet
influence in Asia.® Despite his comments on Kampuchea, Trifonov’s oeuvre
shows how the USSR displayed the immorality and mendacity Dostoevsky
ascribed to socialism. Trifonov was all too aware of these problems although
he rarely commented on them openly. His father, Valentin Trifonov, was one
of the founders of the Red Army executed in 1938; however, the author’s first
novel, Students (“Studenty”, 1949), glorified Zhdanov’s purge of academia and
even won the Stalin Prize. The House on the Embankment and Trifonov’s unfin-
ished novel Zhe Disappearance (“Ischeznovenic”, 1987) revisited Stalinism with
a critical eye, while The Old Man (“Starik”, 1978) deplored violence during the
Civil War. Trifonov’s allusions to Dostoevsky hint at the paradoxes of a culture
promising utopia but built on bloodshed

The Strange Sesquicentennial and Trifonov’s Dostoevsky

The first four decades of the USSR were not kind to Dostoevsky. Following the
lead of Maksim Gor’ky, critics dismissed the author as an “evil genius” hostile
to socialism and atheism. However, Gor’ky also praised the author for being
a talent that “was indisputable”, likening him to Shakespeare.® Wolfgang Iser

6 On killing one hundred million people, see Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, The Demons, trans.
Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky (New York: Vintage Classics, 1994), p. 40s.
For discussion of Pol Pot, see Trifonov, quoted in the interview with Sergei TAsk,
“Ot1kpoBenHsLil pasrosop’, Aumepamypnas Poccus, 17 anpeast 1981, ¢. 11

7 IOpuit B. TPuo0HOB, Cmydenmat, in YO.B. TPuo0HOB, Cobpanne counnenuii 8 vemuipex
momax, nop pep. C.A. Bapysauna u ap. (Mocxkaa: XyAOXKECTBEHHAs AUTEPATYPa, 1985),
m. 1. Subsequent references abbreviate this collection as: furii Trifonov: SS. ¥Opuit B.
TPuoOHOB, Hcuesnosenue, in Y0.B. TPU®OHOB, Ombueck xocmpa: doxymenmarvnas
nosecms.  Heuesnosenne: poman (Mocksa: Coserckuit numcareasb, 1988). IOpuit B.
TrueoHOB, Cmapux, in lurii Trifonav: SS, m. 3. For a rare instance of Trifonov critiquing
the USSR as a society, see his diary entry on how the rise of Solidarity could destroy the
Eastern bloc: “This is the beginning of the collapse of the socialist camp and maybe even
the Soviet Union. By the way, this corpse will take a long time to rot” (Oasra TPHOOHOBA
u FOpuit TPH@OHOB, “Ms AnesHuxos u pabounx terpaaeit’, Apywcba napodos, N° 3 (1999),
http://magazines.russ.ru/druzhba/1 trif.html).

8 On Gorky and “evil genius’, see SEDURO, p. 5. Concerning his praise, see Makcum
Torbkuit, O aumepamype. Aumepamypro-xpumuseckue cmamou (Mocksa: Coserckuit
IUCATEAB, 1953), C. 705, quoted in SEDURO, p. 9. Lenin extolled Zhe House of the Dead for
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explored how intertextuality references the past to define the present, letting
authors claim the mantle of literary predecessors. Within this framework, Sovi-
et approaches to Dostoevsky sometimes followed what Harold Bloom termed
the “anxiety of influence” Appearing two years after the Dostoevsky sesquicen-
tennial, Bloom’s argument fits Soviet prose as well as British poetry: the USSR’s
authors suffered from “immense anxieties of indebtedness” as they embraced
certain Dostoevsky themes (critique of poverty) while assiduously avoiding
others (Orthodoxy).?

The Thaw was a turning point. A 1956 celebration honored the seventy-fifth
anniversary of his death; Bakhtin’s Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics (expanded
publication, 1963) used Dostoevsky’s novels to assert the dynamic, incomplete
nature of art.” This challenged the cultural rhetoric of the Khrushchev years:
one year before Bakhtin’s book appeared, the General Secretary had declared
the current generation would live to see communism and thus the culmination
of history. The 1971 sesquicentennial of Dostoevsky’s birth exposed intractable
problems in Soviet reception of the author. Vadim Kozhinov echoed Bakhtin’s
belief that the “last word” to describe the world had not yet been uttered; this
faith in continuing creative development contrasted with the inertia that the
intelligentsia felt after the Prague Spring." As the sesquicentennial approached,
there was a boom in Dostoevsky scholarship: writer’s notebooks for Crime and
Punishment and The Demons and an academic edition of Crime and Punish-

portraying penal servitude as a microcosm of Tsarist oppression, an ironic foreshadow-
ing of how Gulag prose envisioned the USSR as one large labor camp. (Baagumup BoHY-
BPYEBHY, “Aenun o knurax u nucareasnx’, Aumepamypuas zazema, N° 48 (21 anpeas 195s),
c. 2, quoted in SEDURO, p. 18).

9 Wolfgang ISER, “Foreword: Intertextuality; The Epitome of Culture”, in Renate LACH-
MANN, Memory and Literature: Intertextuality in Russian Modernism, trans. Roy Sel-
lars and Anthony Wall (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), p. xii. Harold
BLooM, The Anxiety of Influence: A Theory of Poetry (New York: Oxford University Press,
1973), . 5.

10 Mikhail BAKHTIN, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, ed. trans. Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1984). Aleksandr Shitov and Marina Selemeneva both note
that Trifonov’s final works contain polyphony similar to what Bakhtin praised in Dosto-
evsky’s prose. While this overstates the case, Trifonov’s ocuvre from the mid-1970s onwards
contains an array of opinions voiced by various characters (Aaexcanap IINTOB, Dymanusm
6 naeny... Hpascmeennas ynpyeocmo npose FOpus Tpugonosa (Mockpa: Aobumas
Poccns, 2010), c. 23; Mapuna CEAEMEHEBA, loamuxa z0podcxodi nposv: FO.B. Tpuornosa
(Boponesx: Hayunas xuura, 2008), c. 206).

11 On Khrushchev’s proclamation, see Ilerp Baiiab u Anexcamap TEHUC, do-e. Mup
cosemckozo weaosexa (Mocksa: Hosoe aureparyproe o6ospenue, 1996), c. 12. Bagum
Ko>xuHOB, “Beanune Aocroesckoro’, Hosoui mup, N 9 (1971), c. 28-30, 30.
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ment all appeared. This did not resolve the quandary of reconciling the Slavo-
phile author with Soviet culture.”

One solution was to downplay content in favor of style, as when critics
hailed Dostoevsky for enriching realist prose across the globe. The second was
that the author’s ideas were inconsistent; scholar II'ja Zil'bershtein applauded
the writer’s passion for justice but argued he had “deep delusions” as well.”
This metaphor of contradictions was itself key to late Soviet discourse about
problems at home and abroad. The slapstick comedy Diamond Arm (“Bril-
liantovaia ruka’, 1969) even mocked the habit of describing places such as
New York and Istanbul as interchangeable “cities of contrasts”, where plentiful
material goods existed alongside an exploited working class. The very presence
of contradiction demanded resolution: opposing qualities must be subsumed
within a Hegelian synthesis. The sesquicentennial offered no such solution.
Turii Seleznev, writing in 1973, sadly noted that depicting Dostoevsky as a con-
glomeration of contradictions had not helped to understand him.™*

Dostoevsky proclaimed that all modern authors came out from under Go-
gol’s overcoat. Trifonov cites Tolstoy, Bunin, Pushkin, and Dostoevsky as pre-
revolutionary writers shaping his prose.” Trifonov’s best works boast a density
of details evoking nineteenth-century realism, which established everyday life
as a topic for serious fiction; Trifonov then “legitimated byz as a theme in late
Soviet writing”'¢ The quotidian blurs with history in his prose. 7he Disappear-

12 For a survey of the publications leading up to the sesquicentennial, see Mass C.
3UABBEPIITENH u Aust M. PO3EHBAIOM, “OT pepaxunn’, in Heusdannwvii Jocmoesckui.
Banuctvie xuuncku u mempadu, 1860-1881 22. Aumepamypnoe nwacredune (Mocksa: Hayxka,
1971): €. 5-8, 5-6. See also SHNEIDMAN, p. 525.

13 On Dostoevsky’s style and global literature, see Baaepuit KupmoTuH, “Or cocraBureas’,
in Aocmoescxuii u pyccxue nucamenn. Tpaduyus. Hosamopcmso. Macmepcmso (Mocksa:
CoBeTckuii mucaTeab, 1971), C. 5-6, 6; SUABBEPIITENH u POBEHBAIOM, c. 6. For a similar
discussion, see [PUIIYHUH u Ap-s €. 3.

14 Aconnp Tavipa¥i (director), Bpussnanmosas pyxa (Mocduabm, 1969). FOpuit CEAE3HEB,
“ITocturas Aocroesckoro (FO6uaciinas’ aureparypa. Ilpobaembl u pasmbiuacHus)’,
Bonpocot aumepamypoe, N° 8 (1973), c. 218-240, 222.

15 On Trifonov’s assessment of Russian classical authors, see his “M.A. Bynun” and
“Toactoit Aes Huxoaaesuy”, in TPU®OHOB, Kax mawe cio60 omsosemcs... Konstan-
tin Fedin first introduced Trifonov to Bunin’s prose in the late 1940s at the Gorky Liter-
ary Institute (TPru®OHOB, “V.A. Bynun’, c. 26). There was another influence: Trifonov’s
later writing focuses on middle-aged characters recalling the ‘superfluous men’ Turgenev
made famous in the 1850s-60s (Eaena BbIKOBA, “ITpobaeMbl AMMHOCTH B TBOPYECTBE
Opust Tpudpornosa” (aBTOPC(l)CpaT, Mocxosckuii Ileparornueckuii Toc. Yausepcurer,
1995), €. 5, 10).

16 Trifonov discusses everyday life in “Bei6upars, pemarscs, sxeprosars,” in Kax nause c1060
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ance portrays the 1937 Pushkin celebration, a massive undertaking that coin-
cides with a schoolmate abruptly vanishing after his parents’ arrest. The novel
discerns how Stalinist praise perverted the image of the great poet, whose verse
opposed the slavish obedience saturating the 1930s.”

Trifonov’s widow, the author Ol'ga Trifonova-Miroshchnichenko, notes his
long struggle with Dostoevsky’s ideas. He singled out Dostoevsky as the most
talented of the nineteenth-century authors, marveling at that writer’s ability
to both gaze into the soul and depict emotions erupting like lava.”® Trifonov
was more nuanced than some Soviet critics, who crudely differentiated Dos-
toevsky’s characters from the “anti-heroes’ of Western writers”” Trifonov por-
trayed his own morally ambivalent protagonists against a background of city
life, broken families, and the temptations of the material world, all hallmarks of
Dostoevsky’s prose. However, while Raskol'nikov and Alesha save themselves
through faith and self-sacrifice, Trifonov’s atheists have far less hope.

Despite manifest differences, the two authors’ lives have striking similarities
that begin with the loss of a parent. After the publication of Students, Trifon-
ov was almost expelled from the Komsomol when authorities discovered the
young man had lied about his father’s execution and mother’s arrest.®> Dos-

omso6emcs..., c. 88; TPoOHOB, “Her, He o 6brTe — 0 xusuu!!’, ibid., c. 103-104. For a dis-
cussion of Trifonov and byz, see Benjamin SUTCLIFFE, “Utopia of Things? Iurii Trifonov,
Sincerity, and the Material World of Soviet Culture”, unpublished manuscript.

17 TPU®OHOB, Ischeznovenie, c. 183-184.

18 On Trifonov’s interest in Dostoevsky, see Oabra TPHoOHOBA u FOpuii TProoHOB, “Us
AHCBHHKOB U pabounx terpascit’;, Apywba napodos, N 2 (1999), http://magazines.russ.
ru/druzhba/1999/2/trif-prheml. Concerning Trifonov’s thoughts on Dostoevsky and

the soul, see Paand IIIPEAEP [R. Schroder], “Poman ¢ ucropueit,” Bonpocs: aumepamypo,
Ne 5 (1982), c. 66-77, 73. On lava, see TPH®OHOB, “Heuaes, Bepxosenckuii u apyrue’, c.
38. Those Trifonov characters immersed in the “lava” of crisis make terrifying mistakes,
as the protagonist of The Old Man thinks when recalling atrocities during the Civil War
(Cmapux, c. 473).

19 Concerning “anti-heroes,” see [PHIIVHUH u Ap., c. 5. For an alternative to such exclusion-
ary literary politics, see the seminal comparative monograph: Donald FANGER, Dosto-
evsky and Romantic Realism: A Study of Dostoevsky in Relation to Balzac, Dickens, and Gogol
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965).

20 Dostoevsky lost first his mother and then his father. David GILLESPIE gives an overview
of Trifonov’s biography in Iurii Trifonov: Unity through Time (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992). Concerning the scandal following the publication of Students, see
Onsra TPUOOHOBA, FOputi u Osvea Tpudonose: scnomunawm (Mocksa: CosepiieHHO
CEKPETHO, 2003), ¢. 3-4. Schrdder noted that many critics saw parallels in the interrupted
creative paths of Trifonov and Dostoevsky (SCHRODER, “Gesprich mit Juri Trifonow”, S.
146).
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toevsky and Trifonov helped create the literary images of Russia’s two capitals
yet their prose was influenced by the hinterlands of empire (Dostoevsky’s im-
prisonment in Siberia and Trifonov’s repeated trips to Turkmenia). Both men
were disappointed by the intelligentsia. In his writer’s notebooks Trifonov cites
Dostoevsky’s praise of a Russian officer who died rather than convert to Islam.
Trifonov underscored Dostoevsky’s caustic comment that an intelligent would
not have made such a sacrifice.” Indeed, in their prose the two writers envision
an intelligentsia seduced by its ideas. Raskol'nikov and those in The Demons
proffer false philosophies; Trifonov’s later works show ideology justifying du-
plicity and greed. The two authors feared that for the naive or unscrupulous
expedience replaces integrity with the “self-delusion” that Trifonov believed
plagued Raskol'nikov and also late Soviet culture.”

Dostoevsky and Trifonov were fascinated by terrorism as another scourge of
modernity. Trifonov claimed that those destroying planes and hospitals in the
1970s were the latest incarnation of nefarious nineteenth-century revolutionary
Sergei Nechaev. He singled out Carlos the Jackal as an example, ignoring that
the terrorist was partially educated in Moscow, inspired by Marxism, and used
tactics resembling those of the People’s Will. Emigré critic Mikhail Lekhmin
argued that Carlos was the heir of both the People’s Will and Nechaey, a link
that terrified Trifonov even as the author refused to admit this.>

Gillespie observes that Trifonov adapts Dostoevsky for “modern usage,’
yet does not explore how this was often a flawed process. At times Trifonov
intentionally misunderstood the nineteenth-century author, particularly his
belief that compassion should never be sacrificed for ideology.** Impatience,
for instance, inadvertently revealed the power of what Bakhtin labeled Dosto-
evsky’s “word-idea” (slovo-ideia): the People’s Will used socialism to rationalize
violence in the name of a brighter future. At other moments, Trifonov shared

21 TPU®OHOBA u TPUPOHOB, “V3 pAHeBHNKOB U pabounx rerpapcit’, Apyuncoa napodos, N® 2
(1999).

22 Concerning the intelligentsia and loss of integrity, see David GILLESPIE, “Trifonov on
Dostoevskii’, in Faith Wi1GZzELL (ed.), Russian Writers on Russian Writers (Oxford: Berg,
1994): pp- 161-168, 163, and Bsuecaan CyxaHOB, “@enomen JKHU3HE-CMEPTH B ITOBECTAX
0. Tpudonosa’, in Asexcaupp C. SIHYIIKEBUY (110a pea.), Pycckas nosecme xax gopma
spemenn: cboprux cmameii (Tomck: TT'Y, 2002), ¢. 301-309, 306. On Trifonov’s comment
about self-delusion, see IIIPEAEP, c. 74.

23 TPU®OHOB, “Heuaes, Bepxosenckuii u popyrue’, c. 47-48. Muxaua AEXMUH, “OKeasn60s,
Heuaes, Kapaoc u apyroe..., Konrunent, N 49 (1986), c. 359-369, 367, 368. GILLESPIE be-
lieves Trifonov’s final, unfinished project was a study of German Lopatin, a member of the
People’s Will (Iurii Trifonov, p. 159).

24 GILLESPIE, “Trifonov on Dostoevskii’, p. 167.
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Dostoevsky’s fear of a society where ‘everything is permitted;, whether for per-
sonal gain or egalitarian principle.”

Impatience, Nechaev, and Dostoevsky: The Horror of Certainty

Impatience and House on the Embankment, appearing soon after the 1971 jubi-
lee, inherited the fascination with Dostoevsky but drew different conclusions
about his meaning for Soviet culture. Impatience is an unwieldly work of his-
torical fiction with multiple plots. These focus on the revolutionary Andrei
Zheliabov and his comrades in the People’s Will, which makes several attempts
on the life of Aleksandr II. Zheliabov is arrested before the group succeeds but
demands to be tried with the regicides. The novel closes with his execution next
to those who carried out the assassination. Impatience, along with Students, is
Trifonov’s least talented work, yet this roman a thése points to crucial issues im-
plicating Soviet culture and its misuse of Dostoevsky.*

In one of the few serious studies of Impatience, Polly Jones analyzes the nov-
el as a part of Fiery Revolutionaries (Plamennye revoliutsionery), a series that
Politizdat published to revive interest in opponents of tsarism. The books paid
well (the publisher was referred to as a “feeder” given its generous royalties).
Trifonova-Miroshchnichenko claims her husband wrote the novel due to lim-
ited options; after 1968, works focusing on contemporary life were scrutinized
by censors. However, the novel’s publication constituted the very action Tri-
fonov’s late prose criticized: exchanging one’s sincerity for a comfortable exis-
tence.” Impatience is a return to the false narrative of Marxist-Leninist history

25 On the word-idea, see Mrops Cyxux, “I'lbitka namsrsio’, 36esda, N 6 (2002), http://mag-
azines.russ.ru/zvezda/2002/6/su.html. The socialist Rakitin in 7he Brothers Karamazov is
one of several Dostoevsky characters claiming that all is permitted in a world without God
— Dmitry rephrases this statement while speaking with Alesha (Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, The
Brothers Karamazov. A Novel in Four Parts with Epilogue, trans. Richard Pevear and Larissa
Volokhonsky (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2002, p. 589).

26 TPU®OHOB, Hemepnenue, c. 385, 404. For a short but interesting discussion of Trifonov
and historical fiction, see Polly JoNESs, “Burned by History, but Forever Drawn to its Af-
terglow. Yuriy Trifonov’s Historical Writing”, Forschungsstelle Osteuropa, https://www.for-
schungsstelle.uni-bremen.de/de/13/20140605113358/20201103131348/.html.

27 Polly JONES, Revolution Rekindled: The Writers and Readers of Late Soviet Biography (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2019), pp. 13-14. Concerning the “feeder”, see David LOWE,
Russian Writing since 1953: A Critical Survey (New York: Ungar, 1987), p. 49, quoted in
JONES, Revolution Rekindled, p. 23. At the time Impatience was published, Trifonov was
married to Alla Pastukhova, the deputy editor of the series (JONES, Revolution Rekindled,
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he wisely abandoned after Students. Natal'ia Ivanova, in the first monograph
on Trifonov, notes that the Russian title of Impatience connotes “intolerance”
(neterpimost’), a quality Trifonov despised in others but eulogized in Zheliabov.
Impatience exposes the cracks in Trifonov’s understanding of Dostoevsky. Two
closely connected factors make this clear: how Impatience tries to distinguish
Nechaev from the People’s Will, and the ways that Dostoevsky satirizes both
Nechaev and the terrorists as destructive. Impatience fails to make a coherent
argument because Trifonov could not concede the connections between these
clements. Doing so would rejected a core assumption of Soviet culture: revolu-
tion justifies violence.*®

Trifonov was horrified by Nechaev, the charismatic revolutionary who in
1869 instigated and participated in the killing of a comrade. The writer no
doubt sensed but never acknowledged how Nechaev’s paranoia, violence, and
hypocrisy augured the much greater destruction Stalinism unleashed decades
later. In the novel Zheliabov meets with Nechaev, entering the grounds of the
Peter and Paul Fortress under cover of night. Outside the prisoner’s cell, he lis-
tens to his plans. Nechaev wants to spread pamphlets falsely announcing reim-
position of serfdom, lengthening conscription, and persecuting Old Believers.
These claims would stoke resentment of the state, cause confusion, and clear
the way for a new society. Nechaev’s scheme transfixes Zheliabov for a moment.

And little by little — as the seconds went by — [Zheliabov] felt a strange
hypnotic force drugging him, coming through the grated window. At one
point it seemed to him that this was a brilliant idea! And there would be no
need to execute the Tsar. All of Russia would rise up. However, after a second
he said to himself: nonsense! All of this had been tried and had failed [...].
The man in the cell was cut off from the world. Only fragments of events
made their way to him. He was struggling alone and concocting his fantasies

alone. How could Zheliabov tell him that freedom and true life were getting

p- 151). Trifonova-Miroshchnichenko discusses Impatience in: TPHoOHOBA 1 TPHOOHOB,
“Vs AHeBHUKOB U pabouux TeTpaacit’, Apywcba napodos, N° 1 (1999), http://magazines.russ.
ru/druzhba/1999/1/trifhtml. On Trifonov’s theme of trading morality for comfort, see
Muxaua CUHEABHUKOB, “VcnbITaHne MOBCEAHEBHOCTBIO: HEKOTOpbIe UTOTH ;, Bonpocs:
aumepamypos, N° 2 (1972), c. 46-62, 51, and Josephine WOLL, Invented Truth: Soviet Reali-
ty and the Literary Imagination of Iurii Trifonov (Durham: Duke University Press, 1991), p.
26.

28 Haraass VIBAHOBA, Ilposa IOpus 7})%950;103/4 (Mocha: CoBeTcKUH MHCATEAD, 1984.),
c. 170. In the essay “On Intolerance” Trifonov laments how neterpimost’ leads to critics
misreading what they analyze and artists harming their own creations (TruoonoB, “O
Hereprumocty’, in Kax nause cro60 omsosemcs..., c. 67, 70).
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farther and farther away from one another? And no one knew how long this

would continue.”®

Zheliabov is swayed by this “strange hypnotic force”. What saves him is
being in touch with “events”: he understands the mood in Russia, knows the
course of history, and realizes that only assassination will bring progress. In
an article tellingly titled “Moral Lessons of the People’s Will”, Soviet critic
Valentin Oskotsky praises Impatience but adds that the two men’s encoun-
ter may be fabricated. Ivanova is more categorical: the conversation did not
occur and its fictitious portrayal underscores Nechaev’s influence on the
People’s Will. Trifonov needed to invent this conversation to better contrast
Nechaev and the revolutionaries, an artificial tactic that points to their simi-
larities.>

The protagonist’s actions emulate Nechaev’s dishonesty. To inflate his
group’s stature, Zheliabov creates a stamp for a nonexistent executive
committee. At another moment the revolutionaries vote to spend one-
third of their funds on terrorism and two-thirds on helping peasants,
acknowledging that aid to the villages will never be disbursed. Such tactics
suggest Nechaev’s subterfuge more than honest efforts to better the narod;
lies take on their own reality and taint cooperation between the radical
intelligentsia and peasantry.”’

Applauding Zheliabov’s determination and self-sacrifice, Impatience con-
tends that history can be predicted and even controlled.”* Zheliabov, in prison
and awaiting his execution, reflects on his life: “Everything that had happened
to him in the past year was the only possibility. There had been no other ways.
He had bobbed through the gutter like rainwater in a barrel” Zheliabov sees
his life following the “only possibility”, the current of history carrying him “like
rainwater”. There is, however, a more accurate and disturbing interpretation:

29 TPU®OHOB, Hemepnenue, c. 365, 366.

30 Baaentun OckoTckui, “Hpascrennsie ypoxu «Hapopnoit Boan»", dumepamyproe
obospenue, N 11 (1973), c. 55-61, 60. IBAHOBA, c. 178.

31 TPU®OHOB, Hemepnenne, c. 83, 155. Eatly in the novel, a resident of Zheliabov’s village
sympathizes with the revolutionaries but adds that horrible things have been done in the
name of justice (ibid., c. 59).

32 Assuming history is linear constitutes an anomalous return to Students and its praise of
the Stalinist march into the radiant future. After the mid-1960s Trifonov’s works suggest-
ed that history was difficult to understand, let alone control. In The Old Man, for instance,
protagonist Pavel Evgrafovich scrupulously recalls the Civil War yet forgets how he helped
destroy a rival during the struggle (TP@OHOB, Cmapux, 606).

33 TPUOOHOB, Hemepnenue, c. 386.
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Zheliabov is caught in a torrent he can neither control nor escape. His execu-
tion is the result of hubris - like Raskol'nikov, he wrongly believes that extraor-
dinary people can shape history.*

In a later article Trifonov realized that, in distinguishing Zheliabov from
Nechaev, Impatience underlined their commonalities. The author remarked
that the assassination of the Tsar postponed the constitution that Aleksandr II
may have planned to support (the novel notes that People’s Will did not know
of this possibility). In the same article Trifonov admitted the revolutionaries
were too eager for change, an error reducing them to “bomb-throwers” Critic
Ol'ga Sukhikh observed that the failure of the People’s Will proved that vio-
lence cannot improve humanity, a realization shaping Crime and Punishment,
The Demons, and Brothers Karamazov. As with Ivan Karamazov’s “Legend” of
the Grand Inquisitor, the terrorists murdering the Tsar achieved the opposite
of their intention. Ivan tries to shake his brother’s faith yet solidifies it; Zheli-
abov wants to hurry history but delays it.¢

Zheliabov draws strength from ideas that purport to explain how the past,
present, and future interact. In a stilted scene the terrorist ponders how

Actions, words, gestures, phrases all die — the only thing that will live forever,
as long as humanity exists, is ideas. There are not many of them. They can be
mistaken. But they are indestructible, they will arise again and again, in different

forms but remaining the same.”

He then excitedly explains the political program of the People’s Will to
Sof’ia Perovskaia, his fellow terrorist and lover. For Ivanova, such moments
are a warning of how ideas can take over consciousness; The Demons makes
this clear via the epigraph involving evil spirits causing swine to drown them-
selves. Zheliabov sacrifice himself and others for ideas. Impatience mentions
how, years before plotting to kill the Tsar, he abandoned his wife and children

34 Some critics supported Zheliabov’s belief that he was following the true course of history;
see, for example, OCKOTCKUI, c. s8. On Raskol'nikov, see DOSTOEVSKY, Crime and Pun-
ishment, p. 219.

35 TPH®OHOB, “Heuaes, Bepxosenckuit u apyruc’, c. 49. On the Tsar’s possible support for
the constitution, see TPUOOHOB, Hemepnenue, c. 377. For the mention of “bomb-throw-
ers’, see SCHRODER, p. 69.

36 Concerning the Grand Inquisitor and assassination of Aleksandr II, see Oabra CYXuX,
“OT BEAMKOTO MHKBU3HTOPA K «HAPOAHOH Boae» (mepeocmbicacHHe PHAOCOPCKOI TPo-
Gaemaruku npousseacHuit ®.M. Aocroesckoro B pomane I0.B. Tpudonosa «Herepre-
uue» ), Becmuux Huncezopodckozo ynusepcumema, N° 3 (2011), c. 314-320, 315.

37 TPUOOHOB, Hemepnenue, c. 332.
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to join the revolutionaries. Trifonov, whose father was murdered by the state,
lauded a parent who left his family to foment violence.**

Impatience tried to explain lies and murder committed for progress. Howev-
er, its plot renders this argument a farce recalling the bumbling revolutionaries
in The Demons. Zheliabov, despite being the novel’s protagonist, is not directly
involved in the assassination (an event that harms the terrorist’ goals). Grish-
nevitsky, who threw the second bomb and killed the Tsar, receives no charac-
ter development because he is a minor figure in the movement. The terrorist
responsible for the first bomb, Rysakov, was a novice who lamented getting
caught. By describing such errors and incompetence Impatience, despite the au-
thor’s wishes, shows the unpredictability of history.””

Trifonov praised Zhe Demons for its prescient critique of modern problems
yet shied away from the work’s rejection of socialism. In doing so he followed
the pattern of the sesquicentennial and the “rules of the game” Josephine Woll
espied in Soviet culture: some aspects of the USSR could be criticized but its
bedrock ideology was sacrosanct. To this end Trifonov asserted that Dosto-
evsky opposed “pseudorevolution”, not revolution itself. Such a usefully vague
term critiques Nechaev’s actions and those of the socialists in 7he Demons, but
not the ‘real’ change motivating Zheliabov (and later the Bolsheviks).*

In Impatience Nechaev and the People’s Will advocate carnage and cha-
os to shock the populace into supporting the end of tsarism. East German
scholar Ralf Schroeder, in a heated interview with Trifonov, maintained that
Impatience supported Nechaev’s immoral axiom that all is permitted. Trifonov
countered by referring to The Brothers Karamazov: Nechaev, like the Jesuits
who ran the Inquisition, believed the ends were important but the means were
not. Trifonov then claimed that terror cannot create social change and that the
People’s Will, unlike Nechaev or those in 7he Demons, was concerned with the
morality of methods as well as goals. This logic is itself worthy of the Grand In-
quisitor — Trifonov deemed one group of terrorists to be more compassionate
than another, despite the People’s Will killing more people than Nechaev and

his followers.*

38 VIBAHOBA, c. 185. TPUOOHOB, Hemepnenue, c. 8.

39 Ibid., c.381,384,391,394.

40 Woll uses this phrase to discuss film in the Khrushchev era (Josephine WoLL, Real Im-
ages: Soviet Cinema and the Thaw (London: L. B. Tauris, 2000). TPH®OHOB, “Heuvacs,
BepxoBenckuii u Apyrue’, c. 40.

41 For Schréder’s assertion and Trifonov’s response, see IIIPEAEP, c. 67, 68. On Dostoevsky
and the People’s Will versus Nechaev, see TPH®0HOB, “Heuaes, Bepxosenckuii u apyruc’,
C. 45, 46. Trifonov acknowledged that the People’s Will resembled Nechaev’s pernicious
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The Brothers Karamazov is another troubling intertext for Impatience.
Oskotsky focuses on how Aleksandr II comforted a boy wounded by the first
bomb. Had the ruler not done this, Oskotsky mused, he would have avoided
the second explosion. The critic implies that the Tsar was destroyed by his own
act of mercy. For Oskotsky this recalls the moment in Dostoevsky’s novel when
Ivan asks Alesha whether eternal happiness is worth the tear of a single child.
Oskotsky refuses to provide an answer. Instead, he states that Trifonov’s novel
did not resolve the “contradiction” The Brothers Karamazov posed: whether
harming the innocent is warranted to secure collective happiness. Impatience
believes that this cost is necessary and, in reaching this conclusion, demon-
strates Dostoevsky was correct to fear those who sacrifice morality for radical
change.** Iser argues that intertextuality is central to how a culture makes sense
of its past. By this logic Impatience twists Dostoevsky’s ideas; such willful mis-
reading shows Trifonov participated in the Soviet distortion of literature and
history. This allowed the USSR to justify the actions of the People’s Will and
clide how the group helped promote massive bloodshed.*

House on the Embankment: Raskolnikov versus Verkhovensky

Trifonov’s most famous work portrays a culture that embodied many of Dos-
toevsky’s concerns. House on the Embankment has a series of narrators; the
frame plot, set in the 1970s, focuses on literary scholar Vadim Glebov, a mem-
ber of the Moscow intellectual elite who even attends a conference in Paris.
His health, however, is beginning to fail as he gains weight and overstrains his
heart.** Two internal narratives depict Glebov during Stalinism. The first fo-
cuses on him as a child in the late 1930s, when he lives in a kommunalka near
the famous House on the Embankment and envies his friends from the pres-
tigious building. The second describes Glebov during the Zhdanov campaign;
university administrators pressure the protagonist into joining others in de-
nouncing his mentor, Professor Ganchuk, and thus abandoning his fiancée
(Sonia), who is Ganchuk’s daughter. The povest”has several explicit references
to Crime and Punishment. However, it also draws on The Demons, specifically

“logic” but maintained that the group tried to avoid killing the innocent (ibid., c. 47). It
was, of course, the terrorists’ prerogative to determine who fit this category.

42 OCKOTCKUI, c. 59. DOSTOEVSKY, Brothers Karamazov, p. 24s.

43 ISER, p. xii.

44 On Glebov’s body, sece TPU®OHOB, Jou #a nabepexncnois in lurii Trifonov: SS, 1. 2, c. 369.
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how toxic ideas pass from one generation to another.* As Anne Dwyer and
others discern, House on the Embankment deliberately revisits the plot of Szu-
dents, where undergraduate Vadim Belov helps drive Professor Kozel'sky out
of his teaching position for ‘toadying to the West’. Trifonov’s first novel praises
the persecutors for uncovering the academic’s errors: Kozel'sky downplays
Russia’s contribution to world literature despite writing a book entitled Zhe
Shadow of Dostoevsky. (Such a treatise in the postwar era signaled antipathy
to socialism.) Not surprisingly, Students misses the irony of this reference to
Dostoevsky in the final years of Stalinism, when ‘everything is permitted’ in
the service of the word-idea.+

By the 1970s Trifonov had effectively renounced Students. Speaking with
Schroder, he asserted that House on the Embankment differed from his first
novel — this was not because Trifonov had changed, but because the times
were different. Trifonov clearly regretted writing the work but his explanation
resembles Glebov’s avoidance of guilt. At the beginning of the 1970s plot the
protagonist encounters his former friend Shulepnikov, now a bitter alcoholic.
Glebov dismisses his rancor, thinking that Shulepnikov should be angry at the
era they lived in, not Glebov himself.#” Both Trifonov and his protagonist dis-
place responsibility for personal actions onto the times.**

After the first meeting attacking Ganchuk, Glebov visits his fiancée. Sonia,
whose name evokes Crime and Punishment, pities Glebov despite his role in
their family’s problems. The scholar Marina Selemeneva, commenting on her
affinities with Sonechka Marmeladova, deems Sonia one of Trifonov’s self-sac-
rificing female characters. She helps alleviate Glebov’s slight sense of guilt but
cannot save herself and is institutionalized in a psychiatric hospital.# Iuliia
Mikhailovna, Ganchuk’s wife, has a different reaction to Glebov’s role in the

45 For a discussion of Soviet responses to House on the Embankment, see WOLL, Invented
Truth, p. 77.

46 Anne DWYER, “Runaway Texts: The Many Life Stories of Iurii Trifonov and Christa Wolf”,
Russian Review, n. 64 (200s), pp. 605-627. On Kozel'sky’s toadying and book on Dosto-
evsky, see TPH®OHOB, Crzydenmat, c. 261, 266. GILLESPIE comments on Students, Stalin-
ism, and everything being permitted in Jurii Trifonov, p. 2s.

47 HIPEAEP, c. 71. On the author’s regret over Students, see TPU®OHOB, “3anucku coceaa. M3
BOCIIOMUHAHUN , in Kax nause c1060 om308emcs..., ¢. 147. TPUOOHOB, Jom Ha Habeperncroi,
¢ 365.

48 Ibid., c. 456-457.

49 Ibid., c. 489, 482-483. Mapuna CEAEMEHEBA, ‘[Ipo6acMa THIOAOTMH IEpCOHAXEH
‘ropopckoi’ mposst FO.B. Tpudonosa (x Bompocy o AOMHHAHTHBIX/TepHEPHITHBIX
MOAEASIX KCHCTBCHHOCTH B Auteparype XX B.)", Bonpocs: gunonoenn, N° 2 (2007), c. 82-88,
8s.
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denunciations. She berates the protagonist in a scene that is one of Trifonov’s
most important references to Dostoevsky:

[S]he dropped into a whisper. “T’ll give you an antique ring, with a sapphire.
You love bourgeois things, don’t you? Gold? Gems? [. . .] She ran toward the
door of a neighboring room, which was her bedroom, but fortunately she was
stopped by Ganchuk, who was coming in. There followed a strange, obscure,
jerky conversation about, of all things, the works of Dostoevsky. Ganchuk said
that he had hitherto underrated Dostoevsky, that Gorky had been wrong about
Dostoevsky and it was time to reassess him. He would have a lot more spare
time now and he proposed to work on the subject.

Yulia Mikhailovna stared at her husband with sad intensity. He had said that
the thought that had tormented Dostoevsky — if man’s last refuge is nothing
but a dark room full of spiders, then all is permitted — had hitherto been
interpreted in a wholly simplistic, trivial sense. All such profound problems
had, in fact, been distorted into pathetically inadequate form, but the problems
themselves were still there and would not go away. Today’s Raskolnikovs did
not murder old women moneylenders with an ax, but they were faced with
the same agonizing choice: to cross or not to cross the line. In any case, what
was the difference between using an ax and any other method? What was the
difference between murder and just giving the victim a slight push, provided
that it removed him? After all, Raskolnikov didn’t commit murder for the sake
of world harmony but simply for his own ends, to save his old mother, to get his
sister out of a tight spot, and to secure for himself something or other in this

life, whatever it might have been...>°

Iuliia Mikhailovna reprises the scene with the pawnbroker and Raskol'nikov,
offering him the “bourgeois” gold and jewels he covets. It is Ganchuk, however,
who is Glebov’s victim: the student has not used an axe but given the victim “a
slight push”, joining those who accuse the professor. Glebov does not act for
“the sake of world harmony” but simply to advance his material interests — un-
like Raskol'nikov (or Zheliabov), he is profoundly apolitical. He acts “for his
own ends”: after Ganchuk’s ouster Glebov is confirmed for graduate study and
begins a successful career.

Ganchuk worries that for Glebov “all is permitted” given that what awaits us
following death is “nothing but a dark room full of spiders”. Here the allusions

so Yuri TRIFONOV, The House on the Embankment, in Yu. TRIFONOV, Another Life and The
House on the Embankment, trans. Michael Glenny (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1999), pp. 343-34 4. Italics are present in the original.
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to Dostoevsky become more complex. It is Svidrigailov (not Raskol'nikov) who
describes life after death in this way. Ganchuk is a committed socialist who dis-
misses the possibility of any afterlife. This lack of belief is one hint that the pro-
fessor, along with many other heroes of the Civil War, helped create the social-
ist state that eventually ostracizes him:* Ganchuk, like Kozel'sky in Students,
plans to study Dostoevsky and rehabilitate the author after Gor’ky’s attacks. In
doing so, he realizes that the conditions of the Zhdanov era are as dire as those
Raskol'nikov faced. However, the professor does not comprehend that he is liv-
ing in Dostoevsky’s conception of hell on earth, where grasping “spiders” now
direct the nation he fought to establish.>*

The protagonist exhibits the indecision that plagues Raskol'nikov after the
murder. The narrator describes Glebov as one of those bogatyri who wait at
the crossroads until the very last moment, unwilling to make decisions that
may bring ruin. Woll connects this to Glebov being a man without qualities
— as with Raskol'nikov and the younger socialists in 7he Demons, he absorbs
others’ ideas. However, unlike these Dostoevsky characters, he lacks any ide-
ology aside from desiring the material comfort Ganchuk and Sonia have.”
Trifonov derided the protagonist of Crime and Punishment for a hypocritical,
self-serving relationship with the world around him. In the writer’s notebooks
from the last years of his life, he remarked that Raskol'nikov first compared
himself to Napoleon then accused society of creating the conditions that
drove him to murder. In this way Trifonov illuminated the oxymoron of an
individual who claims to be above moral constrains yet exculpates himself
by attacking the era in which he lives. Shortly after this passage, in his note-
book Trifonov critiqued terrorists in the West: they resemble Raskol'nikov in
blaming society. Glebov is far from being an extremist but, like Zheliabov, he
believes the ends justify the means.s*

In House on the Embankment Stalinist culture abets Glebov’s crime yet the
novella suggests the protagonist is responsible for his own transgressions. Here
Trifonov borrows from Tolstoy as well as Dostoevsky. In an article he con-
curred with Tolstoy’s assertion that we must transform ourselves before trying
to remake the world. Otherwise, Trifonov clarified, it will be “as if I plan to
renovate my apartment and begin to live according to my conscience, but in
the meantime, while there is dirty wallpaper and old furniture, I have the right

s1 DOSTOEVSKY, Crime and Punishment, p. 24s.

52 On Ganchuk, spiders, and Stalinism, see MCLAUGHLIN, p. 281.

53 TPUOOHOB, dom na nabepewcroi, c. 452. Woll, Invented Truth, p. 94.

s4 TPH®OHOBA u TPHOOHOB, ‘U3 AHeBHUKOB U pabouux terpaseit’, Apyscba wapodos, N° 3

(1999), http://magazines.russ.ru/druzhba/1999/3/trif heml.
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to live in a bad way. And it ends up that wallpaper is to blame for a man’s bad
actions”$

Significantly, Trifonov uses a material metaphor (wallpaper) to discredit
those who blame their surroundings for moral shortcomings: by the 1970s he
was convinced that the love of things was an insidious disease ailing society.

In his interview with Schroder, Trifonov praised Iurii Kariakin’s 1976 mono-
graph on Raskol'nikov’s “self-delusion”. Soviet textbooks, Trifonov continued,
did not criticize this character enough given that “self-delusion is the essence of
our time”* Lying to oneself (and others) contradicts the mythologized ethos of
the intelligentsia. Trifonov defined this group in moral terms that immediately
exclude both Glebov and raznochinets Raskol'nikov.

An intelligent is what we call a person who has spiritual qualities [dushevnymi
kachestvami] such as selflessness, conscience, the absence of the desire for
material gain. An intelligent simply cannot be someone who is trying to get
ahead, who wishes to get more than his share from life. In my understanding
intelligentnost’ is three concepts together: education, spiritual qualities, and

understanding of the world 58

Glebov has the “education” but not the more important traits of “selfless-
ness, conscience’, and lack of greed. He belongs instead to the “smatterers”
(obrazovanschina), a term Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn used to dismiss those inzelli-
genty whom the state co-opted through privileges.”

House on the Embankment hints that Glebov’s self-interest has sources that
predate his own childhood — Stalinism merely exacerbated the problem. Here
Trifonov unintentionally borrows from Dostoevsky to envision how Sovi-
et culture passes corruption from generation to generation. In Zhe Demons
Stepan Verkhovensky leaves his son in the care of others and their dangerous
ideas, choosing to educate Stavrogin instead. Petr Stepanovich then brings

ss  On Tolstoy, sece TPH@OHOB, “Toacroit Aes Hukoaaesud’, c. 34.

56 For Trifonov’s worries about materialism and consumption, see “SIapo mpasasy,” c. 12. His
Moscow novellas were crucial to debates over the problem of meshchanstvo in the Brezhnev
era, as Selemenova discusses in [Tosmuxa 2opodcxoii nposst FO.B. Tpugponosa, c. 130.

s7 IIIPEAEP, c. 74. The book Trifonov praises is IOpuit Kapsaxus, Camoobman
Packonvnuxosa: Poman O.M. Aocmoescxozo Ilpecmynaenne u  naxasanue (Mocksa:
XyAOKeCTBEHHAs! AUTEPATYpa, 1976).

58 TPU®OHOB, Kax nause c1060 01m308€micA..., C. 348, note 2.

59 Alexander SOLZHENITSYN, “The Smatterers,” in A. SOLZHENITSYN, From under the Rub-
ble, trans. A. M. Brock, et al. (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1975), pp. 229278,
240-241.
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disaster to his town. The younger Verkhovensky, like Stavrogin, has been in-
fected by the same word-idea that begins with his father’s muddled liberalism,
mutates into socialism, and spreads to Shatov, Kirillov, and the other would-
be revolutionaries.

The relationship between Ganchuk and Glebov has filial overtones resem-
bling those in 7he Demons: the professor will soon be his father-in-law and is
already his mentor. Ganchuk, who once fought for the Red Army, now has a
fur coat and dacha, lives in the House on the Embankment, and is part of the
Stalinist literary elite. After the denunciations of Ganchuk begin, the profes-
sor regrets not killing the man now in charge of the investigation (in the 1920s
Ganchuk had the chance to do so0). Trifonov commented that the professor’s
fate underscores how one can turn from judge to victim.® Ganchuk’s material
privilege comes from a state that promised egalitarian utopia but instituted
a brutal hierarchy. Glebov is Ganchuk’s less-worthy successor. He follows
the professor’s path of gaining a better life by eliminating opponents, but for
personal gain instead of political conviction. In this manner House on the Em-
bankment echoes Dostoevsky’s dark take on the family chronicle. Zhe Broth-
ers Karamazov revealed that greed, falsehood, and violence spread through
bloodlines. In 7he Demons the father’s confused ‘free thinking’ becomes the
son’s cynical socialism. Glebov’s inheritance from Ganchuk is greed, not ideas:
he suffers from a more aggressive version of the materialism that marks Gan-
chuk’s later life.

Glebov and Zheliabov discredit the precept that all is permitted, despite
their beliefs to the contrary. The two protagonists demonstrate that morality
is weaker than craving for comfort (House on the Embankment) or rage for
change (Impatience). Trifonov’s characters live out Dostoevsky’s fear that striv-
ing for a better tomorrow destroys honesty and compassion. The People’s Will
attempted to force their future on Russia; House on the Embankment depicts
the nightmare that such efforts created. Reading Trifonov shows how Soviet
culture, in attempting to appropriate Dostoevsky, revealed its own contradic-
tions between ethics and expediency, ideals and reality.

60 TPU®OHOB, Jom na nabeperctoi, c. 405.

61 On Ganchuk as judge and then victim, see TPH®OHOB, “Kaxabiii eaoBex — cyapba.
Becepa ¢ xoppecnionsentom rasersl «Coserckast kyabrypa»’, in Kax wame cr060
omsosemcs..., €. 294. Perpetrators becoming victims during Stalinism was a key trope of
writing about the period, as Vasilii GROSSMAN explores in the novella Everything Flows,
trans. Robert Chandler and Elizabeth Chandler with Anna Aslanyan (New York: New
York Review Books, 2009).
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Dostoevsky in Polish
Post-War Humanist Reflection*’

The dynamically developing Polish Dostoevskyology of the Interwar Period
was slowed over the next two decades by history and politics: first the Nazi
occupation, then Stalinist communism, which pushed Dostoevsky (and re-
search on his work) into the Polish scientific ‘underground’. During the war,
references to the Russian author appeared in our literature only sporadically.
And this happened, of course, only in texts written outside the occupied coun-
try. It is necessary to recall the work Mickiewicz, Dostoyevsky and Blok (1942)
by Wactaw Lednicki, a pioneer of Polish Russian studies in the United States,
whose book is absent from the bibliographies of contemporary researchers.

A reflection on Dostoevsky’s place in post-war Polish literature and science
must begin with a reminder that research on the legacy of the author of Zhe
Brothers Karamazov developed in two strands, which cannot be subjected to
similar periodization. Constantly present and free from ideological and polit-
ical pressures in émigré literature, it endured limitations typical of all commu-
nist countries, especially in the Stalinist era. Ryszard Przybylski did not hesitate
to state at the beginning of the 1960s that “Dostoevsky’s topicality lies [...] in
the fact that he is still a ‘devil’ for 20"-century Marxism”* However, the writer’s
political convictions did not constitute a significant obstacle, as evidenced by
Polish émigré Dostoevskology, convictions which in the nineteenth century
blocked his “path to Poland”? Young Poland (1890-1918) ‘forgave’ the author

Translated by Joanna Artwinska.

1 The presented sketch is a significantly expanded version of the text written with Andrzej
DE LAZARI, “AOCTOCBCKMIL B IIOABCKOI AUTEPATYPE, AUTCPATYPOBEACHUH U GHAOCOBCKOM
MblcaH ¢ 70-x aeT XX Beka', Jocmoesckuti. Mamepuanv: u uccaedosannus, N° 20 (Cankr-
HeTcp6ypr: Hecrop-Hcropus, 2014), C. 25-43.

2 Mdwi Ryszard PRZYBYLSKI, Wspdtczesnosé, No. 23,1964, p. 7.

3 Janina KuLczycka-SALONT, “Dostojewski w Polsce”, Miesigeznik Literacki, No. 3, 1972, p.
41
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of The Devils his anti-Polish phobias, and the Interbellum (1918-1939) proved
that a Polish writer and reader can appreciate the artistic value and psycholog-
ical depth of the artist’s works, disregarding his, in fact infrequent, chauvinis-
tic deliriums. This does not mean, however, that the problem has completely
disappeared from the research horizon, only that the way of looking at it has
changed.

The direction of reflections on Dostoevsky’s Polonophobia, though with a
shift of focus from a Polish to a universal perspective, was set before the war
by Jerzy Stempowski in his essay Poles in Dostoevsky’s Novels, which is still valid
today. Here he stated that the sources of the writer’s reluctance towards Poles
should be found in the attempts by the Polish exiles whom he met at the Omsk
katorga to explain torment rationally. And torment, according to folk-Russian
belief, as an immanent part of human fate, must remain inexplicable. This
proud and incomprehensible attitude essentially separated Poles from Russian
convicts. Nevertheless, not everyone was convinced by this interpretation.
Wactaw Grubinski, also a victim of Soviet-Russian repressions, fitted this “Pol-
ish” attitude almost perfectly. He looked at the work of the Russian writer, sim-
ilarly to Joseph Conrad, with the eyes of a Western European rationalist who
rejected Russian “hysteria™, into which he also incorporated philosophical ir-
rationalism. Accusations of Polonophobia and, consequently, aversion to Dos-
toevsky’s work will also appear in Jan Lechon’s Diary, in Wartime Notebooks:
France, 1940-1944 by Andrzej Bobkowski, in essays by Wiadystaw Folkierski
and Lucjan Lewitter.

The problem of Dostoevsky’s attitude towards Poles bothered (and still
bothers) contemporary Polish researchers. Malgorzata Swiderska, using the
instruments of imagology, ‘internationalized’ the problem that had so far been
closed within the borders of Polish Dostoevskyology. She published a book in
German in which she analysed Dostoevsky’s portrayal of Poles from the ‘im-
agistic’ point of view! Marek Wedemann, in turn, studied the earliest Polish
reception of the author of Poor Folk, in the half-century from the appearance
of his debut novel until the end of the 19" century, when a strong ‘pro-Dosto-

4 Waclaw GRUBINSKI, “Polscy ‘panowie’ Dostojewskiego”, in W. GRUBINSKI, O literaturze i
literatach, (Londyn: Stowarzyszenie Pisarzy Polskich, 1948), s. 101-103.

s Malgorzata SWIDERSKA, Studien zur literaturwissenschaftlichen Imagologie. Das literarische
Werk F.M. Dostoevskijs aus imagologischer Sicht mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Darstel-
lung Polens (Miinchen: Biblion Media GmbH, 2001); she continued her research, exami-
ning the place of ekphrasis in the writings of the Russian author: M. SwWIDERSKA, “Ekfraza
w powiesci Idiota Fiodora Dostojewskiego jako sposdb konstruowania kulturowej obcosci”,

Slavia Orientalis, No. 2, 2003.
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evsky’ position emerged among many Young Poland authors. The author does
not give a direct answer to the provocative question posed in the title of the
book: A Polonophile or a Pole-Eater”, but he ‘revises’ beliefs about a funda-
mentally negative Polish attitude. The Russian writer was viewed positively by
Polish opinion as a humanitarian} but also as a victim of tsarism, and therefore
somehow like one of ‘their own’. The mediation of Russian liberal criticism had
adecisive influence on this specific reception.

Polish emigration, to a large extent heir to the literature of the Interwar Peri-
od, continued to show interest in the Russian genius. It was in London that
Stanistaw Mackiewicz’s first Polish monograph on Dostoevsky was written.
The London Wiadomosci began to print its fragments in 1950, while the book
had already been published in English (Dostoyevsky, 1947) and was received en-
thusiastically in England. It can be rightly assumed that the Polish author ‘aid-
ed’ himself with materials from Leonid Grossman’s 1935 work 2Kuswe u mpydv:
O.M. Aocmoesckozo,® later used by the researcher in a fictionalized biography
of Dostoevsky, whose Polish translation was published in 1968.> Mackiewicz
seems to have drawn many facts about the writer’s life, previously unknown
to Polish researchers, from these materials. The first attempts to publish the
book in Stalinist Poland were unsuccessful, but as early as in the ‘post-thaw’
year of 1957, after Mackiewicz’s return to Poland, it also found its way to do-
mestic readers. They found in it a surprising portrait of both a great writer and
a flawed man. Mackiewicz focused on the biography, integrating it into a wide
panorama of the Russia of Nicholas I and Alexander II. In the ‘living’ narrative
about the writer, the author does not hide his feelings, emphasizes the writer’s
ridiculousness and sins, and does not even refrain from repeating rumors, in-

6 Mareck WEDEMANN, Polonofil czy polakozerca? Fiodor Dostojewski w pismiennictwie polskim
lat 1847-1897 (Poznani: Wydawnictwo Poznatiskie, 2010). The problem of Dostoevsky’s “Po-
lonophobia” was also re-discussed by Jacek UGLIK, “Polacy w powiesciach i publicystyce
Dostojewskiego”, Przeglad Powszechny, No. 11, 2004; and Jacek UGLIK, “O6pas moasixos B
pomanax B nybaunucruke Aocroesckoro’, Toronto Slavic Quarterly, No. 37, 2011

7 Stanistaw MACKIEWICZ, “Rzecz o Dostojewskim w Wiadomosciach”, Wiadomasci, No. 34
(229), 1950, 5. 4.

8 Aconup IT. TPOCCMAH, 2Kusus u mpyds: D.M. Aocmoesckozo: buozpagus 6 damax u doxy-
menmax (Mockpa-Acunnrpaa: Academia, 1935).

9 Leonid GROSSMAN, Dostojewski, translated by S. Pollak (Warszawa: Czytelnik, 1968).
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cluding the worst (following Strakhov) about the rape of a little girl. But at the
same time, he discovers extraordinary secrets of genius, and finds perhaps the
most beautiful linguistic formulas for the work of a writer who “wanted to be
a Russian writer [and] became a universalist through his relationship with the
Gospel”® Mackiewicz proposes an innovative reading of Dostoevsky’s works
(The Village of Stepanchikovo) and opens up new perspectives for the Polish
reception of Dostoevsky at the time. Mackiewicz’s monograph is a very uneven
book. Next to almost crude fragments there are revealing passages, an impres-
sion fully corroborated by the similarity of his interpretative attempts with
Josif Brodski’s later readings.” They both see Dostoevsky as a writer fighting
for the soul of man. Mackiewicz’s book, its English version, was highly appre-
ciated by Stempowski, who shared several views on the Dostoevsky’s narrative
technique.” He sees in it a reference to the tradition of the folk novel, the great
progenitor of which was Daniel Defoe, followed by Eugéne Sue.” Perhaps this
remark was related to Mackiewicz’s penetrating thesis that Dostoevsky was able
to combine in his novels the poetics of the tabloid romance with the poetics of
the evangelical parable.

Reflecting on the book by Mackiewicz, who after all was both a journalist
and a writer, forces one to pay attention to the special place that the opinions
of his literary ‘successors’ occupy in analysing Dostoevsky’s work.”* What is
more, without taking them into account, our Dostoevskyology would be much
poorer. In the Interwar Period, the best works on the author of 7he Devils were
created not in the offices of literature researchers, but on the writing desks of
Andrzej Strug and Teodor Parnicki. After the war, almost all the great émigré
artists wrote about Dostoevsky. In Poland, an important book was written by
Adolf Rudnicki; earlier an essay appeared by Jarostaw Iwaszkiewicz (a portrait

10 Stanistaw MACKIEWICZ, Dostojewski (Warszawa: Pafistwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1957),
s. 79.

11 Josif BRODSKI, “Dlaczego Kundera myli si¢ co do Dostojewskiego?”, translated by Adam
Zagajewski, Zeszyty Literackie, No. 3, 1996, s. 102.

12 Jerzy STEMPOWSKI, “Stanistaw Mackiewicz o Dostojewskim oraz kilka uwag o biografiach
literackich”, w: Jerzy STEMPOWSKI, Klimat Zycia i klimat literatury. 1948-1967, selected and
edited by J. Timoszewicz (Warszawa: Czytelnik, 1988), s. 34.

13 Stanistaw BACzyNsKi, Literatura w ZSSRR (Krakéw-Warszawa: Wydaw. Literacko-Nau-
kowe, 1932), s. 45 in a book written in the early 1930s noted that Dostoevsky “restored to
crime the right of citizenship in ‘serious’ literature”.

14 This remark does not apply to Polish writers alone; it is worth mentioning the excellent es-

says by André Gide, Thomas Mann, Hermann Hesse, or by Albert Camus.
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of the writer, combined with a reading of The Idiot); and Bogdan Wojdowski
published a sketch entitled 7he Myth of Shigalev, inspired by Camus’s adapta-
tion of 7he Devils, in which he emphasized the political acumen of the writer in
presenting revolution, quite a courageous act in Poland at the time.

It is actually difficult to identify an important author in Polish émigré lit-
erature who did not refer to Dostoevsky. The writer appears in various ways
in essays (Gustaw Herling-Grudzinski, Czestaw Milosz, Aleksander Wat,
Jézef Czapski, Jézef Wittlin), in diaries (Lechon, Witold Gombrowicz, Bob-
kowski, Herling-Grudzinski), in fictionalized accounts of Polish prisoners of
the Gulag (Stanistaw Swianiewicz, Waclaw Grubinski), which significantly
related to Notes from a Dead House. And most of all in 4 World Apart. For
Herling-Grudzinski was undoubtedly the Polish writer who reached most
deeply into Dostoevsky’s work. The sources of this interest can be found in the
biographical experience of the Polish writer. In a Soviet labor camp, he read
Notes from a Dead House,” in which he found a vision of Russia as the eternal
Dead House, and in relation to this book he wrote his work on the “different
world” of the camp.” Herling-Grudzinski contrasted Dostoevsky’s literary ac-
count of spiritual degradation with The World Apart, which shows the spiritual
development and victory of man over the system, over human weakness and
physicality. It is paradoxical that Notes from a Dead House, the articulation of
fatalistic Russian determinism, liberated in the Polish writer a heroic view of
fate, history, and the place of man in it.

The problems which broke into the mind in the Soviet labor camp recurred
in all of Herling’s works. In his short stories (7he Wings of the Altar), in essays
(The Second Coming, Specters of Revolution), the Polish writer, in a lively dia-
logue with the great Russian, searched for answers about the essence of human-
ity. He tried to solve the ‘mystery’ of Dostoevsky, analyzing both his life and his
work with equal attention, usually supporting one with the other. He showed
the transformation of Dostoevsky’s personal experiences into great literature.
He also revealed his quandaries, his giving into the temptation of despair, but
also his fanaticism, atheism and sectarianism. For Herling saw Dostoevsky as
a religious writer who gave himself up to constant doubt and stubbornly re-
turned to his ‘accursed questions.

15 Jarostaw IWASZKIEWICZ, Petersburg (Warszawa: Panist. Instytut Wydawniczy, 1976).

16 Bogdan Wojpowsk1, Mit Szigalewa (Warszawa: Szkice, 1982).

17 In the Polish translation published under the wrong title Wspomnienia z domu umartych;
see Roman ZIMAND, “Martwy dom zywych ludzi’, w: R. ZiMAND, Czas normalizacji.
Szkice czwarte (Londyn: Aneks, 1989), s. 115-116.

18 See Tadeusz SUCHARSKI, Dostojewski Herlinga-Grudziriskiego (Lublin: UMCS, 2002).
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The significance of Dostoevsky in Herling’s work turned out to be so re-
markable that Tadeusz Sucharski devoted an entire monograph to this prob-
lem. In it, he focused on examining the “space of resonance” (using the con-
cept of Vladimir Toporov) in Grudzinski’s works, an approach which reveals
many-sided connections with the work and person of the Russian writer. By
pointing to the similarity of their prison and camp experience and the shared
formula of “searching for the man in man’”, Sucharski tries to indicate a com-
mon metaphysical plane, similar efforts to find a way out of an alley devoid of
transcendence. Nowhere else in Polish literature, he also argues, does intertex-
tual space accommodate the articulation of national historiosophies.

In his texts on Dostoevsky, Sucharski mainly concentrates on the inspir-
ing importance of his heritage for Polish writers. He is not interested in the
question of ‘impact’; not disregarding Stoffgeschichte in the least, he tries to
seize inspirational or inspirational-polemical forms of Dostoevsky’s presence
in Polish works, to find ideological grounds for dispute. Apart from Herling,
these will also include the writings of Mitosz and Gombrowicz.” Milosz’s path
to Dostoevsky was a complicated one. The poet-professor did not create a
book about the Russian author because he was afraid that it would be a “book
of distrust”, the source of which was the writer’s “fervent Russian millenarism
and messianism”** The reluctance, however, was accompanied by admiration
for the Russian writer’s defense of the faith in the evangelical Christ, denied
by the Russian intelligentsia, which had been “infected” by the scientific
worldview adopted from the West. Milosz searched for the quintessence of
Dostoevsky’s thoughts in Nozes from the Underground and The Grand Inquisi-
tor. His reflections were initiated by the essays The Land of Ulro, in which the
poet attempted a description of the relationship between the writer’s work
and Western religious imagery. He showed in Dostoevsky’s work the antino-
mies of the European thought of ‘the age of reason’; he also emphasized the
nationalist shallowness of his views, as defiance of attempts to humanize God

19 Tadeusz SUCHARSKI, “Zbrodnia i kara w literaturze polskiej — recepcja, polemika, inspi-
racja’, w: T. SUCHARSKI in collaboration with Mirostawa MICHALSKA-SUCHANEK (pod
red.), Dostojewski i inni — literatura, idee, polityka: ksigga jubileuszowa dedykowana profeso-
rowi Andyrzejowi de Lazari (Katowice: Slask, 2016), 5. 155-208.

20 Czestaw M1r0sz, Abecadto Mitosza (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Literackie, 1997), s. 99. Such
a book from Milosz’s writings was created by his researchers: Czestaw M1rosz, Rosja. Wi-
dzenia transoceaniczne, Vol. 1: Dostojewski — nasz wspdiczesny, selected by B. Torunczyk and
M. Whjciak, edited by B. Toruriczyk, introduction by C. Cavangh (Warszawa: Zeszyty Li-

terackie, 2010).
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was linked by Dostoevsky with messianic faith in a Russian God.* Howev-
er, the author of The Land of Ulro noticed a similar messianic inclination to
national heresy in Mickiewicz and Dostoevsky: Konrad in Forefathers’ Eve,
comparing God to the Tsar, resembles Shatov, who believes in Russia and does
not believe in God. But in Mickiewicz’s theodicy, Mitosz found the answer to
the danger of succumbing to the logic of Ivan Karamazov’s thought, the con-
sequence of which would be acknowledging the universe as absurd. The poet’s
journalistic texts turned out to be an important supplement to his opinions
about the Russian writer.* In them he emphasized that both messianisms,
Polish and Russian, were (are) a consequence of the collective nature of both
nations. Milosz’s understanding of the revolution, of which Dostoevsky was
hailed a prophet, is also extremely interesting. The poet emphasizes its reli-
gious aspect, i.e. choosing a man-God in place of God-man. He also explains
the paradox of the universality of the writer confined after all to internal Rus-
sian problems. According to Milosz, this results from the specific situation of
nineteenth-century Russia, which, lagging behind Europe, absorbed problems
known in the West for centuries.

Milosz’s extremely inspiring, perhaps even controversial, reflections on Dos-
toevsky sparked lively comments. The first one was made by Lucjan Suchanek
who highly appreciated the connection Mitosz established between Dosto-
evsky and Swedenborg.” In the struggle of the Polish poet with Dostoevsky’s
“accursed questions’, Elzbieta Mikiciuk read his disagreement with the existing
order of the world, which is counterbalanced by the poet’s belief in apocatasta-
sis.”* Sucharski, in turn, emphasized Mitosz’s ambivalent attitude to Dosto-
evsky’s “heresy”. The poet was close to Dostoevsky’s own theologically heretical
efforts to ‘restore’ God from before the breakthrough of the Enlightenment;

21 Tadeusz SUCHARSKI, “Milosz i ‘herezje’ Dostojewskiego”, w: Malgorzata CZERMINSKA
and Katarzyna SzaLEwsKA (pod red.), Pdtnocna strona Mifosza (Gdansk: Nadbaleyckie
Centrum Kultury, 2011), 5. 215-228.

22 Cf. the statements collected in the volume C. M1£0Sz, Rosja..., Vol. 1: Dostojewski — nasz
wspdtczesny: Dostojewski dzisiaj; Zrédia lezq w zachodniej Europie. Wywiad (Cz. Milosz an-
swers the questions of Z. Podgdrzec); Dostojewski; Dostojewski badat choroby ducha. Wy-
wiad (C. Gawry$ and J. Majewski talk to Czestaw Milosz); Diagnoza niedostateczna. Roz-
mowa o rosyjskiej historii, literaturze i polityce (S. Frolow talks to Cz. Milosz).

23 Lucjan SUCHANEK, “Fiodor Dostojewski w ocenie Czestawa Mitosza”, w: Marian BOBRAN
(pod red.), Fiodor Dostojewski w setng rocznice sSmierci (Rzeszéw, 198s), s. 60-68.

24 Elibieta Mik1CIUK, “Dostojewski Miltosza”, w: Andrzej DUDEK (red.), Idea i komunikacja
w jezyku i kulturze rosyjskiej (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Jagiellofiskiego, 2011),
S. 475-484.
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his reluctance was aroused by Dostoevsky’s messianic-nationalist heresy, that is,
by the attempt to ‘Russify’ God.

Quite different problems touched Gombrowicz. He started ‘playing’ with
Dostoevsky already in his debut Memoirs of a Time of Immaturity.> For Gom-
browicz simply ‘played’ with the Russian artist more than he wrote about him.
Yet, in one of the journal entries he presented his understanding of the figure
of “nebular” Raskolnikov, inscribing it into the concept of an “interpersonal
church” with its obligatory “mirror conscience”. The hero, who is aware of
the expected reaction of the “co-members” of the “church’* succumbs to this
“conscience”. Such a view aroused opposition from Herling, who argued that
Crime and Punishment must not be read as a story of a criminal’s adaptation
to codes of conduct adopted by the community, but as a work “about the con-
scious need to attach one ‘self’ to an absolute and unchanging value”*” Herling
questions “interpersonal self-sufficiency’, believing that there is a metaphysical
sanction which Gombrowicz rejected.”®

Dostoevsky returned to the official culture of People’s Republic of Poland
with the ‘rehabilitation’ of metaphysical and experimental literature in the late
1950s. But until the fall of communism, Polish Dostoevskyologists had to deal
with censorship pressure, with the awareness of possible interference. Nev-
ertheless, the most important achievements of the period of the thirty years
1957-1989 in the reflection on the Russian genius, collected and summarized by
Jerzy Kapuscik,” will certainly remain in the Polish humanities forever. It was
initiated by the national edition of Mackiewicz’s monograph.

Its publication was accompanied by discussions in the ‘thaw’ cultural and
literary press (Po prostu, later Wipdtczesnosé). The monthly Znak significantly
enriched the analysis of Dostoevsky’s work. The press articles were inspired by

25 Jerzy JARZEBSKI, Gra w Gombrowicza (Warszawa: PWN, 1982), s. 23-88.

26 Witold GOMBROWICZ, Dziennik 1957-1961 (Krakéw: Literackie, 1988), s. 199.

27 Gustaw HERLING-GRUDZINSKI, “Dwuglos o sumieniu Raskolnikowa’, w: G. HERr-
LING-GRUDZINSKI, Godzina cieni. Eseje, selected and edited by Z. Kudelski (Krakéw:
Znak, 1991), s. 88-89.

28 Wiodzimierz BoLECKI, Ciemny Staw. Trzy szkice do portretu (Warszawa: Plejada, 1991), s.
40; T. SUCHARSKY, Dostojewski Herlinga-Grudzinskiego..., s. 162-163.

29 Jerzy Karu$cix, “Préba syntezy. Fiodor Dostojewski na warsztacie polskich badaczy w
ostatnim trzydziestoleciu’, Przeglgd Humanistyczny, No. 4 (325), 1994, 5. 125-141
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emerging scientific works devoted to Dostoevsky’s place in the world of nine-
teenth-century philosophical ideas,”® primarily by Andrzej Walicki and Ryszard
Przybylski. The national stagings of his novels also played an important role, as
did the Soviet adaptation of 7he Idiot by Ivan Pyriev. In his review, Ernest Bryll
was indignant at the author’s reduction to the role of a critic of bourgeois moral-
ity and the “cult of money”* The poet-reviewer objected, though not directly, to
the stripping of Dostoevsky of metaphysical depth, which was an approach typ-
ical of the epoch of vulgar Marxism. It was in Znak where Zbigniew Zakiewicz
began his long-lasting ‘adventure’ with the Russian writer.* Here also published
Fr. Tomasz Podziawo, ‘provoked’ by the theses of Zakiewicz and Walicki. His
sketch on the religiousness of Dostoevsky was one of the earliest texts in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of Poland on this subject” and, additionally, written by a priest.

The works of Walicki and Przybylski were major milestones in the Polish
reflection on Dostoevsky. Walicki, a historian of ideas, did not write a separate
book about Dostoevsky, yet he frequently returned to the writer’s ideas in his
works. In the publication Personality and History,s Walicki included a crucial
sketch, Dostoevsky and the Idea of Freedom, while in his work devoted to the
Slavophilic trend in Russian thought, he analyzed the idea of pochvennich-
estvo, fundamental to Dostoevsky’s historiosophy, which Andrzej de Lazari
would later develop. In this book, Walicki showed Dostoevsky as a profound
thinker, a researcher of the “dialectics of one’s own will” — leading from the
personal enslavement of Kirillov and Raskolnikov to the totalitarian reality of
Shigalev and the Grand Inquisitor.

30 Zbigniew ZAKIEWICZ, “Dostojewski na tle pradéw filozoficznych epoki’, Znak, No. 7-8,
1960, s. 1019-1025. In this essay, the author referred to the recently published book by An-
drzej WALICKI, Osobowost a historia: studia z dziejéw literatury i mysli rosyjskiej (Warszawa:
Panistwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1959

31 Ernest BRYLL, “Z Dostojewskim polemiki”, Wspdlczesnosé, No. 4, 1959, s. 5.

32 Zbigniew ZAKIEWICZ, “W $wiecie pozornej wolnosci”, Znak, No. s, 1959, 5. 619-627.

33 Earlier, texts were written by Jan DOBRACZYNSKI, “Poszukiwania nadczlowieczenistwa’, in
J. DOBRACZYNSKI, Wielkos¢ i swigtosé. Eseje (Warszawa: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX, 1958)
and Aleksander RoGaLsk1, “Dostojewski — Homo religiosus”, w: A. ROGALSKI, Profile i
preteksty (Warszawa: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX, 1958).

34 Tomasz Popz1awo, “Dostojewski (Uwagi dyskusyjne)”, Znak, No. 12, 1959, s. 1590-1594;
Popz1awo, “Czy Dostojewski byt filozofem?”, Znak, No. 73-74, 1960, 5. 1026-1028.

35 Andrzej WALICKI, Osobowost¢ a historia: studia z dziejow literatury i mysli rosyjskiej (War-
szawa: Paiistwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1959).

36 Andrzej WALICKTL, W kregu konserwatywnej utopii. Struktura i przemiany rosyjskiego stowia-
nofilstwa (Warszawa: Paistwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, 1964).
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Along with Walicki’s work on the transformations of Russian Slavophilism,
the readers were presented with the best Polish monograph on the work of the
Russian genius — Dostoevsky, and the “Accursed Questions” "The term “mono-
graph” may seem exaggerated to a meticulous reader, because Przybylski cov-
ered in it Dostoevsky’s works ‘only’ from Poor Folk to Crime and Punishment,
so there was no room for reflection on his greatest works. But its importance,
even from a contemporary perspective, seems absolutely fundamental; Przybyl-
ski’s book “radically changed the situation™” in the Polish view of Dostoevsky’s
legacy. The thesis of his work, emphasized by the author, that the author of
Crime and Punishment “was the only writer of the 19" century who with such
determination defended the idea of the Christian harmony of the world”, reso-
nated very strongly. Przybylski’s book was a reaction to the most popular (and
‘crude’) methods of analyzing Dostoevsky at the time: either “naive biogra-
phism”, for which the only key to his writings was to look for incentives in the
writer’s life, or “naive sociology”** which explained everything by the repressive
system of the tsarist state. Przybylski looks at Dostoevsky as a writer rooted in
romanticism, seeking opportunities for the moral re-education of man. Not
only does he inscribe this search in the antinomy of modern man, but also
looks for “the genealogy of our present day” in Dostoevsky’s work.”” The author
emphasizes primarily religious and ethical problems. He emphasizes the fun-
damental influence of Pushkin, Byron, Schiller, Lermontov; reads him in the
context of 19™-century European philosophy: the Young Hegelians (Stirner,
Feuerbach), Jeremy Bentham, John Stuart Mill, utopian socialism; and finally
emphasizes the importance of the tradition of Russian religious thought. He
also evokes the heritage of Nil Sorsky, Tikhon Zadonsky, Paisius Velichkovsky,
as well as the Eastern Orthodox patristics of Pseudo-Dionysius Arcopagite and
Maxim the Confessor. The history of ideas is intertwined with hermeneutics
and the art of interpretation. Przybylski’s scientific discourse is close to an es-
sayistic formula, which makes it possible to locate the monograph in the vicini-
ty of the belles-lettres.

The appearance of these books by Walicki and Przybylski should be per-
ceived as a great intellectual event, which in many respects determined further
Polish studies on Russian thought and literature, including, of course, the works
of Dostoevsky. One could say, to paraphrase the author of Poor Folk, that all

37 M. R.PRZYBYLSKI, Wipdlczesnosé, No. 23,1964, 5. 7.

38 Tomasz BUREK, “Horyzont Dostojewskiego’, Twdrczosci, No. 10, 1965, s. 115.

39 Mowi Ryszard PRZYBYLSKI, Dostojewski i przeklete problemy. Od Biednych ludzi do Zbrod-
ni i kary (Warszawa: Paristwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1964), s. 32.
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contemporary Polish researchers of his work “came out from under the coat” of
Walicki and Przybylski, remaining, of course, also under Bakhtin’s ‘cloak’.

In the introduction to the book on the “accursed questions”, Przybylski prom-
ised a second volume, but due to problems with censorship, he could not “keep
his word”. He tried to fill this severe deficiency with an elaborate chapter on
Dostoevsky in the two-volume History of Russian Literature edited by Marian
Jakdbec (1971), as well as with sketches on the “accursed questions’, personified
in literary heroes (Stavrogin, Kirillov). In 1972, Przybylski published an article
entitled “Stavrogin’s Death” (which resulted in the intervention of the USSR
Embassy) in Teksty, which twenty-four years later, together with an essay by
Maria Janion, “Is Stawrogin a Tragic Character?”, found its way to the book Zhe
Stavrogin Case.** These are the two most famous, but also mutually exclusive,
Polish interpretations of Stavrogins personality. For Przybylski, Stavrogin is a
Russian Don Juan, changing his worldviews one by one, and unable to believe
in any idea. Without concealing his reluctance, the essayist calls him a “blasé,
pubertal contestant™ and argues that Dostoevsky personifies in the protagonist
of The Devils the typical Russian ideological life of people who sell their freedom
in exchange for nothing. A somewhat similar, though less categorical conclusion
was reached by Stefan Chwin, who, in Stavrogin’s creation, tried to find the
writer’s “diagnosis and warning”+* against the newly shaping spiritual reality. For
Maria Janion, the hero of The Devils is an immoralist who reveals the “modern
quality of tragedy” Having departed from God, he leans under the weight of
freedom and evil, feeling the experience of “empty transcendence” as well as of
a painful yet “empty sense of guilt”.# It is worth mentioning a valuable attempt
at a completely new look at Stawrogin, especially in the context of his suicide,
proposed by Halina Chalaciriska-Wiertelak. In her opinion, in the suicidal props
considered to be objects of blasphemy, one can see, paradoxically, instruments
serving to realize the sacred mystery. In this way, 7he Devils becomes a great met-
aphor of the birth of the most important symbol of Christianity, the cross.**

40 Maria JANION, Méwi Ryszard PRZYBYLSKI, Sprawa Stawrogina, afterword by T. Komen-
dant (Warszawa: ,,Sic!” cop., 1996).

41 Moéwi Ryszard PRZYBYLSKI, “Stawrogin’, Teksty, No. 4, 1972, s. 37.

42 Stefan CHWIN, “Dlaczego Kain nie chce ‘staé si¢ dzieckiem’? Rozmowa o Biesach Dosto-
jewskiego”, w: Maria JANION and Stefan CHWIN (pod red.), Dzieci (Gdarisk: Wydawnic-
two Morskie, 1988), s. 97. The same volume contains an essay by Stefan CHWIN, “Staw-
rogin i dziecko’, s. 40-71.

43 Maria JANION, “Czy Stawrogin jest postacia tragiczna?’, w: M. JANION and S. CHWIN
(pod red.), Dzieci..., t. 11, s. 78.

44 Halina CHALACINSKA-WIERTELAK, Kyaomypuoii xod 6 aumepamyprom npoussederssn
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Following the excellent book by Przybylski, another audacious monograph
on Dostoevsky’s work and life was published by the philosopher and poet
Bohdan Urbankowski. It was entitled Dostoevsky — The Tragedy of Humanisms.
The title of the book as a whole in fact echoes the title of one of its chapters de-
voted to the mutual relations between art and Dostoevsky’s philosophy. Thus
one could look for some original ‘axiological’ suggestions, emphasizing, and
rightly so, the ‘importance’ of this chapter. In the first part of the book, the au-
thor analysed the relationship between life and creativity, focused his attention
on the erotic aspects of life, expanding the group of dramatis personae shown
by his predecessors. In the writer’s personal life, in an undisclosed crime, while
distancing himself from ‘literary gossip; he nevertheless sees “artistic material”.*
But the value of the book is revealed in the subsequent parts, which prove Ur-
bankowski’s considerable mastery of structural analysis. The author shares his
observations on the method of creating “supernarratives’, or “works of higher
order, containing several worlds simultaneously”* He calls Dostoevsky’s writ-
ing “the technique of superimposed photographic films”;* he also mentions
polyphony, yet omits Bakhtin(!). The most valuable fragments of the book are
devoted to Dostoevsky’s worldview, an emphasis which clearly reveals the in-
fluence of Andrzej Walicki, Urbankowski’s scientific mentor. He reconstructs
the writer’s thought on the basis of all his works — both artistic and journal-
istic. He also reaches for fragments that have not been translated into Polish.
Urbankowski interprets Dostoevsky’s outlook, his concept of human alien-
ation (above all ontological) as a consequence of “the world falling away from
God’* in the context of German philosophy (mainly Marx and Feuerbach).
According to Urbankowski, the tragedy of human existence is determined by
man’s being torn between the world of God and the earthly world, and Dos-
toevsky looks for opportunities to overcome alienation and reintegrate into
humanism. “Humanism” in the title of the book takes the plural form, because
Urbankowski views the literary output of the author of 7he Idior as a battlefield
of three models of humanisms: utopian, Promethean (romantic) and Christian.
But he will not find the expected solutions in any of them. Therefore, in the
view of the researcher, Dostoevsky is a Christian humanist who suffers a philo-
sophical defeat, but is victorious as an artist.

(Poznani: Wydaw. Naukowe UAM, 2003), . 88.

45 Bohdan URBANKOWSKI, Dostojewski — dramat humanizméw (Warszawa: Krajowa Agen-
cja Wydawnicza, 1978), 5. 99.

46 Ibidems, s. 100.

47 Ibidem, s. 117.

48 Ibidem, s. 171.
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At the beginning of the 1970s, innovative methods of analysis appeared in
full force in Polish Dostoevskology. These were represented by Halina Brzoza
and Halina Chatacinska-Wiertelak. The former, using the instruments of the
structural method,* tries to penetrate the principles of revealing the immanent
worldview and inner aesthetics of Dostoevsky’s novel. She tries to discover the
“principle of principles”, not only present in all of the writer’s works, but actu-
ally consolidating their substance. She sees poetics as the carrier of the “worl-
dview system of the work™® and undertakes a critical discussion with the con-
cept of Mikhail Bakhtin’s “polyphonic novel”, with his thesis that the structural
model of a work combines, on the basis of counterpoint, various ideas, “various
aspects of the represented world”. And she argues that in each of Dostoevsky’s
works, one can find a “static’ system of certain values ‘translatable’ into vari-
ous forms of literary concretization”" such as characters, events and motives.
Therefore, she sees in Dostoevsky the precursor of the 20™-century aesthetics
of dissonance, not only in literature, but also in art, as evidenced by the do-
decaphonic technique in music. The polemic with Bakhtin does not, however,
question his concept, but only attempts to extend it. Brzoza treats the writer’s
philosophy as a project of “hermeneutical anthropology”, although she em-
phasizes that the essence of this work cannot be encapsulated in even the most
universal formula. The researcher continued her reflections on the worldview
of the author of 7he Devils in a book devoted to the specificity of the relation-
ship between Dostoevsky’s “methodological rules” and existential thought and
philosophical hermeneutics.’* However, Brzoza’s inspiring research seems to be
characterized by too frequent “escape” from “scientific and philosophical con-
trol” when she tries to combine the anthropological thought of the fathers of
the Orthodox Church with the existentialism of Heidegger and Camus, with
the hermeneutics of Ricoeur, and with the art of Tadeusz Kantor.

Halina Chalacinska-Wiertelak, probably most closely afhliated with the
holistic concept of culture, tries to combine phenomenological and semiotic
orientations.” She studies a literary work, situating it in a network of cultural

49 Halina Brzoza, Dostojewski — mysl a forma (E6dz: Lédzkie, 1984); H. Brzoza,
Aocmoescxuii. [Ipocmopor deuncymyezocs cosnanus (Poznan: Wydawnictwo Naukowe DAM,
1992).

so Ibidem, c. 2.08.

st Ibidem, c. 211

s2 Halina BRzozA, Dostojewski. Migdzy mitem, tragedig i apokalipsq (Toruri: Uniwersytetu
Mikotaja Kopernika, 1995), s. 15.

53 Halina CHAEACINSKA-WIERTELAK, Idea teatru w powiesciach Dostojewskiego (Poznan:

Wydawnictwo Naukowe Uniwersytetu im. Adama Mickiewicza w Poznaniu, Archiwum
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contexts. This is also how she reads Dostoevsky’s novels, in which she seeks (or
listens to) the resonance of other artistic forms. She is especially sensitive to the
‘theatricality’ of the scenes in his novels. The author of The Idiot significantly
helped the researcher to develop the scientific modus operandi, which in her
work on “comparative orientations of an artistic text” she defined as: “a herme-
neutic concept of universal semiosis within one cultural supercode of the Med-
iterranean culture circle”s*

An important trend in Polish Dostoevskology in the 1970s is research
on the literary reception of the Russian writer. This could be considered as
ideologically ‘neutral’ as the structuralist or phenomenological attempts to
read Dostoevsky. Telesfor Pozniak analysed Dostoevsky’s significance for the
Russian symbolists who, after years of ‘purgatory, reintroduced him to Russia’s
literary salons.®* There were also books on Dostoevsky’s place in the work of
Polish writers. Ludmita Jazukiewicz-Osetkowska’ in a very competent publi-
cation revealed the importance of the Russian artist for the work of Stanistaw
Brzozowski, the greatest Young Poland advocate of Russian literature, and the
much more complicated attitude of Stefan Zeromski towards the author of
The Idiot. The conclusion of Polish Dostoevskology of the 1970s is a great “in-
ventorying’, in the positive sense of the word, a publication by Franciszek Si-
elicki, which presented the reception of the classics of Russian prose in the In-
terwar Period.”” Sielicki published a sketch about the presence of Dostoevsky
in prose, criticism and the theater of that period already in the early 1970s,
but he had to wait several more years for a book, in which this article was
contained (next to an analogous reflection on the place of Tolstoy, Turgenev,

Gogol, Chekhov and Saltykov-Shchedrin). It was the culmination of a truly

Czestawa Milosza, 1988) ; H. CHAELACINSKA-WIERTELAK, Komparatystyczne orientacje
tekstu artystycznego. Proby interpretacji dziel kultury rosyjskiej (Poznani: Wydawnictwo Na-
ukowe Uniwersytetu im. Adama Mickiewicza w Poznaniu, Archiwum Czestawa Milosza,
2007).

54 Taauna XAAAUMHCKA-BEPTEASK, Kyuvmypuoiii x0d 6 aumepamypron npoussedernn: Hu-
mepnpemayun xydoxcecmsennuix mexcmos pycckot aumepamypor XIX u XX sexos (Poznati:
Wydawnictwo Naukowe Uniwersytetu im. Adama Mickiewicza w Poznaniu, 2002).

ss Telesfor POZNIAK, Dostojewski w kregu symbolistéw rosyjskich (Wroctaw: Zaktad Narodowy
im. Ossolinskich, 1969).

56 Ludwika JAZUKIEWICZ-OSELKOWSKA, Fiodor Dostojewski w twérczosci Stanistawa Brzo-
zowskiego i Stefana Zeromskiego: studium pordwnawcze (Warszawa: Pafistwowe Wydawnic-
two Naukowe, Archiwum Czestawa Milosza, 1980).

s7 Franciszek SIELICKT, Klasycy dziewigtnastowiecznej prozy rosyjskiej w Polsce migdzywojennej
(Warszawa: Pafist. Wydaw. Naukowe, 198s).
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Benedictine work, thanks to which the researcher of the Polish reception of
Dostoevsky from its beginning until the end of the Interwar Period obtained
invaluable capital. In Sielicki’s book this researcher will find a reliable, almost
‘complete’ list of critical works, artistic texts by Polish artists tracing any echo
of Dostoevsky, as well as details on the stagings of his works. However, this
work has a classically ‘influence-ological’ character, lacking reflection on the
purpose of this “influence”*

The jubilee year of the centenary of Dostoevsky’s death confirmed the writ-
er’s victorious presence in Polish culture. A special issue of Zrak devoted to
the writer was published, including a Dostoevsky Today questionnaire. It was
answered by outstanding Polish writers (Milosz, Andrzejewski, Rézewicz,
Terlecki, Hertz, Jarostaw Marek Rymbkiewicz, Pasierb, Zakiewicz) and re-
searchers of literature (Janion, Przybylski). The questions of the survey made
it possible to reveal one’s emotional attitude: from the declaration of essential
alienation (Rymkiewicz), through indifference (Andrzejewski), to unques-
tionable admiration (Przybylski). But they also provided an opportunity to
engage in discussions on anthropological and theological issues, and made
it possible to reveal the topicality of the issues raised by Dostoevsky. Two
years later, Literatura na swiecie (1983) devoted a special issue to the writer.
The University of Lodz organized a great jubilee conference Fyodor Dosto-
evsky — Thought and Work, at the same time publishing a book with a collec-
tion of conference sketches® A similar conference, which also resulted in a
publication, was organized by the Pedagogical University in Rzeszéw.*® The
anniversary is also referred to in a book by Rudnicki, even in its very title: One
Hundred Years Ago, Dostoevsky Died (published beyond the reach of censor-
ship).® It should be seen as the culmination of Dostoevsky’s constant presence
in Rudnicki’s work. Reflections on Dostoevsky’s work are accompanied by
records of the hot days in Poland after the August breakthrough. The brilliant

idea of combining both trends of reflection certainly stems from the belief in

58 Among the works published in the 1970s, one should also mention the popular science
brochure by Jézef SMAGA, Fiodor Dostojewski (Krakow: Pafistwowe Wydawn. Naukowe,
1974). Much more important were his introductions to the editions of the Russian author’s
novels in the National Library: Crime and Punishment (1987, 1992) and The Brothers Kara-
mazov (1995).

59 Olga GeOwko (pod red.), Fiodor Dostojewski — mysl i dzieto. W setng rocznicg Smierci pisa-
rza (E6dz: Uniwersytet £6dzki, 1981).

60 Marian BOBRAN (pod red.), Fiodor Dostojewski w setng rocznice Smierci (Rzeszéw: Wyzsza
Szkota Pedagogiczna w Rzeszowie, 1985).

61 Adolf RUDNICKTI, Sto lat temu umart Dostojewski (Warszawa: Przed$wit, 1984.).
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the topicality of Dostoevsky’s thought, which can help in understanding a
complicated reality.

In 1981, Danuta Kutakowska published her first book, Dostoevsky: Dialec-
tics of Unbelief, and six years later her second publication appeared.®* These are
subsequent works devoted to the worldview of the Russian writer, primarily
his Orthodox Christology and historiosophy. Kulakowska, relying on Marxist
methodology (although she is also close to sociological geneticism), criticizes
Bakhtin’s thesis about the lack of causality in the writer’s novels. Not conceal-
ing her religious indifferentism, she doubts the ‘truthfulness’ of Dostoevsky’s
faith, noting rather its dependence on the writer’s historiosophical ideas. In
him, Kulakowska sees an artist who “brilliantly anticipates the barely outlined
antinomies of a rapidly secularizing consciousness’® that is afraid of the conse-
quences of rejecting Christ’ teachings and envisions human life at its own risk,
which Herling called “liberation from superstition”. The author notes that the
writer’s protagonists “talk about God’ but do not ‘talk to God”** and there-
fore she tries to point out the core of Dostoevsky’s thoughts. She places in it
the alternative of religion and atheism (not in the sense of opposition, but of a
dialogue), of Christ and the Antichrist, or, better yet, the principle of “without
Christ” and “with Christ” It is in this antinomy that the author sees the dia-
lectical essence of the writer’s Christology, which takes a ‘negative’ or ‘positive’
dimension, but the qualification is by no means evaluative. Kulakowska thus
opposes the approaches that by definition depreciate the “positive content
of atheism”® She analyzes the novel incarnations of “negative Christology”
(Raskolnikov, Stavrogin, Ivan Karamazov), with a significant differentiation of
atheistic attitudes, and less original personifications of “positive Christology”
(Sonia, Myshkin, Alyosha, Zosima). She argues that Dostoevsky’s atheism is
not so much “a negation of God, but a questioning of the moral and [...] philo-
sophical consequences of religious creationism”* Kulakowska returned to the
issue of the dialectics of faith and unbelief (need and impossibility) in her book
on Dostoevsky’s “antinomies of humanism”. She focused ‘only’ on 7he Brothers
Karamazov, seeing in this work the writer’s last attempt at achieving a synthe-
sis of humanism, anthropocentric by nature, with a Christian, and therefore

62 Danuta KUEAKOWSKA, Dostojewski. Antynomie humanizmu wedfug Braci Karamazowéw
(Wroctaw: Zaktad Narodowy im. Ossoliniskich, 1987), z. 1/4.

63 Danuta KutAkowsKka, Dostojewski: dialektyka niewiary (Warszawa: Ksigzka i Wiedza,
1981), 5. 27.

64 Ibidem, s. 89.

6s Ibidem.

66 Ihidem, s. 22.4.
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theocentric, vision. The importance of Kulakowska’s books was emphasized
by Kapuscik, who pointed out that the author’s religio-logical approach allows
the reader to see both elements of the novelist’s worldview: soteriological and
heretical, or, to put it more subtly, non-canonical.””

Dostoevsky’s faith is unquestioned by Anna Razny, who looks for its reflec-
tion in the writer’s work. In the book Fyodor Dostoevsky. The Philosophy of Man
and the Problems of Poetics she rejects the concepts which attribute an autono-
mous character to poetics (Bakhtin, Tynianov, Vinogradov) and declares that
she perceives the universals of humanity as superior to the universals of form.
Thus, she subjects the writer’s work to an evaluative interpretation, using main-
ly Ricoeur’s hermeneutics, phenomenology (Husserl, Scheler), existentialism
(Kierkegaard) and its Christian variant (Marcel). For Razny, there is no value
outside of Christianity, and there is no truth outside of Christ. Therefore, she
tries to convince the reader that the philosophy of man and the philosophy of
values of the writer “have an eminently Christian character”*® She identifies
the one Christian ‘truth’ of Dostoevsky with the ‘one” human truth expressed
by the philosophers supporting her interpretations. Dostoevsky is a Christian
writer for the researcher, so she does not notice any philosophical conflicts in
his work, or inconsistencies in his worldview. The author also referred to the
philosophical anthropology of Fr Jozef Tischner, who in Philosophy of Tragedy
(1990), showing man’s attitude to the truth and crime, also referred to Raskol-
nikov’s experience. But his attitude to the truth was fundamentally different
from that of Anna Razny.

A dozen or so years after her work, a publication by Halyna Kryshtal, a
Ukrainian researcher, who also writes in Polish, appeared. The author reflects
on evil, treated as “one of the fundamental themes of Dostoevsky’s work”®
from the perspective of moral theology. In this sense, she reflects on meta-
physical, physical, and moral evil. She considers man’s relationship to God, to
himself, and to society. Kryshtal examines the sources, manifestations and con-
sequences as well as the forms of overcoming evil. In the subtitle, she described
her book as “a theological and moral study”. And almost in the fashion of a
preacher, she argues that evil can only be overcome by immersion in Christ.
She recalls perhaps the most famous sentence by Dostoevsky that “if there is

67 Jerzy KaPUSCIK, Prdba syntezy. Fiodor Dostojewski na warsztacie polskich badaczy ..., s. 130.

68 Anna RAZNY, Fiodor Dostojewski. Filozofia czlowieka a problemy poetyki (Krakéw: U],
1988), s. 135.

69 Halina KRYSHTAL, Problem zia w twirczosci F. Dostojewskiego: studium teologiczno-moralne
(Lublin: Towarzystwo Naukowe Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego, 2004), s. Is.
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no God, everything is permitted”. According to the author, there is no morality
without God, either.

Concurrently with Razny’s work, in the same year 1988, Andrzej de Lazari’s
book Pochviennichestvo. On Research on the History of Ideas in Russia™ was
published. The author proposes a radically different interpretation of the Rus-
sian writer’s legacy from that of Anna Razny. For the author, the main category
on which the views of the pochvenniki, including Dostoevsky, are based, is
romantic ‘nationality’ (#apodwocms). In this category, de Lazari discerns the
foundations of their historiosophy, aesthetics, and even religion. He claims
that ‘nationality’ transformed Orthodoxy into a historiosophical category for
Dostoevsky. De Lazari also published an article about the Russian genius in the
4™ volume of the Russian-Polish-English lexicon Ideas in Russia (of which he
was the initiator and editor). His article was supplemented in the same volume
by sketches of the Polish Eastern Orthodox priest Henryk Paprocki and the
Russian scholar Konstantin Isupov. The inclusion of three parallel texts results
from the ‘postmodern’ formula of the lexicon, which presupposes several, even
contradictory, interpretations of a specific ‘idea’ The formula works perfectly, as
evidenced by the sketches, in reflection on Dostoevsky’s thought.

Other books published in the 1980s. include a publication by Barbara
Stempczynska, a highly original one in Polish Dostoevskology, on Dostoevsky’s
interests in painting. The author, inspired by a synthetic trend in Soviet literary
studies postulating the study of typologically identical or similar ideological
and aesthetic phenomena in the art of the word and visual arts of a given ep-
och, attempted to reconstruct the writer’s artistic sympathies, revealed in his
journal and letters. From Stempczynskas book, the reader will learn that the

70 The book was published in Russian under the title B xpyey @edopa Aocmoescxozo. Ilou-
senunuecmso (Mocksa: Hayka, 2004). In addition to this book, Andrzej DE LAZARI has
published the following works on Dostoevsky in Russian: “Ipuropsesckue Mmotussl B Pe-
uu o Thymxune ®. Nocroesckoro’, Revue des Etudes Slaves, vol. LIX, fascicule 4, 1988; “Ka-
TEropHsi HAPOAHOCTH Y AOCTOECBCKOIO H B 3CTETHKE coupeasnsma’, Pycckas moicas, N 3789,
1989; “AOCTOEBCKHIT KaK HACOAOTHYECKHII aBTOPUTET B TOAUTHIECKOM 6opb6c HAIIUX AHEH
(o KaTECTOpHU ‘BCEYEAOBEYHOCTH ) Dostoevsky Studies. New Series, vol. 2, No 1, 1998; “Kare-
FOPHH HAPOAQ, HAPOAHOCTH H BCCYEAOBEYHOCTH B MHPoBOo33peruu Pepopa AocToeBckoro
U €TI0 AYXOBHBIX HACACAHUKOB, B: XXI 8ex 2aazamu Jocmoesckozo: nepcnexmuso. 4esoseve-
cmsa (Mocksa: Ipaaab, 2002); “TereAbsHCTBO B TOYBeHHNIECKOM BocnipusaTuu’, Dostoevsky
Studies, vol. 8, 2004; “AocToeBCKHIl Kak 3¢pKaAO ‘KOHCEPBATUBHON peBoatonuu’, HI Pe-
auzun, 2004, No 18; “KyabrypHast sanmporpaMMUpoOBaHHOCTb AOCTOEBCKOIO, €ro repoes
U HCCACAOBaTeACH ero TBopuectBa’ , B: Sub specie tolerantiae. Ilamamu B.A. Tynumanosa
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Dostoevsky in Polish Post-War Humanist Reflection 119

writer not only valued supreme artistry, but he also favored paintings that ex-
pressed universal truths, with high moral ideals, free from socio-political bias.

The beginning of the 1990s marks an extraordinary development of Polish
Dostoevskology as ideology ceased to restrict researchers and several works
appeared with surprising new methodologies. The dominant hermeneutics
is usually accompanied by a history of ideas, and the works are often inter-
disciplinary. In 1992, the book by Telesfor Pozniak Dostoevsky and the East
was published. Even before this publication, the author was an unquestioned
authority in Polish Russian studies and an expert on the works of the Russian
writer. In his next book, the researcher dealt with the philosophical themes of
Dostoevsky (accompanied by Nikolai Danilevski and Konstantin Leontiev)
concerning the East. He analysed the place of the Asian-Koranic, Byzantine,
and biblical myth, and finally the significance of Jewish problems in Dosto-
evsky’s thought. He also paid attention to the cardinal importance of the polit-
ical issues of that epoch in its evolution (“Constantinople must be ours!”). For
the researcher, the Russian writer is undoubtedly a great one, a late romantic
thinker, “a personality formed on the border of Slavic-Orthodox and Oriental
cultures”" but also “the spiritual father of Russian messianism, xenophobic na-
tionalism, especially of anti-Semitism””*

The issues of religious historiosophy and messianism of the author of Zhe
Devils were also researched by Michat Bohun, who convincingly showed how
alien to Dostoevsky was the world of Western values (rationalism, Catholi-
cism). He revealed the origin of the writer’s hope for the redeeming character
of Eastern Orthodoxy, traditional Russian culture with its “otherworldly ide-
al’, which will open up “the path of humanity to the Kingdom of God”” The
problem of evil, the unde malum question, and finally the “inversion of ethical
concepts” are the key themes of the works of the outstanding philosopher and
historian of philosophy, and at the same time the eminent essayist Cezary
Wodziniski. He first published the book The Saint Idiot. A Project of Apophat-
ic Anthropology devoted to the phenomenon of yurodstvo, often referring to
Dostoevsky, and concluding his reflection on the writer in the essay Trance,
Dostoevsky, Russia, or on Philosophizing with an Axe. In brilliant form, the
author asks bold questions that are not at all those of an ‘ordinary’ researcher.

71 Telesfor POZNIAK, Dostojewski i Wschdd: szkic z pogranicza kultur (Wroctaw: Wydaw. Uni-
wersytetu Wroclawskiego, 1992), 5. 140.

72 Ibidem, s. 100.

73 Michat BOHUN, Fiodor Dostojewski i idea upadku cywilizacji europejskiej (Katowice: Slqsk,
1996), s. 130.
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He refers to Russian thought, in which he emphasizes a very serious attitude
to metaphysics, already lost in the West. He does not conceal his dislike of
Dostoevsky’s “Slavic hysteria’, but after all, perhaps a little helplessly, he con-
cludes that without him “nothing is possible””* Unlike Mitosz, who read Dos-
toevsky in the context of Western thought taken too seriously by the Russians,
Wodzinski does not go beyond Russia. He sees the foundations of the writer’s
thought in the Raskol, which infected the Russian universe with chaos. From
that moment on, Russian spirituality took on the character of a kblyst trance.
The Raskol, as Wodzinski proves, led to “a profound loss of the ability to dis-
cern that the axe is for chopping wood rather than for chopping old women”’s
That is why he proposes a sensational reading of the work of Fyodor Mikhai-
lovich [...] Raskolnikov in the context of a world turned upside-down, which is
a consequence of the Rasko/ as inherent in Russian spirituality, and which leads
to the loss of any ability to discern good and evil. Wodzinski believes that Dos-
toevsky tries to restore this forgotten skill; he looks for an “other world”, for the
world of the Raskol; he is a perfect exponent of spiritual chaos, but also of the
desire to find a way out of the impasse. And he “strives after grace with an axe”.
“Who but Dostoevsky dared to attempt such a test?”7¢ — asks Wodziriski. Who
but Wodzinski would dare such an interpretation?

Bohun and Wodzinski do not exhaust the list of Polish philosophers who
undertake research on Dostoevsky. Jacek Uglik and Marian Broda have earned
their prominent place on it. The former, in his reflection on the “tragedy of
man’;” concentrates on the writer’s conviction about the dangers of the degen-
eration of the human personality, about the threat to the social order posed by
Western philosophical ideas (rationalism, materialism, atheism). The author,
however, adopts a current axiological perspective, which does not allow to
equate atheism and evil. Thus, he does not perceive the writer as a dialogic
thinker, and he overlooks polyphony in his works, because he is incapable of
transcending the borders of Eastern Orthodoxy and meeting the Other. There-
fore, he emphasizes in the title the tragedy of man being a result of the imposi-
tion of one-dimensionality by Dostoevsky, who wanted to ridicule ‘fatal’ ideas:
for or against God, which for the author, who defends Western philosophy,
means diminishing and humiliating the status of dramatic existence. Broda,

74 Cezary WODZINSKI, Trans, Dostojewski, Rosja, czyli o filozofowaniu sickierg (Gdarisk: Fun-
dacja Terytoria Ksigzki Wydawca, 2005), s. 5.
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PAN, 2014).
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in turn, sees the creator of 7he Devils (next to Soloviev and Leontiev) as one
of the most important keys to understanding mystical Russia. In the dynamics
of Dostoevsky’s thought, in the three-phase concept of time running from pri-
mordial unity through a state of alienation to developed mature unity, the au-
thor tries to find one of the possible historiosophical responses to the ‘destiny’
of Russia, subjected to a similar rhythm of development. In the final stage, as
the author of The Diary of a Writer believed, Russia will not only regain inter-
nal unity, but will lead to “a general unification of the world and universal love
of people”™”®

Anna Kosciolek approached Dostoevsky’s work in an ecumenical spirit.
Her interests focus on The Diary of a Writer, but the researcher does not tackle
historiosophical problems or controversial issues, which are not missing from
the Diary, and concentrates primarily on the values of the Christian world
of the author of Crime and Punishment? In her next book, Kosciolek, as if
‘motivated’ by Kutakowska’s opinion about researchers’ lack of interest in Zhe
Diary of a Writer,* attempted to present it in a monographic manner. It should
be remembered here that earlier sketches on the Diary were published by R.
Euzny,” who also significantly contributed to the Polish edition of the work.
In her monograph, Kosciolek dealt with the genesis of the work and the goals
that the writer set for the Diary. She systematized the problems raised by him
(beauty as an aesthetic and cthical category, Russian everyday life, the Russian
people and ‘Holy Russia’), making a certain differentiation between the views
of the writer-journalist and the writer-artist. An important chapter of the work
is based on reading Dostoevsky’s artistic texts published in The Diary of a Writ-
er (Bobok, The Meek One, The Dream of a Ridiculous Man).

Grzegorz Przebinda is also faithful to the spirit of ecumenism. He reads
Dostoevsky in the context of the thoughts of Soloviev, but also of Karol Wo-
jtyla, who is his ultimate authority. Przebinda has not published a book on Dos-
toevsky, but out of his numerous literary and religious sketches about the au-
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thor of 7he Idiot,** such a book can certainly be compiled. A manner, free from
any confession-homily accents, of looking at Dostoevsky’s work was assumed
by Dorota Jewdokimow, who considers herself a student of Igor Yevlampijev,
a supporter of the monistic model of interpreting Dostoevsky’s work.” Jew-
dokimow also analyses the Russian genius from this perspective. In the first
part of her monograph, the author reflects on the relationship between art and
religion, finding in aesthetics an expression of metaphysical beliefs, while in the
second part she reflects on the specificity of the relationship between God and
man in the novels, journalism and letters of the author of 7he Idior.*

The aforementioned priest, philosopher and translator, Henryk Paprocki,
writes about the religious “mystery of man” in his book A Lion and a Mouse,
the title of which refers to the “favourite” hero of the Russian author. The
rescarcher notices significant similarities in the structure of novel characters.
They are based on the dialectic of power (the lion is the subconscious) and
weakness (the mouse is the conscience). But in the author’s understanding,
strength is weakness, and weakness is strength. According to Paprocki, Dos-
toevsky — the artist builds a new anthropology, the basic element of which is a
human being, defined by the author as “a man from the underground”, and he
fights for the human soul in the modern era which is “deprived of prejudices”®
A few years after Paprocki’s book, a publication by the Orthodox bishop Szy-
mon Romanczuk 4 Writer and God appeared, containing articles written sev-
eral dozen years carlier. The sketches, composed largely of quotations from the
writings of Dostoevsky (and his researchers, linking the writer with Zosima),
genealogically resemble a homily rather than a scientific text. Nevertheless, they

82 Grzegorz PRZEBINDA, “Solowjow wobec Dostojewskiego”, w: G. PRZEBINDA, Sofowjow
wobec historii (Krakéw: Arka, 1992); G. PRZEBINDA, “Historia a dziei wspéiczesny w na-
szej Europie. Wojtyla czyta Dostojewskiego i Solzenicyna’, Ethos, No. 3-4, 2002; G. PRZE-
BINDA, “Dostojewski o niesmiertelnoéci duszy i raju pozaziemskim”, w: G. PRZEBINDA,
Migdzy Moskwg a Rzymem. Mysl religijna w Rosji XIX i XX wicku (Krakéw: Towarzystwo
Autoréw i Wydawcédw Prac Naukowych “Universitas”, 2003).

83 See: Teresa OBOLEVITCH, “Dostojewski jako metafizyk. Préba metarefleksji’, w: T.
OBOLEVITCH (pod red.), Metafizyka a literatura w kulturze rosyjskiej. Memagusuxa u
aumepamypa 6 pyccxoii kyaemype (Krakéw: Uniwersytet Papieski Jana Pawla II. Wydawnic-
two Naukowe, 2012), 5. 174.

84 Dorota JEWDOKIMOW, Czlowick przemieniony. Fiodor M. Dostojewski wobec tradycji Ko-
Sciota Wichodniego (Poznari: Wydawnictwo Naukowe Uniwersytetu im. Adama Mickiewic-
za, 2009).
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Dostoevsky in Polish Post-War Humanist Reflection 123

basically fit into the dichotomous understanding of the attitude towards God:
either “the possessed”, i.e. rebels, or “the beautiful’, i.e. those “who followed
Christ”* A slightly different approach to Dostoevsky’s heritage is presented by
the Catholic priest Dariusz Jastrzab. He views the spiritual world of the writer
through the cultural and theological prism, but in Dostoevsky he sees “an artist
first, and then a philosopher or a theologian®® Therefore, he understands but
also appreciates all the antitheses and inconsistencies in the writings of the
Russian genius. Despite these ‘contradictions, Dostoevsky assumes in the eyes
of Jastrzab the proportions of a Christian guide. The author does not recognize
him as an anti-Catholic thinker; he tries to prove that Christ, whom the writer
defended against being reduced to the level of an abstract idea, was for him the
real center of the Universe and offered hope for alleviating axiological chaos. A
special role in this effort was ascribed by Jastrzab to The Idior.

A few years earlier, an excellent monograph on this novel was published by
Elzbieta Mikiciuk.*® She analyzed it in the context of Eastern Orthodox spir-
ituality and thought. Contrary to prevailing opinions, she made a courageous
attempt to ‘rehabilitate’ the eponymous hero of the novel. The author rejects
the dominant thesis about the powerlessness of the “beautiful man” in the
world of evil and she brilliantly proves that the evangelical perspective, typical
of “icon writing’, is already included in the composition of the novel. The expe-
rience of entering the dark side of human existence implies, above all, the desire
to find pure beauty. Myshkin must go to the grave not only to be resurrected,
but also - to save the world around him (Jastrzab will refer to this idea as well).
In her work on the “paschal theater” of the writer,* Mikiciuk argues that Dos-
toevsky exemplifies evangelical truths in “dramatic action”. Reaching for the
philosophy of dialogue, the researcher shows that the evangelical dimension
is fully revealed during the meetings between man and man. The fundamental
sense of the “paschal theater” is therefore the “passage” (passover) of Dosto-
evsky’s characters from death to life. Mikiciuk’s book closed the first decade of
Polish ‘Dostoevskology’ of the 21 century.

86 Szymon ROMANCZUK, Pisarz i Bdg: Dostojewski, Gogol, Tolstoj (Bialystok: Fundacja im.
Ksigcia Konstantego Ostrogskiego, 2013), 5. 37.

87 Dariusz JASTRZAB, Duchowy swiat Dostojewskiego (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo WAM, 2009),
$.20.
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Dostojewskiego (Gdarnisk: Wydaw. Uniwersytetu Gdariskiego, 2003).
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She did not close the corpus, however. The past decade, which has proved
the unflagging popularity of Dostoevsky’s ever topical “accursed questions”,
has resulted in several major publications. It was opened up with an ex-
traordinary book 7he New Testament of Fyodor Dostoevsky, edited by Adam
Bezwiniski. The author collected in it excerpts taken from the copy of the
New Testament left by the writer, which he had marked in some way. In the
introduction to this peculiar ‘anthology’, the editor provided a short review of
Polish research, especially that devoted to the “writer’s inner world’, focused
on the inspirational meaning of the Good News.” The group of distinguished
rescarchers has been joined by the youngest generation, boldly declaring their
willingness to read Dostoevsky “anew”?" This is what Marcin Borowski writes,
as does Michal Kruszelnicki. This kind of ‘revisionism’ proves that Dosto-
evsky’s work is still alive and that much can still be found in it. The young
authors do not reject the results of the previous studies, but present their own
thoughts in dialogue with them. The best evidence of a generational symbi-
osis seems to be the book edited by Anna Razny Fyodor Dostoyevski and the
Problems of Culture, which contains texts by both researchers with significant
achievements and novices in the field of Dostoevskology. They share the rec-
ognition of the importance of the world of values in reflection on Dostoevsky.
Analysing the writer’s axiology in the context of contemporary “anti-meta-
physical and anti-axiological”* culture, they reach, nevertheless, various con-
clusions, some of them “situate religion above freedom”; to others freedom
turns out to be more important than religion.”

The sphere of the “attitude to values” also comprises a publication by
Mirostawa Michalska-Suchanek,’* devoted to the problem of suicide, which in
the writer’s time almost achieved the status of an “epidemic”. This phenomenon
‘forced’ the author to outline a broad historical and social background. Against
this background, she analyses the characters of suicides created by the author

90 Adam BEZWINSKI, Fiodor Dostojewski i jego Nowy Testament, w: A. BEZWINSKI (prepared
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of The Meek One. For the author, Dostoevsky is the first Russian thinker who
treated suicide as an ethical problem, though he viewed it ambivalently. In his
journalistic writing, he put the blame for the “epidemic” on the spread of ethi-
cal indifferentism in Russia, but in his novels he softened this categorical thesis
by looking for the causes of suicides in metaphysical space. Recently, another
publication by Michalska-Suchanek has appeared, Fifteen Views of Dostoevsky,”
in which the author, convinced of the “inseparability” of creativity and biog-
raphy, seems to resume the concept of “living people” Maybe she even tries to
‘debunk’ the genius. And in each of Dostoevsky’s roles’: that of a man, a writer,
ajournalist, she looks for the determinants of his work.

To conclude this review, a few remarks on the achievements of the youngest
researchers are necessary. Borowski was intrigued by the problem of atheism in
Dostoevsky’s work. The author analyses in his book both the way in which the
writer created the figures of great “atheists” as well as the “faith” of their creator.
He reflects on its specificity from the perspective of contemporary atheistic
concepts, highlighting the fundamental differences between the “atheism” of
the artist’s time and the atheism of the turn of the 20™ and 21" centuries. He
treats his considerations as a “form of a dialogue” between epochs that are
very different in spirit. From this perspective, in Borowski’s view, Dostoevsky,
who experienced the “hell of doubt”, believed in faith rather than in God and
desired to be granted the grace of ‘true’ faith. The indispensability of faith was
related to the belief in faith being the foundation of morality. Kruszelnicki, in
turn, looked at Dostoevsky’s “accursed questions” from the perspective of the
existential current of European thought. The author formulated the research
topic in such a way that in the seemingly exhausted research space, he found a
sphere that allowed for an innovative reflection on Dostoevsky’s work. In the
title “conflict and non-fulfilment™* he found not only the fundamental prin-
ciple of the writer’s work, but also the main imperative of the behavior of his
characters, who seck real life at all costs. Therefore, for the author the image
of the passion of Dostoevsky’s protagonists, functions as an externalization
of the writer’s problems. An extremely important achievement of the author
is absorption into Polish Dostoevskology of the achievements of its English
language counterpart, as most of the works cited by Kruszelnicki have not been
translated into Polish.

9s Mirostawa MICHALSKA-SUCHANEK, Pigtnascie odston Dostojewskiego (Katowice: “Slask”
Wydawnictwo Naukowe - Stowarzyszenie Inicjatyw Wydawniczych, 2018).
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ukowe Scholar, 2017).



126 TADEUSZ SUCHARSKI

4.

Janina Kulczycka-Saloni, in conclusion of the above-mentioned essay, pos-
tulated the necessity to include Polish Dostoevskology in the worldwide
knowledge of the writer,”” probably not even supposing how it would de-
velop in the next half-century. The bibliography of Polish works devoted to
Dostoevsky,” prepared a few years ago, certainly far from complete, contains
several dozen books and several hundred sketches and articles published in
scientific journals and in collective works. Therefore, it would be difficult to
detect areas resembling “unploughed fallow land” One can find a very wide
spectrum of the problems of poetics, anthropology, historiosophy, religious
studies, ethics, as well as issues concerning Dostoevsky’s aesthetic and worl-
dview influence on Polish and world literature. There are works which are
more ‘popular’ among researchers, and there are others that attract Poles
much less, which does not mean that we could speak of a Polish ‘canon’ of
reading Dostoevsky. Maria Janion once declared 7he Double to be the writer’s
most important work.

It is worth considering whether Polish Dostoevskology has contributed
a ‘new word’ to world research. It is very difficult to provide an unequivocal
answer, being aware even of the fundamentally different interpretations of
Crime and Punishment presented by Gombrowicz and Grudzinski, or the
essentially different views on Stavrogin. Let us try, however, to outline the
potential nature of the Polish contribution. There is certainly an echo of Pol-
ish understanding of Russia in Polish texts devoted to Dostoevsky. Mitosz in
Native Realm argued that “Poles know about Russians what Russians know
about themselves, not wanting to admit it, and vice versa”” However, such
‘knowledge’ usually implies lack of emotional detachment. Our judgments
are too often determined by resentments, complexes, and frustrations. It is
possible, therefore, that these emotions, hidden in the subconscious, also
emerge in the course of research on Dostoevsky. Nevertheless, Polish schol-
ars usually treat this issue with understanding, magnanimously forgiving
the writer his nationalistic inclinations in the name of artistic genius. They
silence the disturbed patriotic feelings, in some way limiting the ability to
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reveal the ‘Polish view’. Yet, one more obstacle or difficulty must be empha-
sized, namely because of the fact that the Polish thought is basically a-reli-
gious, it focuses more on history, and therefore researchers writing about
Dostoevsky must perform a transgression sui generis.

Things are different with Milosz, a professor of Slavic literatures at the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley, Herling-Grudzinski, a Polish writer, but living
in Italy, and Walicki, a historian of ideas, who, for many years, taught at the
University of Notre Dame in the United States. Their ‘Polish voice’ (although
they would certainly not be satisfied with such a definition) undoubtedly influ-
enced the Western perception of Dostoevsky’s Russian thought and heritage.
Milosz, Herling and Walicki opposed the Western reading of Dostoevsky,
which, on the one hand, under the strong influence of Bakhtin, was completely
abstracted from history, from the political views of the Russian genius, and, on
the other hand, was widely and thoroughly subjected to psychoanalysis. The
historical experience of Polish researchers has enabled the West to see Dosto-
evsky the pochvennik, who created his works on Russian ‘soil’ (pochva). As a re-
sult, they offered their Western colleagues an opportunity to better understand
Russian reality, processes taking place in it and living ideas. At the same time,
they inscribed Russian thought in the evolution of Western thought, showed
its ‘universal humanity’ In their attitude towards Dostoevsky, two opposing
forces coexist but also contend: mental alienation determined by history is
accompanied by admiration for Russian philosophical and religious thought,
lacking from Polish literature. And it is probably in this symbiotic combination
of the universal perspective and the ‘Polish view’ that the essence and meaning
of Polish Dostoevsky studies lie.

Several Polish researchers have followed this path and they continue the
studies of their teachers in an open dialogue with them. This thesis is most
fully confirmed by the book Dostoevsky and Others: Literature, Ideas, Politics.
The publication was not only a Polish ‘tribute’ for the 150th anniversary of the
writing of Crime and Punishment, but above all a homage and a gift to Profes-
sor Andrzej de Lazari (who introduced Polish Dostoevskology to world audi-
ences) on his seventieth anniversary. Many of the authors cited in this sketch
have included their essays in this book. By “making the effort to find their own
°° ‘Russian ideas”, they also prove the continuing top-
icality and relevance of Dostoevsky’s work.
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The International Dostoevsky Society
A personal tribute

As a founding member of the International Dostoevsky Society, I am delighted
to have the opportunity to pay a personal tribute to the Society on its 50 anni-
versary and on the 200™ anniversary of Dostoevsky’s birth. Although I can claim
little credit for its success, it gives me great satisfaction to have been associated
with the IDS from its very first meeting. More importantly, it enables me to
publicly acknowledge its contribution both to my own academic life and to that
of many other scholars over the last half century, as well as its dynamic (dialogic)
role in promoting the study of Dostoevsky’s work itself. Its triennial symposia
and its various publications, together with the many opportunities it has afford-
ed for meeting other Dostoevsky scholars, gathered together from around the
globe, have provided an exceptional forum for co-operation and mutual stimula-
tion. For some years, it was also a rare meeting place for free discussion between
scholars from both sides of the Iron Curtain.

I was fortunate to be present at the first meeting of the IDS at the beautiful
West German spa town of Bad Ems in 1971. As the only British participant, I
emerged from Bad Ems with the imposing title of ‘British national represent-
ative, entitled to participate in meetings of the Executive Committee. Fifteen
years later, in 1986, I was to host the VI Symposium at the University of Not-
tingham while, in 1995, I was elected President and served in this capacity at the
X* Symposium in New York in 1998.

So it might be imagined that I would have privileged knowledge of the inner
life of the Society from its very beginnings.

This is not, however, really the case. In the event, I have been able to attend
only nine of the Society’s 17 Symposia, the last being the XII™ at Geneva in
2004. My memories are vivid but fragmentary; the papers I have retained are
incomplete; my role in the history of the Society was, for most of its existence,
marginal. While I was sometimes brought in to ensure wider participation in key
decisions, I was only occasionally catapulted into the centre of action. Moreover,
much of real significance has happened since 2004. During that time, the Soci-
ety has reached maturity, with full participation by Russian scholars, including
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a Russian President and a Symposium in Moscow itself, where Dostoevsky was
born. I can therefore offer only personal reflections on events that others may
remember quite differently, and from different perspectives.

Anyone attempting to write a history of the Society will be confronted by
problems similar to mine. One might of course confine oneself to documenta-
ry sources. This would inevitably result in a dry and colourless institutional ac-
count of events that were in reality sometimes exasperating and frustrating, but
more often inspirational, exhilarating, rewarding, constantly on the move, and
full of colourful — one might almost say Dostoevskian — personalities. Rudolf
Neuhduser has referred to this phase of its history as that of “an independent,
voluntary organisation”." Among other things, this meant that it was driven by
the personal commitment and enthusiasms of its founders, heavily dependent
on personal initiatives, improvising where necessary (as reflected, for example,
in the revisions to its constitution approved at Rungstedgaard in 1977) to keep
it on track. The flavour of such an organisation could hardly be caught by a dry
institutional narrative.

Yet even an account based on documentary evidence would present prob-
lems. Alterations were often made to the programmes of the Symposia at the
last moment and some of the listed participants did not in the event attend, or
gave papers with different titles, or at different times, or not at all. Nor are the
lists of officers and title-holders that appear in the Society’s publications entirely
reliable, often retaining names long after the expiry of their terms of office and
failing to record the election of new members until there was nobody left with a
clear memory of what had actually happened. Certain of the ‘traditions’ ascribed
to the Society were sometimes no more than aspirations.

To complicate matters further, any future historian of the Society will have
to reckon with the fact that, between Symposia, many of the day-to-day deci-
sions and all the forward planning in the early years were conducted through
the exchange of mimeographed or hand-written memos, personal encounters
at chance meetings around the world and independent personal initiatives for
which approval might be sought retrospectively. The first twenty years of the So-
ciety’s history were of course lived under the shadow of the Cold War. Before the
days of electronic mail, in a community with four ofhcial languages employed
randomly, with no provision for interpreting, and in which scholarly work was

1 Rudolf NEUHAUSER, “The International Dostoevsky Society: From the beginnings to the
End of its Existence as an Independent Voluntary Organization’, Dostoevsky Studies, New
Series, 21, 2017, pp. 13-41. See also Malcolm V. JoNEs and William Mills Topp III, “A Let-
ter to the Editorial Board of Dostoevsky Studies”, Dostoevsky Studies, New Series, 22, 2018,
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often fraught with personal, political and national passions and rivalries, it was
perhaps amazing that the Society held together at all. Each Symposium seemed
to produce its own version of a Dostoevskian scandal scene. Some regular par-
ticipants even claimed to look forward to them.

Yet what might have been a recipe for chaos turned out in the event to be the
Society’s inner strength. This owes much to some key factors that any history
should acknowledge.

The first of course is the universal genius of EM. Dostoevsky, of which no
more needs to be said in this place and in this context. The second, and not
far behind, is the 25 years or more of service given by Nadine Natoyv, its ex-
ecutive secretary from 1971 to 199s. Her commitment to Dostoevsky studies
in all its manifestations, and to the IDS, of which she could rightfully claim
to be co-founder, supplied the personal dynamism that characterised its work
for its first 25 years and beyond. Nadine Natov had many helpers on whom
she depended, especially members of the North American Dostoevsky Soci-
ety, founded on her initiative in 1970. But hers was the indomitable energy
and missionary fervour that lit the fire of enthusiasm and kept it alight. She
was deservedly elected an Honorary President when her final term as Secre-
tary came to an end in 1995. Many have spoken and written of her generosity,
good-heartedness, her fierce dedication and her passion for everything that
promoted the international study of Dostoevsky’s work. She was capable, as
I know myself, of infecting others with that enthusiasm, and of persuading
them to undertake tasks which, in their right minds, they would scarcely have
contemplated. There were times when her presence seemed ubiquitous and, for
many years, the IDS seemed to embody a blend of Dostoevsky’s and Nadine
Natov’s personalities.

The third is the support the fledgling Society received from so many of the
world’s leading Dostoevsky scholars. To mention any other names at all risks
overlooking some whose contribution in the early years, though less visible, was
vital to the business of giving credibility and practical shape to the initial enthu-
siasms of its founder members. These include the hosts of all the Symposia that
were to follow. Special mention must however be made of some outstanding
names. One of these is undoubtedly Rudolf Neuhduser, who was not only one of
the founding fathers but also for many years edited Dostoevsky Studies from its
carliest incarnation as a Bulletin. Through its vicissitudes with different publish-
ers and editors, the journal was to maintain an enviably high academic standard
across the four languages approved by the Society, under the direction of Rudolf
Neuhiuser, Gene Fitzgerald, Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk and other members of its Ed-
itorial Board. Down the years it published not only much important research
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and many fine critical studies but also the invaluable bibliographies that were
compiled for many years by June Pachuta Farris.*

In his own account of the Society’s history, Rudolf also mentions the critical
role in the foundation of the IDS of Robert L. Jackson, Dmitrii Grishin (whose
idea it was) and G.M. Fridlender who was an extremely important supporter.
Robert L. Jackson was also the Society’s second President. By no means least,
mention must be made of Deborah Martinsen, who was for many years Treasur-
er, co-hosted the New York Symposium in 1998, and was herself President dur-
ing the period of the highly successful Moscow Symposium, an event to which
the IDS had been (very) cautiously moving since its inception. As Treasurer in
the early days of the Society, responsible for collecting membership dues, she
would probably understand the expression ‘herding cats.

Few members were sufficiently fluent in Russian, French, German and Eng-
lish® to get full value from all the papers read at Symposia, and English tended to
dominate the programme from the start. But perhaps as important as the formal
sessions were the conversations that took place between them, on walks round
the delightful, and often historic places where they were set, at mealtimes and
over coffee, and on the outings that were always included in the programme, or
inspired by the concerts, dramatic performances or Requiem Masses that always
accompanied them. Some of these contacts gave birth to books (5 in my own
case) and to articles, some collaborative, some in translation, some published in
the Society’s own journal, many elsewhere. Many members established personal
friendships with colleagues who shared their interests, leading to personal invi-
tations to lecture and to take part in other conferences abroad, sometimes across
the Iron Curtain. For many generations too, they were forums where younger
scholars might be introduced to senior figures in their field, whose work they
knew and admired but whom they might otherwise never have met, let alone
socialised with, and whose attention they might never have attracted.

The question of Soviet participation was a thorny one. Certainly there were
distinguished Russian émigré participants from the very beginning, and there
were also members from the other countries of Eastern Europe, including Yugo-
slavia, but rarely from the Soviet Union itself. While recognition of the interna-
tional and inter-disciplinary significance of Dostoevsky’s work was a founding
principle of the Society, it was clearly paradoxical that there were no Soviet Rus-

2 See Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, “Dostoevsky Studies. New Series 1993-2017", Dostoevsky Studies,
New Series, 21, 2017, pp. 43-44

3 I can find no reference to the use of languages in the Constitution, but it was generally ac-
cepted that only these four languages were admitted for use at Symposia and in the Soci-
ety’s publications.
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sian participants. Not only was Dostoevsky a great Russian writer, and almost all
his works set in Russia, but Russia was also the home of generations of scholars
who had produced fundamental research into his life and work, on which we all
depended, not to mention the scrupulous work on his Collected Works going on
in St Petersburg at the time under the direction of G.M. Fridlender and his team
at Pushkinsky dom.

Apart from political mistrust, one reason for their absence was the difhiculty
of extending personal invitations to Soviet scholars. The usual procedure was to
send an invitation to an institution, which would then nominate a ‘delegation’ of
its own choosing. Another was an apparent wariness on the part of the Society’s
leading members of the possibility of a Soviet ‘take-over, which might result not
only in the exclusion of papers that were politically unacceptable in the Soviet
Union, but also narrow the interdisciplinary reach of its programmes and its
publications. For a time, this wariness extended to the choice of locations for
Symposia and, indeed, there seemed to be a danger that such limits might be im-
posed at the first IDS Symposium held in Eastern Europe in Ljubljana in 1989.
But this danger, together with a suggestion that all papers should be delivered in
Russian, was thankfully averted.

There had in fact been three distinguished Soviet Russian participants at the
III* Symposium at Rungstedgaard in Denmark in 1977: (M.V. Khrapchenko,
G.M. Fridlender and P.V. Palievsky). But there were no more before the VI®
Symposium at Nottingham in 1986, when G.M. Fridlender was in the event
the only Soviet Russian scholar able to participate. But now, with the advent of
Gorbachev in the Soviet Union, and a relaxation of East-West tensions, these
problems were gradually to abate and Russian scholars to play a full part in fu-
ture Symposia. On my election as President at Gaming in 1995, I said that it was
my hope that Russian participation would be continually strengthened and that
we should soon be able to arrange a Symposium in Russia itself. Sadly, G.M.
Fridlender was to die that very year but, by the time of the next Symposium in
New York in 1998, there was already a very strong Russian presence and it would
not be long before a Symposium would take place in Moscow itself in 2013 and
Vladimir Zakharov would serve as the first Russian president of the Society. A
future historian of the Society might wish to trace the fluctuating participation
of various national groups and its broadening reach.

I have retained papers and photographs relating to most of the Symposia that
I attended. Sometimes I kept a day-to-day diary as well. Reading them through
brings back happy memories of experiences, encounters and inspirational con-
versations at Symposia at Bad Ems, Bergamo, Cérisy-la-Salle, Nottingham, Oslo,
Gaming, New York, Baden-Baden and Geneva. The bulkiest, inevitably, relate to
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those in which I played an official role: at Nottingham in 1986; on my election
as President at Gaming in 1995; in my capacity as President at New York in 1998.
Some of these documents, unhappily, relate to the deaths of prominent members
and supporters, beginning with the death of Janko Lavrin at the close of the
Nottingham Symposium in 1986. He was 99 and had been Nottingham’s first
professor of Slavonic languages. During my presidency I also had the sad task of
recording the deaths of two of our Honorary Presidents, René Wellek and G.M.
Fridlender, both of whom died in 1995, while in 2000 came the death of Frank
Seeley, who had introduced me to the study of Dostoevsky as an undergraduate
and supervised my own doctoral thesis at Nottingham.

The Nottingham Symposium was generally held to have been a notable suc-
cess, with participants from 21 countries and 61 papers.* The Symposium was
held in a modern Hall of Residence on one of the most attractive campuses in
the UK. Moreover, the University Park was situated alongside the beautiful
Wollaton Park estate, crowned by its Tudor (16™ century) mansion, while pri-
vate excursions to visit the city, with its castle and historic inns, were easily made.
Outings were arranged to Stratford-on-Avon (Shakespeare), Newstead Abbey
(Byron) and Eastwood (D. H. Lawrence), all having significant associations
with Dostoevsky’s work. A piano recital by Alla Kravchenko, a Requiem Mass
for Dostoevsky and a closing banquet completed the programme. Nadine Natov
referred in her report to the “quiet, friendly atmosphere” that prevailed.s There
were, however, the usual stress points. I was unable to attend most of the sessions
myself, owing to the stream of organisational issues and the personal requests by
participants with which all conference organisers are familiar.

I unfortunately missed the VII* Symposium in Ljubljana in 1989. It hap-
pened to coincide with a hiatus in the production of Dostoevsky Studies (no is-
sues appearing in 1990, 1991 and 1992). Consequently, it was unable to publish
any of the papers read at the Ljubljana Symposium, but 24 of these appeared in
a separate volume entitled Dostoevsky and the Twentieth Century, the Ljubljana
Papers published by Astra Press in Nottingham in 1993,° which I edited myself
and which helped to fill the gap.

At the Gaming Symposium in 1992, I had the honour of being elected Pres-
ident for the following three years, with Erik Egeberg as Secretary. This was a

4 In his article on the early years of the IDS (see note 1), Rudolf Neuhiuser misremembered
its location and, perhaps for that reason, devoted no space to it.

s Nadine NaToV, “The Sixth International Dostoevsky Symposium [...] held at Nightingale
Hall at the University of Nottingham”, Dostoevsky Studies, 7, 1986, pp. 215-17.

6 Malcolm V. JoNes (Ed.), Dostoevsky and the Twentieth Century: The Ljubljana Papers
(Nottingham: Astra Press, 1993).
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significant moment not only for me but also for the Society, for it was the Sym-
posium at which Nadine Natov was to step down as Executive Secretary and to
be clected an Honorary President; alongside René Wellek, Dmitrii Likhachev
and G.M. Fridlender. It also marked the close of Rudolf Neuhiuser’s presidency.
Though they both continued to exercise influence from the wings, and to make
their voices heard for some years to come, this was undoubtedly a key moment
in the Society’s history. The contribution made by distinguished Russian partic-
ipants was a particularly welcome feature of this Symposium.

During the next three years, problems with the publication of Dostoevsky
Studies rumbled on in the background without a clear resolution. At Gaming, it
was decided to discontinue the arrangements whereby the journal was published
under the management of Charles Schlacks at the University of Utah, Vols 2 to
6 (1994-1998) coming out in a single volume in 1998. Negotiations with Dres-
den University Press were long drawn out and there had been another long gap
in publication. Although I was not involved in these negotiations myself, I was
made aware of the problems, and required to intervene at key moments. Further
consternation was caused in some quarters by the announcement inside the back
cover of the last issue to be published in Utah of a new journal called 7he Dosto-
evsky Journal, An Independent Review, edited by one of our members, Slobodan-
ka Vladiv-Glover. Rudolf Neuhiuser, who had invested so much time and effort
in negotiating a new deal with Dresden University Press, was particularly upset
by this development. On the other hand, it could be seen as a welcome sign of
the spontancous growth of members’ activities, alongside the national Dostoev-
sky Societies that had sprung up independently in several countries.

At the end of my three-year term, I presided over the X* Symposium in New
York, organised by Robert Belknap, Deborah Martinsen and their colleagues
at Columbia University. As with other Symposia, the meetings were brilliantly
organised and there were ample opportunities to fit in excursions and outings
round the great city. Once again, the contribution of Russian participants was
an outstanding feature of the Symposium and I relieved a heart-warming letter
of thanks after its close. Apart from chairing the General Assembly, my own
principal contribution was a presidential address in which I foresaw the develop-
ment of two new lines of research on the eve of the new millennium: on the one
hand, there was the burgeoning growth of interest in the religious dimension
of Dostoevsky’s writing in post-Soviet Russia; on the other there was the domi-
nance of post-modernist theory in the humanities in the West, which had, as yet,
left little imprint on the study of Dostoevsky, but would surely do so, I thought,

7 Her name was unfortunately not added to the list of Honorary Presidents in the issues of
Dostoevsky Studies published at the University of Utah from 1993 to 1998.
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in the near future. I recall with pleasure that I was able to introduce younger
scholars from my own country to the IDS in New York. These were Alex Har-
rington, Sarah Hudspith and Sarah Young, who have all published significant
contributions in the field.

Although it had become normal for presidents to serve two terms, I felt
obliged to seek a successor after my initial three years. This was partly because I
had taken early retirement from my university in the previous year and no longer
had an institutional base from which to work, and partly because of my wife’s
deteriorating health. We were fortunately able to persuade Horst-Jirgen Gerigk
to take on this task, with Erik Egeberg continuing as Executive Secretary.

Apart from papers relating to individual Symposia, I have retained a fasci-
nating folder labelled ‘Problems and Controversies’ which relates for the most
part to issues that arose and had to be addressed between Symposia. One of the
fattest understandably concerns the fortunes of Dostoevsky Studies, especially
to its transfer between publishers; others relate to financial problems; others to
constitutional matters; others to the succession (and even the identity at giv-
en points) of the Society’s office-holders. Then there were issues of a political
nature too. Some involved proposals for boycotts over human rights issues, or
solicited support for members experiencing political embarrassment. Some were
more parochial, such as the proposal of one of our members at Nottingham to
video the sessions. This met with some resistance, lest any of the East European
participants should be recorded saying things that might get them into trou-
ble back home. It was also necessary to be aware of the sensitivities of members
from countries where no funding was available, lest they should feel they were
being treated as second-class members. The size of the folders does not neces-
sarily equate to the magnitude of the problem. One of the bulkiest concerns the
proposed date of the Nottingham Symposium and whether it was still possible
to change it to avoid a conflict with MAPRYAL long after all the bookings had
been made (It was not).

Some of the problems and controversies arose from misunderstandings, cul-
tural differences and perceived personal affronts (of the kind that Dostoevsky
would have understood all too well). Some were of an organisational kind. Each
host country has its own way of organising conferences, and differing constraints
were imposed by local requirements. These did not always conform to the vi-
sion of those who, with justice, saw themselves as guardians of the Society’s soul.
Compromises had to be reached and life had to move on.

There were also, as Rudolf Neuhauser has highlighted in his article, issues
over the legal status of the Society. However successful it had turned out to be
while driven by the energy and enthusiasm of its founding members, and howev-
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er democratic its General Assembly might have appeared, the processes by which
recommendations reached the General Assembly could rarely be described as
transparent. Moreover, without affiliation to an international cultural body, or
charitable status under one or another national jurisdiction, it could be impossi-
ble to open a bank account, let alone to receive grants from outside bodies. The
financing of each Symposium depended largely on local arrangements, and the
financing of Dostoevsky Studies seemed always to be on a knife-edge. Rudolf had
himself made unsuccessful attempts to resolve this issue. It was left to Ulrich
Schmid, during his presidency from 2004 to 2007, to find a solution involving
changes to the constitution which, whatever reservations some of the founder
members may have had, received the approval of the General Assembly with
little dissent.

My own last Symposium was the one at Geneva in 2004. Of that, as well as of
the others that I attended but have not described in any detail, I retain the fond-
est of memories. Of course, I remember some outstanding contributions during
the formal sessions but, above all, I remember the stimulating conversations that
I enjoyed in between. I think with deep satisfaction of the expansion of the So-
ciety, with Symposia in an ever-increasing list of different countries, each with
its own tradition of Dostoevsky scholarship, but with a shared belief in the value
of international dialogue.

I recall saying in my retirement speech from the University of Nottingham
in 1997 that the IDS seemed at times like a scaled-down version of what the
world would have been like if it had been created by Dostoevsky. Of course, that
was said with tongue in cheek, but there were indeed times when it seemed as
though the membership consisted principally of characters from his novels. For-
tunately, we had all read our Bakhtin, and polyphony ultimately prevailed. The
evidence is to be found in its flourishing condition so years on and I am deeply
grateful for the opportunity of paying my own tribute on this notable occasion.
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Muayma BYBEHMKOBA
Univerzita Karlova, Praha

PpaHTHUIWEK KayTmaH n ero mecro
B UCTOPUMN CO3[aHUA
MexxayHapogHoro O6uecTBa [JocToeBCKOro

Toa 2021 3HAMEHATEACH AASL AOCTOEBCKOBEAOB Bcero Mupa. B atom roay or-
MEYaeTCsl HECKOABKO AOCTOEBCKUX U AOCTOEBCKOBEAYECKHX TOAOBIIMH, CPEAH
KOTOPBIX Ha IIEPBOM MeCTe — 200-AeTHE poxaeHus Peaopa Muxaiiaouya Ao-
croeBckoro. C roOAOBIIUHON POXAEHUS BEAUKOTO ITHCATEASI UMEET HEIOCPEA-
CTBEHHYIO cBs13b cospanue MexayHapoanoro O6mectsa Aoctoesckoro (pasce
— MOA) so aer Tomy Hasap. B konne 60-x ropoB XX Beka npubamkaromasicst
150-as1 TOAOBIHHA POXKACHUS ITHCATEAS] BAOXHOBHAQ AOCTOEBCKOBEAOB Ha CO-
3AaHHe UX npodeccHoHaAbHOM opraHusanuu. I1aansr Ha cospanue aToit opra-
HM3aL[H OOAYMBIBAAUCH U OOCY)XAAAUCH B YCAOBHSIX IIOAUTHYECKOH OTTEIICAU
B EBpore, koraa ka3zaaoch, 4TO COTPYAHHYECTBO y4eHbIX 3 3amaasa u Bocroka
OyaeT Bo3MOXKHBIM. [Tocaeayromue coObITHS MOKa3aAH, 9TO 9TO ObIAZ HAAIO-
susi. Ha mpotTspkeHMH MHOIMX A€T peaAbHOMY M ACABHOMY COTPYAHHYECTBY
IPEISITCTBOBAAM SKEAC3HBIH 3aHABEC M YCAOBHS IIOAMTHYCCKOH HECBOOOADBI Ha
BocTox ot aToro 3aHaseca.

AASL 9ELICKOTO AOCTOEBCKOBEAA C €IO 3HAHUAMH, HAKOIIACHHBIMHU K 2021
I., TPYAHO cebe MPEACTaBUTb pasroBop 06 ucTopum cospanust MexayHa-
poanoro O6uectBa AocTOEBCKOro 6e3 TOro, 4To6bl yHOMSHYTh PaMUAMIO
denrckoro 3Haroka tBopuectsa Pepopa MuxaiiaoBuda A0CTOEBCKOro, aBTO-
pa MHOrHX paboT O mucareae, BKAKYas MOHOrpaguio o Hem — Ppanruineka
Kayrmana (Franti$ek Kautman, 1927-2016). OpHako, u3 MeXAyHapOAHOTO
KOHTEKCTA ¥ Hay4YHOTO OOIICHHS COBPEMEHHBIX AOCTOCBCKOBCAOB 3Ta pamu-
AUs AaBHO ucdesaa. Ha coBmecTHOM uHTEpHETHOM caiite MesxpAyHapoaHOTo
u CeBeproamepuxanckoro O6mects AOCTOECBCKOTO B OAPOOHOM ONUCAHUU
ucropun BosHUKHOBeHUs: MOA B okTs10pe 2021 1. Hurae pamuans Ppan-
tumeka Kayrmana He Berpevaercs. Ilpudem ObIAM MONBITKH BEPHYTh MMSI
KayTmMana B HCTOpPHIO MEXAYHaPOAHOTO AOCTOEBCKOBEACHHS U CO3HAHHUE
AocroeBckoBepoB XXI Beka. Yxe B 2008 ropy merepOyprekuil aabMaHax

1 Cw. https://dostoevsky.org/about/history/
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Aocmoescxuii u muposas xysvmypa onybauxosas BocnomuHanus Kayrmana
“Most xusup ¢ Aoctoesckum (1957 -1997)”* TAC aBTOp HOAPOGHO MUUIET O
cBoeil nepenucke ¢ AMutpueM IpuiMHbBIM® ¥ COBMECTHON paspaboTke HACH
[puimnna Ha cospanue MexxpyHapoanoro Obmecrsa Aocroesckoro. On nu-

oIcT, 4YTO

[B] CoBerckoit Poccnn oTHecauch k Takoi uaee BpaxacOHO [n] ToabKO mO-
CA€ TOTO KaK YAAAOCH 3aMHTEPECOBATh ITHM IPEAAOKCHUEM aMEPHKAHICS |...],
KaHaaLeB [...], ckanpuHaBOB [...] U HemueB [...], 6BIA0 OCHOBaHO O6IIECTBO
International Dostoevsky Society. S craa opHuM us nepssix uacHoB ObmiecTsa,
npeacTaBuTeaeM UeXOCAOBAaKMM B OPraHU3aLMOHHOM KOMHTCTE, IIHCAA B €rO
EBroasemens, Ho mocae aBrycra 1968 r.* MOAACPKUBATD KOHTAKTHI C 3aI1aAHBIMU
xoaaeramu 6b1a0 Henpocro. [...] (Ha yupeaureabnniii cumnosuym B bas-Omce
(1971) 51 IPOCTO MOCAAA TMCHbMEHHOE U3BUHEHUE H IPUBETCTBUE, HATIEYATAHHOE

B broasemene Qbmectna).’

VYyactuio Kayrmana Ha xonrpecce MOA B Konenrarene B 1977 1. Bocnpe-
IATCTBOBAAM OQHIIMAABHBIE YEXOCAOBAIJKHE OPTaHBI, HAKA3aBIIHE YYECHOTO
3a €ro IOAIUCH IIOA AOKYMEHTOM «XapTusi-77>» — IyOAHYHBIM BO33BaHHCM,
HOAIIMCAHHBIM 24.2-MH OOILICCTBEHHBIMHU ACATCASIMU UeXOCAOBAKUM B SIHBape
1977 TI., B KOTOPOM KPHTHKOBAAOCh IPaBHTEABCTBO CTPAHBI, HAapyLIaBILICE
cobctBennyo Koncturynuio u ocrosonoaaramomue Aokymentsl Opranusa-
nun O6bvepnnennsix Hanuil B obaactu npas yeaosexa. Jacts BocroMuHa-
uuit Kayrmana, kacaromasics ero yuactus B MOA, 3akAlo4aioT TporareAbHbIe
caoBa: «ITocrenenno mou cBsizu ¢ OOIECTBOM COLIAU HA HET, MHE IIEpECTa-
AU IIPUXOAUTH HHPOPMALIMOHHBIE MATEPHAABI, 4 [IOCKOABKY 51 HE MOT ITAATHTb
YACHCKHE B3HOCHI, TO Moe 4AeHCTBO B O01ecTBe, BEpOsTHO, OBIAO IIPUOCTA-
HOBAEHO>.°

2 ®pantnmex KAYTMAH, “Mos sxusub ¢ Aocroescknm (1957-1997)", docmoescxusi u mupo-
a1 xyavmypa, Anbmanax N 24 (Mocksa: Cepe6psblii Bek, 2008), c. 223-250.

3 Amutpuit Baagumuposna Ipumun (1908-1975) — AuTeparypoBep, pycucT, mpodeccop
MeanGypHckoro yHuBepcHTETA.

4 KOHKpETHBIM HCXOAHBIM ITYHKTOM, C KoToporo HaumHaeTcst uctopusi MOA sBasercs
MeskAyHapOAHBIH chesp caaBucToB B I Ipare B aBrycre 1968 roaa (c 7 mo 13-¢ unucao). He-
KOTOpbIC YYACTHUKU ChE3A2, 3aAcpikaBunecs B [Ipare, craan 21-To aBrycra He>KCAaHHBIMU
CBUACTCASIMH OKKyIHpoBaHHUs UexocaoBakuu Bolickamu Bapmasckoro porosopa (sa uc-
KaodeHueM Pymbinuu).

s KAyTMAH,c. 234.

6 Tam xe, c. 235.
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®panrumex Kayrman npoxxua AAMHHYIO U aKTHBHYIO SKU3Hb. Y HEro Obiaa
CBOsI HCTOPHs YEAOBEKA — YYEHOTO AO aBIYCTa 1968-rO rOAQ U ITOCAE HETO.
[Tyb6andHOE BbIpaskeHHE HECOTAACHSI ¢ OKKYIHMpPOBaHHEM JeX0CAOBAaKMH B OC-
HOBHOM apmueii 6parckoro Toraa Coserckoro Corosa 0CyKA2AO YEAOBEKA Ha
IIOCTEIICHHOE MCYE3HOBECHHE U3 CBOCH mpodeccuu u us obmecrsa. IT0 Oblaa
cyapba He Toabko Kayrmana. MHOIME B MOCACACTBHH CTaAH AMCCHACHTAMH.
YdeHsle, YYHTEAS U UHXKCHEPBI CTAAH NTPOAABLIAMH, KOYETAPAMU HAH MOMUILH-
KaMU OKOH.

®panrumex Kayrman sakonuna B 1949-M roay MHCTHTYT moanTH4ecKux
Hayk B [Ipare. B 1949-1952 IT. OH OBIA TAQBHBIM PEAAKTOPOM H3AATCABCTBA
«YexocaoBankuil mucareab». B 1952-1959 IT. OH YYHACA B acHHpaHType
B AuteparypHoM uHcTUTyTe UM. Joppkoro B Mockse. Ilepea oTpespom B
MockBy ero raaBHOH TeMOH B AUTEpaType OblAa YEUICKAs 10J3UsI, 2 HMCHHO
tBopueckoe Hacaepue moata C. K. Heitmana (S. K. Neumann, 1875-1947). B
Mockse KayTman yrayOuacst B usydeHne pycckoil KAACCUYECKOH AUTEPATypPhl
1 Bce 0OABLIIEC BHUMAHUS HadaA YACASTh Hacaepauwo nucateast O.M. Aocroes-
CKOTO, a TAK)XKE €r0 BOCIHPUATHIO B YEHICKOH KyAbType. PesdyapraTom ero sams-
THI cTaAu onyOaukoBanHble KHUTH: Boje 0 Dostojevského [Bursbt 3a Aocro-
eBckoro] (1966) — KHUTa B XPOHOAOTHYECKOM TOPSIAKE, ¢ 40-X IT. XIX Beka
no 6o-e rr. XX BeKa, IPUBOAUT UCTOPHIO BAKHEHIIMX MHTEPIPETALUH, TT€-
PEBOAOB U 3TAIIOB BOCHPUATHS AOCTOECBCKOTO B YELICKOI KYABTYPHO-001I1e-
CTBCHHOM XXU3HH U B 4CUICKOU AuTeparype;” F X. Salda a FM. Dostojevskij
(1968) — MoHOrpadus 06 OTHOIICHUH BBIAAIOLICTOCS YCUICKOTO AMTEPaTyp-
Horo kputuka O. Kc. Ilaapasr neppoii nosouasr XX Beka K TBOPYECKOMY
Hacaeauio Aocroesckoro; u Dostojevskij — vélny problém lovéka [ Aocto-
CBCKMH — BeyHas mpobaeMa deaoBeka) (BriepBble B caMHM3AaTe B 1976 I.); a
TaKXke moAroToBka uspanus nucem O.M. AocTOEBCKOro Ha YEIICKOM SI3bIKE
B 1966 I.* B 1970-1989 rr. ®. Kayrman aktiBHO paboTas B AUCCEHTE U IIyOAH-
KOBAACS B CAMH3AATE U B NEPUOAMKAX, U3AABACMBIX 3a Ipepesamu Yexocao-
Bakuu. OH 0OparHa cBoe BHMMaHHe Ha TBopueckoe Hacaeare Ppanna Kapxu
U 4YEeNICKUX IHcaTeaell JroHa locTOBCKOro (Egon Hostovsk}'l, 1908-1973),

7  Muayma BYBEHUKOBA, “Aocroenckuii B Yexun’, B: Tarbsina A. KACATKHHA (mop, pcA.),
Aocmoescxuii u XX sex, 1. 2 (Mocksa: UMAW PAH, 2007), c. 377.

8 DBoaee noapobro 06 s1ux paborax u tBopucckom Hacaeann O. Kayrmana cm. KAyTMAH,
“Mos xwusnb ¢ AocToesckuMm (1957-1997)", BYBEHUKOBA, “Aocroesckuit B Yexuu', a Tak-
xe c6. Milu$a BUBENIKOVA, Radka HRIBKOVA (Sest.), Na trnitych cestdch Zivota a tvorby.
Sbornik prispévkii ze symposia porddaného u prileitosti jubilea Frantiska Kautmana (Praha:
Nérodni knihovna CR, 2015) (c60p1—11/u< BKAIOYACT IOAHYIO bubanorpaduro pabor P. Kayr-

MaHa U paboT o HeM, ¢. 167-247).
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TBOPHBLICTO B OMUIPALiUH, U TPArH4ecKu moruburero noara Buxropa Apika
(Viktor Dyk, 1877-1931), u 3anuMascs Takxke Bonpocamu $uaocoPcko-mosu-
TUYECKUX KOHCEKBCHIMI CYLIECTBOBAHMS YCIICKOTO HapoAa. BoabummHcTBO
aTHX paboT eMy YAAAOCH U3AATh OPHUIIMAABHO ITOCAC ‘GAPXATHOH PEBOAIOLUH
1989 roaa.

‘DapxaTHas’ peBOAIOLIMS CTaA AASI IIOYTH 63-acTHero KayTMaHa >kuBoTBOp-
HBIM HCXOAHBIM ITYHKTOM AAsL HOBOH aKTHBHOCTH B pasHbIx HanpaBacHusx. On
BEPHYACS 32 KaQEeAPY, YUTAA ACKLIUHU [I0 AUTEPATYPE CTYACHTaM $PUAOCOPCKOrO
M IIeAAroru4eckoro ¢paxyabretoB. OH CTaA YACHOM PEAAKILIMOHHOIO KOAACK-
THBA, TOTOBSILIECIO AKAACMHYECKOE n3paHue 3-ro ToMa pabortst T. I. Macapuxa
Poccus u Espona.’ Kayrman peryasipHo mncas KOMMEHTapUH U [IOACMUKH Ha
3A000AHCBHBIC TEMBI B Ia3CThl M )KYPHAABI M COTPYAHHYAA C HOBBIMH IIHCa-
TEABCKMMH OpraHH3aLsIMU. B 2004 I. OH cTaA HHULIMATOPOM BO30OHOBACHUS
AesiteabHoctu O6mecta Aoctoesckoro B [pare (Bmecte ¢ Paskoii [pxubko-
Boii 1 Muaymeit By6enunxosoit). Boso6uosacunoe O6mectso, B 60APIIUMHTCBE
cAy4aes B coTpyaHHnuecTBe co CaassiHckoi 6ubanorexoii B [Tpare u Kadeapoi
pycuctuku ITeparormyeckoro ¢paxyasrera Kapaosa YHusepcurera, opraHusy-
CT AUTEpATYpHBIC OECEABL, CCMUHAPUH U KOHPEPCHIIUH U €My YAAAOCH U3AATH
HECKOABKO COODHMKOB, CPEAM KOTOPBIX BaKHCHIIMMH MOXKHO Ha3BaTh CO.
Aocmoesckuii cecodns. COoprux mamepuanos KoH@epeHyuu ¢ MencoyHapoonvim
yuacmuem™ (B cOOPHHKE MyOGAMKOBAAMCD AYYIIHME MPEACTABUTCAH YCLICKOM
PYCHCTHKH TOTO BPEMEHH, a TakoKe MpuBeTcBTBeHHOE muchmo P. Kayrmana Ha
YELICKOM, aHTAMHCKOM U PYCCKOM S3bIKaX) U COOPHMK, HOCBAUICHHBIH 106U~
acto poxxaenus O. Kayrmana Ha mepuucmoix dopozax wusnu u meopuecmsa,”
U3AQHHE KOTOPOro $UHAHCOBO MOAACPXKaAH YacHBI MesxayHapoanoro Obue-
crBa Aocroesckoro — Haraass Baapumunposna IIsapy, Deborah Martinsen
u Robert L. Belknap, a tawke 4aensr yemckoro ObuiectBa AocTroeBckoro B
ITpare. CO0pHHK yARAOCH IPEACTABUTSH U 1oKa3ath annoM Ppantnurexa Kayr-
MaHa Ha 00AbIIOM dKpaHe aAcacratam KoHrpecca MOA B Ipanaae B urone 2016
ropa. K coxaaeHuio usBectue o ero ‘BO3BpallCHUM B PSABL AOCTOCBCKOBEAOB
BCETO MHUpPa HE YAAAOCH IepeAaTh camoMy KayTmaHy, KOTOpBII He3aA0ATO mocAe
OKOHYaHUSI KOHIPECCA CKOPIIOCTHKHO CKOHYAACSL.

Kpyrom Bosspamsiemcst k Hadaay pasmbiuiacHus o6 yaactun O. Kayrmana

9 Tomd$ G. MASARYK, Rusko a Evropa: Studie o duchovnich proudech v Rusku. DAl 11, &st 2.
a &st 3. (Praha: Ustay T. G. Masaryka, 1996).

10 Milu$a BUBENIKOVA, Marta HRABAKOVA, Radka HRIBKOVA (Sest.), Dostojevskij dnes:
Shornik prispévkil z konference s mezindrodni ticast{ (Praha, 27. listopadu 2006, Nérodni kni-
hovna Ceské republiky) (Praha: Narodn{ knihovna CR, Slovansk4 knihovna, 2007).

11 Milusa BuBENfKOVA, Radka HRIBKOVA (Sest.), Na trnitych cestich Zivota a tvorby...
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B popmupoBannn MOA. B centsibpe 2021 roaa moayumaa aBTop 3TOil CTaThy
BO3MOXXHOCTb ITPOYUTATh B AuTepaTrypHOM apxuse [ laMsATHHKA HallMOHAABHOM
mucbMeHHOCTH B [pare mucema A. Tpumuna @. Kayrmany 1968-1974 rr. Kayr-
MaH AaA €H Ha 3TO €ellje P KU3HHU cBoe coraacue. B ponpe Kayrmana xpanurt-
cs1 13 ucem ot A, Ipumuna (1 nucemo ot 1968 1., 6 muceM OT 1969 T., 2 THUCbMA
OT 1970 T., 3 TUCbMA OT 1971 I. ¥ I TUCHMO OT 1974 T.). B mucbpMax numercs 060
BCEM TOM, 9TO HAKOHCL] YAAAOCh OCYLIECTBUTD (CO3AAHMM OOLIECTBa, OpraHn3a-
LIMOHHOM KOMUTETE, KOHIpeccax, OroareTeHy, mybaukauusx, bubanorpaduu
pabor o Aocroesckom), HO 6e3 amdHOrO ydactust camoro Kayrmana. B npu-
AOXXCHHMU K 3TOH CTaTbe MbI IyOAMKYyeM IIEPBOEC U CAMHCTBCHHOE IHCHMO OT
1968 ToAa U OYAEM HAACATBHCS, 9TO B HEAAACKOM OYAYIEM YAACTCS HE TOABKO
onybOAMKOBATb BCE 3TH IIMCbMA, HO TaKXKE MTOABICKATH OTBETHl HAa HUX CaMOIO
Kayrmana u takum o6pasoM caeaaTh KapTHHY HCTOPHU CO3paHMs MexayHa-
poanoro O6uectBa AocTOeBCKOro 60Ace 0OBEKTUBHOI U TOAHOH.
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IIpuaosxenune

[dupmennbLt 6AaHK]
TELEPHONE
34 084
TELEGRAMS
UNI MELB PARKVILLE
[6aank yHMBepcuTeTa n Kadeaps]
University of Melbourne
Department of Russian Language and Literature

[6aanx]|Parkville N. 2, Victoria
[pyxomnucs] 18. 12. [19]68
[ayboxoysaxaemstii mpopeccop Kaufman!™
Msue mMHOTO XOpowero Hanmcaa npo Bac npodeccop Mathauser” u st ouens co-
YKaA€IO, 4TO HE CMOT II03HAKOMUTHCA ¢ Bamu Ha cpesae B [Ipare.™
[puxoputcst obpamarscst k Bam mucemenno. Ha cbesae st roBopua co MHOIHU-
MU KOAACTAMH O HEOOXOAMMOCTH COSAQHHUSI HHTCPHALMOHAABHOTO 00IecTBa
AOCTOEBEAOB. MBI Aaske IPOBEAU TaM MaACHBKOE coBeljaHue. berBumii Ha co-
Bemanuu npodeccop OpupscHaep™ HACTOSIA, YTOOBI 0OIIECTBO OBIAO OpraHu-
30BaHHO Ipu KomuTeTe cAaBUCTOB. [Tpocuan npodeccopa Parolek’” sansroes
3TUM BOIIPOCOM.

12 Pamuans Kayrmana HamucaHa HEIPaBHABHO, YTO MOXKET CAYXKHTb CBUACTECABCTBOM TOMY,
uro A. I'pnmun o6pamaercs x Kayrmany Bnepssie.

13 Zden¢k Mathauser (1920-2007) - 4YemICKMIl AHTEpPaTypOBeA, PYCHCT, 3CTCTHK, 9YACH
I'TpaskcKoro AMHIBHCTHYECKOTO KPYIKKA.

14 Mmeercs B BuAY Me>KAYHAPOAHBII ChE3A CAABHCTOB — Cp. puMedaHue N? 4.

15 Teopruit Muxaitaosna @pupsenpep (1915-1995) — AOCTOEBCKOBEA, B AAABHEEIIIEM YACH U
moyerHsiil npesupseHT MOA.

16 MexXAyHApOAHBIH KOMHTET CAaBHUCTOB, OPraHHU3YIIGUA MeXAyHaApOAHBIE KOHIPECCHI
CAQBHUCTOB C 1929 T.

17 Radegast Parolek (1920-2019) — uemckuii auteparyposea, pycuct, npopeccop Kapaosa
YHHBEPCHUTETA, aBTOp MoHorpadpuu LM, Dastojewkij (Praha, 19 63) — O MOAEMHUKE C HUM CM.

KAYTMAH, “Mos sxusHb ¢ AOCTOEBCKUM ) C. 231.
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Ho mocae Bcero cayunsmrerocs y Bac,™ st moayuma mucsMa oT KOAACT, KOTOpPBIE
HaXOASIT, YTO OOLIECTBO AOAXKHO ObITh OPraHM30BAHO HE IIPU KOMUTETE CAABU-
CTOB, a caMocTosTeAbHO. KpoMe TOro, A0 cAeAyroIero KOHrpecca CAaBHCTOB
with AeT. JKaarh ouens poaro. He Aydine an Ham B3sIThCSI 32 OpraHU3aIUIoO Ca-
mum? Yro Ber aymaere 060 Bcem atom? ITorosopure ¢ npodeccopom Parolek.”
Mosker 6biTh Bl ¢ HUM OyaeTe YACHBI OpraHM3alMOHHOTrO KoMHTETa OT Je-
XOCAOBAKHH?

PaspemmuTte nmoxxeaars Bam Bcero xopomiero u mosapasuts Bac ¢ Hactynaromu-
MU ITPasSAHHKAMH.

Bam A. Tpumun

DR. D. GRISHIN

Russian Depart[ment]
University of Melbourne
Parkville

Melbourne 3052
Australia

P. S. mpocroii mouToi BbichiAa0 Bam TeKCT AOKAaAa, KOTOPBIH s YUTAA Ha
KOHrpecce.™

18 Okkymarys B aBrycre 1968 r. — cp. mpuMedanue N 4.

19 ITpod. ITapoaex omy6ankoBas BOCIOMHHAHUSL, B KOTOPBIX €CTh YIIOMHHAHUS O €IO y4a-
crun B MexxayHapoaHOM chesae caaBucToB B [ Ipare B aBrycre 1968 ., HO 6e3 HasaHus pa-
muann npod. Ipummza u HamekoB Ha upcio cospanus MOA — cm. Radegast PAROLEK,
Kruté a krdsné dvacité stoleti: Memodrovd mozaika v péti dilech (Praha: Academia, 2013).

20 HasepHoe umeercst B Bupy cratbs ['PUIMHA “Kanpsr AneBruka nmucareas O.M. Aocro-
eBckoro’, B: VI Mencdynapodnuiii czesd crasucmos, [lpaza, 1968 (Meavbypu: MeabbypHckuit

YHUBEPCUTET, 1968).
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IRENE ZOHRAB
Victoria University — Te Herenga Waka, Wellington

Impressions (from a New Zealand perspective)
of the history of the IDS and its Symposia

The inaugural International Dostoevsky Symposium in Bad Ems, West Germa-
ny in September 1-5, 1971, dedicated to the sesquicentennial anniversary of the
birth of E. M. Dostoevsky, saw the founding of the International Dostoevsky
Society (IDS). As a participant at that symposium, I have been invited to con-
tribute some personal thoughts and observations on the IDS from a distinctive
New Zealand perspective: “The History of the IDS (and of its regional expres-
sions) is going to be a significant part of the history of Dostoevsky studies”. Ad-
dressing me in my role as the New Zealand Representative of the IDS, the invi-
tation continued: “it would be really important to have a memory or an article
from you — as one of the founders of the IDS and as the senior rep of Oceanian
Dostoevsky studies [...]. The Dostoevsky community needs more voices from
its beginnings and from crucial moments of this history”.

I have shared some views on earlier occasions about the IDS' — intended as
an international forum for the study of the life and works of EM. Dostoevsky,
and [ feel duty-bound to attempt to set down some further impressions on this
so™ anniversary of the Society’s existence, that also marks the bicentennial an-
niversary of Dostoevsky’s birth in 1821. But I know in advance that it will be an
impossible task to fulfill and give the topic justice. The IDS was created and has
flourished for the last so years thanks to the voluntary work and dedication of
countless outstanding individuals from many countries of the globe inspired by
what Dostoevsky and his works have meant to them and to world culture. Their
names and input should be recognized and acknowledged, but that, unfortu-
nately will be impossible for me to do, especially from my distant ‘outsider’s’ per-
spective from Aotearoa, though nevertheless an unattainable ideal to strive for!

1 I'wasinvited to say a few words about the first IDS Symposium at the Plenary Opening of the
XV IDS Symposium in Moscow in 2013: “I'lpusercrsus XV Cumnosuyma MexayHapoaHo-
ro O6mecrBa Aocroesckoro’, Mocksa, 2013. See also: Mpen 30xPaB, “Bocnpusitue Aocro-
€BCKOTO IHCATEASIMU U cBsieHHOCAykuTeasMu Hosoit 3eaanpun’, Jocmoescxuii. Mamepua-

svt 1 uccredosarnus, . 20 (Cankr-Ilerep6ypr, Hecrop-Heropus, 2013), c. 420-438.
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Most of us interested in the history of the IDS would have read the contri-
butions on various aspects of the society’s past in recent issues of Dostoevsky
Studies. The Journal of the International Dostoevsky Society, New Series, vol.
21 (2017) and vol. 23 (2020) by Rudolf Neuhiuser (Klagenfurt, Austria) and
Stefano Aloe (Verona, Italy) respectively.* Each one of these two contributions
was memorable in its own way and detailed, though the former was consid-
ered by some to be rather ‘subjective) while the latter was more impartial and
even-handed, plus leavened by its ‘Dostoevskian” humour. Certain inaccuracies
in the account of Neuhduser were corrected in subsequent letters to the Edi-
torial Board of Dostoevsky Studies from Malcolm V. Jones (Nottingham, UK),
William Mills Todd III (Harvard, USA).

IDS Symposia or Conferences have been taking place every three years
since 1971 in different locations of the globe and in distinctive picturesque
venues. They have been the catalyst that has united its membership, nourished
its growth and served to encourage the production of original research on
Dostoevsky, while popular interest in him has been growing exponentially.
Each one of those conferences required a mammoth team effort to bring to
fruition, guided by the Society’s ruling president, its executive secretary and an
organizing committee. Members of the IDS, who were involved in organizing
these conferences can be counted in their hundreds, even thousands. Here is a
reminder of the number and sequence of these conferences:

I- 1971 — Bad Ems, West Germany; II - 1974 — St. Wolfgang, Austria;

III - 1977 — Rungstedgaard, Denmark; IV - 1980 — Bergamo, Italy;

V - 1983 — Cerisy-la-Salle, France; VI - 1986 — Nottingham, Great Britain;
VII - 1989 — Ljubljana, Yugoslavia; VIII - 1992 — Oslo, Norway;

IX - 1995 — Gaming, Austria; X - 1998 — New York, USA;

XI - 2001 — Baden-Baden, Germany; XII - 2004 — Geneva, Switzerland;
XIII - 2007 — Budapest, Hungary; XIV - 2010 — Naples, Italy;

XV - 2013 — Moscow, Russia; XVI - 2016 — Granada, Spain;

XVII - 2019 — Boston, USA.

2 Rudolf NEUHAUSER, “The International Dostoevsky Society: From the Beginnings to
the End of its Existence as an Independent Voluntary Organization”, Dostoevsky Studies.
New Series, vol. 21, 2017, pp. 13-42. Stefano ALOE, “Foreword and a Short History of the
Journal’, Dostoevsky Studies New Series, vol. 23, 2020, pp. 5-18. In Russian: “Bcrynaenue u
KpaTKasi UCTOPUs XypHaaa', ibidem, c. 19-28.

3 Malcolm V. Jongs, William Mills Topp III, “A Letter to the Editorial Board of Dostoev-
sky Studies”, Dostoevsky Studies. New Series, vol. 22, 2018, pp. 7-9.
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The Society’s channels of communication, whether the early Bulletin of the
International Dostoevsky Society or the later publications of Dostoevsky Studies
in all its different series and manifestations, also its Dostoevsky Monographs,
and more recently its website, have been instrumental in accelerating the
impact of Dostoevsky internationally. And these channels too have required
incredible effort and expertise to launch, maintain and keep flourishing. As
the newly elected current President of the IDS International Dostoevsky So-
ciety, Carol Apollonio (USA) has reminded us in her “Introduction” to the
opening of the inaugural electronic issue of Dostoevsky Studies vol. 23 (2020):
the journal that “marks the turn of the new century — Dostoevsky’s third” has
been published “in Klagenfurt, Austria; Pittsburgh, Salt Lake City, Idyllwild,
CA (USA); and Dresden and Tiibingen, Germany. With each new stage of its
development, the journal has expanded its reach and responded to the spirit
of the times”.*

In 2013 in response to an invitation from Emil Dimitrov (Bulgarian Acad-
emy of Sciences) to write an introductory note for the inaugural issue of the
journal of the Bulgarian Dostoevsky Society Dostoevski: misil i obraz. (Dosto-
evsky. Thought and Image) and resurrect memories of the initial plans to form
an IDS in 1971, I noted: “In the accounts of the history of the creation of the
International Society of Dostoevsky full credit is always given to Dmitrii V.
Grishin of the University of Melbourne as the initiator of the idea” For the
sake of legitimacy I cited the information in the Obituary for Grishin pub-
lished in the Dostoevsky Bulletin, no. 6, November 1976, (p. 35) by Neuhiuser.®
It stated that

In 1968, on the occasion of the VIth International Congress of Slavists in
Prague, Dmitry Vladimirovich (D.V. Grishin) gathered some of the Slavists who
had participated in a session dedicated to Dostoevsky and proposed the founda-
tion of an International Society to coincide with the writer’s 1soth birthday in
1971. At first the International Committee of Slavists was requested to under-
take the preparatory work. When this did not work out, Dmitry Vladimirovich

founded an International Organising Committee.

4 Carol ArorLONIO, “Introductory Word”, Dostoevsky Studies. New Series, vol. 23, 2020, p. 4.

s Aiipunan 30XPAB, “MexayHapOAHOTO 06mmEecTBO AOCTOCBCKUIT — HCTOPHUS M HAACKAH
Aocmoescxu: mucsa u o6pas, Towm 1, (Cocl)m{: Hcrok-3amaa, 2014), c. 12-18, https:[{www.
ozone.bg/media/pdfs/s761cfoe79034.pdf

6 Rudolf NEUHAUSER, “Dmitry Vladimirovich Grishin”, Bulletin. International Dostoevsky
Sociery, No. 6, November 1976, p. 35.


https://www.ozone.bg/media/pdfs/5761cf0e79034.pdf
https://www.ozone.bg/media/pdfs/5761cf0e79034.pdf
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The sequence of events is probably known to most, so there is no need to
repeat here everything that I wrote in 2013, only to stress that Grishin took it
upon himself to engage the international community of Slavists to bring this
project to fruition: “His untiring devotion found expression in a world-wide
correspondence and appeals which eventually proved successful’. Finally, under
his Presidency of the Organising Committee it was arranged to hold the in-
augural Symposium in the spa-town Bad Ems in 1971 and Grishin was elected
its first Vice-President (out of three), its Australian national representative and
designated as “Founder” (See ill. 1 and 2 in the Appendix)? Grishin was assisted
in the organisation of the first Dostoevsky Symposium by Nadine Natov of the
George Washington University, Washington D.C. and by Neuhiuser. Natov was
instrumental in organising the formation of the North American Dostoevsky
Society (NADS) (that encompasses the US and Canada) in December 1970 in
New York that also lobbied for the creation of IDS. The NADS officers elected
were Robert Louis Jackson (President), Neuhiuser, Vladimir Seduro and Victor
Terras (Vice-Presidents), Natov (Secretary-Treasurer). It would be fair to say that
without Natov’s commitment, generosity, and sheer hard work, the International
Dostoevsky Society may not have got off the ground as successfully and spectacu-
larly as it did in the early 1970s. Neither would it have continued with its Sympo-
sia every three years, described by Nadine as “a very useful and efficient scholarly
organization, which provides an excellent opportunity for academic and personal
contacts and collaboration among scholars from various countries”*

I could not omit in my contribution to the journal of the Bulgarian Dosto-
evsky Society from sketching out briefly my impressions of the importance to
the history of the IDS of its early newsletter: Bulletin of the International Dos-
toevsky Society that developed later into the journal Dostoevsky Studies:

Rudolf Neuhiuser, today Professor Emeritus of Slavic Studies, Alpen-Adria
Universitit Klagenfurt, took a leading part in organizing the founding Sympo-
sium of the International Dostoevsky Society (IDS) in Bad Ems. Neuhiuser was
Head of the Department at the University of Western Ontario at the time, and
later edited from 1980 to 1989 the first nine issues of Dostoevsky Studies. The ear-

lier Bulletins were also edited by him.”

7 Bulletin of the International Dostoevsky Society, No 1. Inside cover page.

8 Irene ZOHRAB, “In Memory of Nadine Natov, 1918-2005. Obituary”, Dostocvsky Studies.
New Series, vol. 9, 2005, pp. 243-24s.

9 30XPAB, “MexAyHApOAHOTO 061IECTBO AOCTOCBCKUIL. ..
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I pointed out that Neuhduser was assisted by a number of others in the pro-
duction of the Bulletin. Soon after its establishment the Bulletin was published
for two years at the University of Pittsburgh with the assistance of Professor
Charles Schlacks Jr. After this “Professor Martin P. Rice of the University
of Tennessee became Assistant Editor and began publishing the Bulletins at
the University of Tennessee. The initial aim of these Bulletins was to compile
and publish a bibliography of works relating to Dostoevsky.” Attached was a
scanned first page of the Bulletin, vol. 1, no. 2, November 1972. It listed all the
Ofhce-holders of the International Dostoevsky Society, including 20 National
Representatives.

The Representative of the USSR is listed as Sergey Belov, although to the best
of my knowledge he had not attended the International Dostoevsky Symposi-
um. In fact, no one from Russia attended the inaugural Symposium. There were
representatives from Russia at later Symposia [...]. In the 6 issue of the Bulletin
for November 1976 the IDS welcomed its latest members — the Japanese Dosto-
evsky Society, founded in Tokyo in 1969. An account of the activities of the Jap-
anese Dostoevsky Society by Professors K. Araya and T. Kinoshita, was pub-
lished in that issue of the Bulletin.'°

Neuhiuser’s recollections of the history of the publications of IDS, the Bu/-
letin and Dostoevsky Studies, reminded us that the journals’ path to success had
been bumpy at times: “no issues of the journal appeared in the years 1990,1991
and 1992” and “no issues were published for 1994, 1995, 1996 and 1997”" In
the same issue of Dostoevsky Studies for 2017, Horst-Jirgen Gerigk (Universi-
ty of Heidelberg) provided a brief over-view (in German) of the production
of Dostoevsky Studies New Series since he became its chief editor.” Following
their accounts, the complicated saga of the publication of the Bulletin and of
Dostoevsky’s Studies from its inception was further explained and clarified by
Stefano Aloe.”

From my perspective today (one that has been affected by producing the
NZS]), the uncertainties and complications of bringing out an IDS publi-
cation for the last so years were finally overcome under the management of

10 Ibid.

11 NEUHAUSER, “The International Dostoevsky Society”, pp. 36-37.

12 Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, “Dostoevsky Studies. New Series. 1993-2017", Dostoevsky Studies.
New Series, vol. 21, 2017, pp. 43-44.

13 ALOE, pp.5-18, 20-28.
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Gerigk, who took over the responsibility of producing Dostoevsky Studies New
Series in 1998. He has been listed since that time on its Editorial Board page
as being one of its Managing Editors. His “experienced guidance” and “consis-
tent solid leadership”, as Aloe referred to it, have been instrumental in consol-
idating the journal’s academic reputation and economic survival.'* The other
four Managing Editors at the time were Erik Egeberg (University of Tromse),
Gene Fitzgerald (University of Utah), Malcolm Jones (University of Notting-
ham) and Neuhiuser (University of Klagenfurt) (They have all had an input
into DS, but unless they write about it themselves, we shall never know its
nature and extent). Further stability was achieved when from Volume 3 (1999)
Dostoevsky Studies began to be published by Attempto Verlag in Tibingen
(later to become Narr Francke Attempto Verlag).s The composition of the
“Managing Editors” appears to have remained constant for over ten years, un-
til Volume 14 (2010) when a Guest Editor, Susan McReynolds (Northwestern
University) edited Volume 13 (2009) on “Dostoevsky and Christianity”. The
following year from Volume 15 (2011) Deborah A. Martinsen (Columbia Uni-
versity) was added to the list of Managing Editors, while Fitzgerald and Jones
became Honorary Editors. From Volume 18 (2014) Ulrich Schmid (Universi-
ty St. Gallen) became a Managing Editor. Volume 22 (2018) was the journal’s
last paper issue. There was no publication in 2019 and Volume 23 appeared as
an on-line issue in 2020: “The first on-line Dostoevsky Studies, begins its life
in Verona, Italy, with the most diverse and international Editorial Board in
history”'* Today the Managing Editor is Stefano Aloe, while Gerigk becomes
an Honorary Editor. During that time the initial make-up of Editorial Con-
sultants appeared to remain fairly stable, though new names were added 2011-
2012, and again more recently.

Through the efforts of all, pioneering research relating to Dostoevsky and
his works that was “international in character” and original was promoted, as
the IDS intended it, perhaps in accordance with Grishin’s view of Dostoevsky’s
image:

Dostoevsky’s image is both contradictory and indistinct: he assumes alter egos,
his character varies; instead of one face we see many, as it were, and we try, each
of us individually, in isolation from one another, to comprehend and explain

this enigmatic and contradictory writer. These tasks are beyond the powers of

14 Ibidem, p. 9.

15 GERIGK, pp. 43-44.
16 APOLLONIO, p. 4.
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a single person. We need collaborative criticism, we need a broad exchange of

opinion, we need discussion, we need personal contact.”

The aims of the proposed IDS as Grishin saw them were expressed in his
“Appeal”(Obrashchenie) to established researchers of Dostoevsky and his
works. His “Appeal” was also cited in full in the text of his Inaugural Address
at the opening of the Symposium in Bad Ems. As he explained in his address,
initially Grishin had contacted Dr Franti$ek Kautman (Czechoslovakia) (who
had published a review of Grishin’s book on the Writers Diary: Dnevnik pi-
satelia F. M. Dostoevskogo (1966) in the Prague journal Cheshskaya Rusistika).
Following the ‘Prague Spring, Czechoslovakia was considered to be one of the
more liberal Eastern Bloc countries. Grishin invited him (Kautman) to become
a member of an Organising Committee for the foundation of IDS, which the
latter accepted. On the advice of Kautman, Grishin also wrote to Sergey V.
Belov (USSR) and invited him as well, which the latter also accepted. He then
approached professor Igor Vahros (Finland). As the size of the Organising
committee grew, Grishin composed the text of the “Appeal” (Obrashchenie)
and a Draft Charter (Proekt ustava). These were published in their entirety in
the Czech journal Chekhoslovatskaya Rusistika no. s, 1970 and subsequently in
other countries as well (See ill. 3). Grishin has recorded that he also contacted
Boris I. Bursov, Dmitri D. Blagoi and Konstantin I. Fedin, all of the USSR,
plus the Academy of Sciences, though the latter according to him was not in-
terested. In his introductory speech to the first IDS Symposium he said that
he had received many letters of interest from “Leningrad, Prague, Warsaw and
other cities and countries, with the request to do everything in his power to
publish all the Symposium materials, including discussions”.”

In his “Appeal” Grishin stressed that: “Dostoevsky was a writer of huge cosmic
sway. In his works he posed not just national but world problems; in his ‘harsh
epoch’ he dreamt of a ‘union of all humanity’, of world-wide harmony, of creating
heaven on earth. He investigated man’s spiritual life. While always remaining
Russian and even the most Russian of all Russians, he crossed the bounds of na-
tional limitation and became a citizen of the world”.. Grishin continued:

17 Dmitry V. GRISHIN (President of the Organizing Committee), “Aims and Purposes of the
Symposium”, Bulletin of the International Dostoevsky Society, vol. 1,1972, p. 4.

18 Amwurpuii B. I'puimmH, “Mexaynapopnsiit Cumnosuym Aoctoeckoro. OTY4eTHBIH AOKAQA
IPEACEAATEAST OPTKOMUTETA MEKAYHAPOAHOTO OOIECTBA HCCACAOBATCACH JKUSHU U TBOPUe-
ctBa Aocroesckoro, A-pa A.B. Ipuimnna Ha nepBoM MEXAYHAPOAHOM CHMITOBHYME. 2 CCH-

10ps 1971 roAR", Onoxa. Pycckas aumepamypnas zasema, anpeis 1972, c. 11.
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It scems to me that the time has come for researchers into Dostoevsky’s life and
works from different countries to unite in a single association, which will have
as its aim: assisting in the establishment and development of friendly ties and
collaboration between members of the association, facilitating the exchange of
information, publishing a bulletin, reference works and separate monographs,
and organizing meetings between colleagues from different countries of the
world. [...] The organizing committee calls on all researchers into Dostoevsky’s
works to take the most active part in the association’s activities. [...] I appeal
to you to consider yourselves at this symposium not just participants in but
creators of our association. ... We must remember that by our present activity
we are laying the foundations for future generations of researchers into

Dostoevsky’s works."”

Grishin’s untimely death in 1975 prevented him from shaping the later de-
velopment of the IDS. From then on the guiding principles and the emerging
ethos of the IDS was shaped and determined by its Presidents, with the assis-
tance of its Executive Secretaries. An influential Executive Secretary was Na-
tov, as has been pointed out, and not solely by virtue of her long service from
1971 to 1993. She was followed by Egeberg (Norway), Schmid (Switzerland),
McReynolds (USA) and Aloe (Italy) each one of whom had an input into the
IDS (for instance Schmid created its first website and initiated an investigation
into its Constitution).

The Presidents have included Nils Ake Nilsson (Sweden); Jackson (USA);
Michel Cadot (France); Neuhiuser (Austria); Jones (Great Britain); Gerigk
(Germany); Schmid (Switzerland); Martinsen (USA); Vladimir Zakharov
(Russia); and most recently Apollonio (USA).

Doubtlessly, the creation of the IDS served to bolster the movement to
publish the Complete Collected Works of Dostoevsky in 30 vols. in the Soviet
Union. Its instigator and leader of its research team, G.M. Fridlender in an
interview with K.A. Stepanyan in 1995 recalled the history of the project
stating that “The publication was really difficult to carry out [...] primarily
because for many years they tried to disrupt the publishing of this publication
‘from above’, and later to slow it down for political reasons”* Fridlender stated

19 Amurpuit B. I'pumunH, “Mexaynapoanstii Cumnosuym Aocroesckoro. Peus mpeaceaa-
TEAsI OPraHU3ALUOHHOTO KOMHTETA HCCACAOBATECACH JKH3HH U TBOPYECKOH ACSITCABHOCTH
®.M. Aocroesckoro, A-pa A.B. Ipuinina Ha mepBoM MEXAYHApOAHOM CHMIIO3HYME, IIO-
CBSIIEHHOM I1SO-ACTHIO CO AHS POXXACHHS T€HHAABHOTO PYCCKOTO IHcateas, Inoxa. Pyc-
CKASL AUMEPAIYPHASL 243€M A, ATIPEAD 1972, C. 10.

20 “C nopAMHHBIM yBaxeHHEM K reHuio Aocroesckoro..) urepsbio ¢ akapemuxom PAH
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that the first volume of the PSS (Complete Collected Works) was ready to be
published in 1971, but did not appear in that year of Dostoevsky’s jubilee, but
at the beginning of 1972:

Subsequently, many people who were hostile to Dostoevsky addressed the
Central Committee of the CPSU, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of
the USSR and other authorities with a demand to stop the publishing of this
academic publication. One of these appeals was addressed to M.A. Suslov,
who imposed a resolution on it: “Please sort this out” [...]. But we had many
friends both in Russia and abroad, and we managed to repulse all these attacks.
Publishing house “Nauka” twice (after the release of the 7* and 17 volumes)
interrupted the release of the publication, and also tried to throw out of it draft
materials for The Adolescent, (which did not come out in volumes XIV and
XV straight after the text The Adolescent — that instead contained The Brothers
Karamazov, but came out in volumes XVI and XVII), as well as to make a
number of cuts in volume XXI, but we did not agree with this and insisted, not
without difficulty, on the completeness of the reproduction of the author’s text

in all volumes of the academic edition.”

Fridlender added that they decided later to produce a series that would be a
‘sputnik’ to the Complete Collected Works: Dostoevsky. Materials and Research:
“In the 20 years from 1974 until 1994 we published 11 volumes”. In addition to
their own participants these “included also works by scholars from Germany,
France, England, Japan, USA, New Zcaland and other countries”.”*

I must admit (again from my NZ perspective with its tradition of female
Prime Ministers of which there have been three) that I recall particularly the
memorable election of Deborah Martinsen (USA) in 2007 at the XIII* Sym-
posium of IDS in Budapest, Hungary, as the first female President of IDS. I
had been acquainted with her for some time, as she had contacted me some
years carlier (after I had begun publishing contributions on Dostoevsky as
Editor of Meshchersky’s Grazhdanin in Australasian and international publi-
cations, including Dostoevsky Studies), and she passed on to me an autographed

I'M. ®pupacupepom’, docmoesckuii u muposas xysvmypa. Aapmanax, N 4, Mocksa, 1995,
c. 5-20 (11). See also: Teopruit M. DPUAAEHAEP, “O Hay4HbIX NPUHIMIAX H 32AA9aX aKa-
ACMUYECKHX U3AAHUH PYCCKMX Kaaccukos (Ha Matepuane [loawnozo cobpanus cosunenuti Ao-
cmoesckoz0)”, Hzsecmus Axademun nayx CCCP ( Cepus aumepamypot u s3vika ), 1991, T. 50,
Nes, c. 401-413.

21 lbid., p. 12.

22 Ibid., p.1s.
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copy of an article from Vladimir Viktorovich (USSR), who wished to establish
contact (see ill. 4). The elections were preceded by quite a long and fairly heat-
ed discussion by the Executive Council and the Regional Coordinators of the
IDS. It resulted in Deborah’s election to the presidency (to follow on that of
Ulrich Schmid), and the election of Aloe as Executive Secretary (to follow on
Susan McReynolds in that role). I participated in that discussion backing Mar-
tinsen’s nomination and floated the idea that consideration should be given
soon to nominating as President a representative from Russia. Since then I have
valued the inclusive, libertarian and democratic nature of Deborah’s presidency
that reflected her own open-mindedness and professionalism.

At the time of her election in 2007 the NADS (founded in 1970), was
perhaps the biggest national Dostoevsky society, though it was eventually
to be overtaken by the Dostoevsky Society in Russia (Rossiiskoe Obshchestvo
Dostoevskogo) that had been founded in the early 1990s when it became for-
mally a member of IDS. The National representatives for Russia have been at
various times V. Tunimanov (Institute of Russian Literature, St. Petersburg),
who became vice president of IDS in 1995, Igor Volgin (Moscow University)
until 2001 and then Vice-President, the late K. Stepanyan, and currently Pavel
Fokin.”

Following D. Martinsen’s two-term presidency V.N. Zakharov of the Uni-
versity of Petrozavodsk, Russian Federation was elected President from 2013
to 2016 and again for a second term from 2016 to 2019. In my view, these
two recent presidencies (Martinsen and Zakharov) have achieved much in
extending the Dostoevsky network, each one being extremely productive in
their spheres of influence. The recent election to the presidency at the XVI®
IDS Symposium in Boston of Carol Apollonio, the former president of the
NADS, marks the Society’s second female presidency. It coincides with the
bicentennial celebrations of Dostoevsky’s birth that have been in preparation
for a number of years now in many countries. Some of these planned events are
extremely imaginative and “fun”** Inside Russia, according to a recent article in
Neizvestnyi Dostoevsky by V. Zakharov on “The Relevance of Dostoevsky” the
special feature of Dostoevsky’s bicentennial anniversary is the competition held
by the Russian Foundation for Basic Research (RFBR): “Sources and methods

23 Perhaps in the near future the Russian IDS might follow the example of the IDS in the
West and have a female national representative elected. In my opinion, Ludmila Saraskina
would fit the bill being one of the original members of IDS.

24 https://bloggerskaramazov.com/; hteps://www.dostojewskijgesellschaft.de/jubilacums-
jahr-2021.html
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in the study of the legacy of F. M. Dostoevsky in Russian and world culture”
(2018-2021). This resulted in the support of 28 projects by leading Russian re-
searchers. It will culminate in the publication of an “unprecedented corpus of
studies on Dostoevsky’s biography, philosophy, creativity, textual criticism and
poetics”® Zakharov is administering this mammoth RFBR (P@®H) competi-
tion project, as well as overseeing other events and publications in connection
with the celebrations.** Some 300 monographs are in preparation to be pub-
lished for this Dostoevsky anniversary. For some two decades now Zakharov
has been the editor-in-chief of several serial publications in Russia, including
the “Canonical works” in the old orthography and the guiding force of some
important projects such as the wide-ranging website on Dostoevsky at Petroza-
vodsk State University. He gave an early overview of it in his paper to the IDS
in Geneva (see below) and his achievements have been described in some detail
also by Aloe.”

Zakharov, with the support of Martinsen, was instrumental in ensuring
that for the first time in the history of IDS a Symposium was held in Russia.
Igor Volgin, the president of the Dostoevsky Fund (Fond Dostoevskogo) to-
gether with the organising committee also used their influence to support it.
At this XV* IDS in Moscow in 2013, 26 countries were represented with 142
participants. Its theme was “Dostoevsky and journalism” and it resulted in
the publication of a volume Dostoevsky i zhurnalizm in the series Dostoevsky
Monographs under the chief-editorship of Zakharov.” He was also instrumen-

25 Baaanmup H. 3AXAPOB, “AkryassHocTs Aoctoesckoro’, Heussecmmuuiii Aocmoescxuis [ The
Unknown Dostoevsky], vol. 8, no. 1, 2021, c. 5-20.

26 According to its website the Russian Foundation for Basic Research (RFBR) was created by
decree N¢ 426 of the President of the Russian Federation “On urgent measures for preserv-
ing scientific and technological potential of the Russian Federation” It is a self-governing
state non-profit organisation in the form of a federal organisation controlled by the Gov-
ernment. The Foundation provides targeted diversified support to leading groups of re-
searchers regardless of the organisation they represent. Support of “initiative scientific re-
search” in all the principal directions of fundamental science (nauki) is carried out strictly
on a competitive basis after a comprehensive evaluation.

27 ALOE, p. 10. Other educational institutions of higher learning in Russia and those affiliated
with the Russian Academy of Sciences are also involved in the celebrations, as are museums
etc. Acknowledged should be Institute of Russian Literature ‘Pushkin House’ in St Peters-
burg, the Maxim Gorky Institute of Literature in Moscow and also the State Institute for
Art Studies.

28 B. 3axaroB, K. CTEnansH, b. TuxoMuros (moa pe,A,.), Aocmoesckuii u scyprasusm
(“Dostoevsky Monographs”; 4) (Canxr-Iletep6ypr: Amutpuit Byaannn, 2013), c. 384.
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tal, so I have heard, in ensuring that the organisation of the very successful
XVI* Symposium would take place in Granada, Spain, the first one to be held
in that country. In addition, Zakharov worked together with the NADS and
former president Martinsen to make certain that the next Symposium would
be held in Boston, USA. There were some complications about this as the
Bulgarian Dostoevsky Society wished that the IDS be held in Bulgaria, but
the Boston location prevailed. This was the second time that an International
Dostoevsky Symposium was held in the USA, the first being in New York in
1999 (although the idea of a venue in the US was first suggested in the 1977,
but Bergamo was chosen instead). Due to the co-operation between the two
presidents (Zakharov and Martinsen) it was possible, it seems, to arrange for
Apollonio to be nominated unopposed as the new president of IDS. But prior
to that Apollonio’s position as president of NADS had to be taken care of, but
this was made possible since both NADS and IDS had been expanded by cre-
ating an advisory group of mid-range and young scholars. With further co-op-
eration the position of president of NADS has been filled with the nomination
of Kate Holland of the University of Toronto, Canada. She in turn, I am told,
lobbied for Katherine Bowers to be promoted to be a NADS vice-president, in
addition to her post as web master (Bowers successfully supervised the renova-
tion of the website and expanded its inclusivity). One can’t help commenting
that such exemplary and fruitful co-operation between the NADS and Russia’s
Dostoevsky Society might serve as an example to the US and Russian establish-
ment powers-that-be to emulate.

Of course, each president, who guided the direction of the international
conferences had their own vision that was expressed in the theme of the indi-
vidual conferences, and gave the general objectives of the IDS their own special
emphases (although Grishin had laid the foundations for the future direction
of these aims-zadachi). These were summed up by the president Jackson in his

speech at the V" IDS in Cerisy-la-Salle:

Finally, let me say that the fulfillment of the first three objectives of our Sociery
— to bring together scholars from all parts of the world, to do so in conditions
of beauty and measure, to maintain our independent status — facilitates a fourth
objective: to foster a spirit of friendship and cooperation among scholars and,
in this small way, to further Dostoevsky’s great ideal of sobornost’ (a supremely

Russian and Orthodox ideal) among all peoples.”

29 Robert Louis JACKSON, President of the IDS, “The Fifth International Dostoevsky Sympo-
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The last part of the sentence was said without, it seems to me, any apparent
political overtones, nor implications in mind — though it was still during the
‘Cold War’ period when the Soviet Union was an atheist state and when the
concept of sobornost’ was inadmissible within its ideology. Today the political
situation has changed and with it the direction of Dostoevsky studies in Russia
that now emphasises the importance of themes relating to religion in Dosto-
evsky’s works within the context of Russian Orthodox Christianity.

Curiously enough, while going through NZ newspapers for additional ma-
terial for this article that is intended to represent views on Dostoevsky from a
‘NZ perspective’ I came across a report in one of the most popular and widely
distributed NZ newspapers at the time, The New Zealand Herald of 29 June
1895 on “Literature and Art” (mainly relating to the success of Tolstoy’s Master
and Man), where a similar sentiment relating to Dostoevsky’s alleged ideal was
expressed: the writer of that article (while referring to the enthusiastic welcome
of Tolstoy’s Master and Man by Europe at large), is quoted as saying that “Rus-
sia might well be proud of this fact and see in it the fulfilment of a prophecy of
Gogol and Dostoievsky, who confidently looked forward to the time when “the
West” would eagerly absorb the redeeming gospel and new light of the Russian
East™°

In contrast to the image of Russia being seen as representing a “redeeming
gospel” and a “new light” of the Russian East, it was also often stereotyped as
representing the monstrous excesses of Tsarist and later Soviet systems, punish-
ing those who dared to question it with imprisonment in Siberia. In an article
“A Russian Novelist” published in the Auckland Star on 2 October 1886, the
writer refers to Dostoevsky’s exposure in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, translated
at the time as Buried Alive: Or, Ten Years of Penal Servitude in Siberia, “of the
frightful abuses which then prevailed in Siberian prisons, where convicts were
not unfrequently flogged to death” and identifies Russia with the “Empire of
the Night”* Both these contrasting cliché-like images of Russia were partially
created and reinforced by the impact of Dostoevsky’s works. His fictionalized
account of his imprisonment in Siberia in Buried Alive was subsequently desta-
bilized by his later “Pushkin” Speech (1880) published in his Diary of a Writer
in which he controversially proclaimed of seeing the mission of the Russian
people to reconcile divisions: “To become brother of all people, 2 universal

sium. Inaugural Address”, Dostoevsky Studies, vol. 4, 1983, pp. 195-197, http://sites.utoronto.

ca/tsq/DS/04/195.shtml
30 “Literature and Art”, The New Zealand Herald, 29 June 189s, p. 3 (Supplement).

31 “A Russian Novelist”, Auckland Star, vol. XVII, issue 232, 2 October 1886, p. .
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man (vsechelovekom) (IIcc 26; 147). In accordance with this vision, Russia,
the oppressor of its own people, was also the creator of a people capable of
universal reconciliation that would extend to encompass both East and West.
This seeming change of direction in the works of the later Dostoevsky was all
the more persuasive to readers and justified since it followed on his own rev-
olutionary activities within the Petrashevsky Circle that resulted in arrest, im-
prisonment and service in a convict regiment in Siberia. Like Janus, the Roman
god of endings and beginnings, with two faces looking in opposite directions,
Dostoevsky’s stance enhanced the dual image of Russia in the West. It may have
been a factor in Soviet policy to ‘rehabilitate’ Dostoevsky during the period
of the “Thaw’ in the late 1960s in preparation for the 150th anniversary of his
birth in 1971 and the publication of the Academy edition of his Complete Col-
lected Works (1972-1990).

Coincidentally, the movement to ‘reread’” Dostoevsky’s works, especially
those that had not been studied and republished in the Soviet Union for some
decades, was initiated in the West, with special focus on Demons and The
Diary of a Writer. Translations, including that of The Diary of a Writer were
published in English and introduced by Boris Brasol in 1949.* Grishin in
Australia published in Russian his PhD thesis awarded at Melbourne Univer-
sity on Drevnik pisatelia F.M. Dostoevskogo in 1966. V1. Tunimanov completed
his thesis at Leningrad University in 1966 on the fiction in Diary of a Writer.
A few years later Gary Saul Morson published his Yale University PhD thesis
Dostoevsky’s “Diary of a Writer”: Threshold Art (1974). In that same year there
appeared in Russia Igor Volgin’s 7he Diary of a Writer, the first independent
study of the complete work in the Soviet Union.

My own association with what would become later the IDS was set off by a
chain of events after the Russian Department at Victoria University College,
now known as Victoria University of Wellington and by its Maori name as Te
Herenga Waka, received notification from the Soviet Union informing it of
the imminent sesquicentennial anniversary of the birth of EM. Dostoevsky in
1971. To mark the anniversary the Department was later supplied by the Soviet
Legation in Wellington with five Soviet films, including the 1969 film of Dos-
toevsky’s Crime and Punishment (directed by Lev Kulidzhanov and starring
Innokenty Smokhtunovsky and Victoria Fyodorova). The films were screened

32 EM. DOSTOIEVSKY, The Diary of a Writer, translated and annotated by Boris Brasol (New
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1949).
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publicly at the University Memorial Theatre in 1971 The invitation came, if
my memory serves me right, via the Soviet Legation from the Centre of Rus-
sian Language at Moscow State University of M.V. Lomonosov and its director
V.G. Kostomarov, whose initial report about the foundation of the Centre was
published in the NZ§J in 1967 and the Department had kept in touch with the
Centre since.* An announcement was included into the Winter issue, 1971,
no. 7 of NZSJ (i.c. August issue that was printed in the Southern Hemisphere’s
winter) calling for contributions on Dostoevsky in connection with the 150™
anniversary of his birth for publication in the following NZ§J Summer issue,
1971, no. 8 (that usually appeared in December).’

In addition, the Department received notification about the proposed Dos-
toevsky symposium in Bad Ems that is likely to have come from the Organising
Committee. The Head of the Department doubtlessly received a notice from
Grishin with his Appeal (Obrashchenie),* a version of the one sent by Grishin
to journals, such as Rusistika in Czechoslovakia that opened with a call to mark
the anniversary:

In 1971 the whole of humanity will be marking the 150th anniversary of this
Russian writer and thinker of genius, Fyodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky. Interest
in Dostoevsky’s life and works is growing day by day and reaching unparalleled
heights for the jubilee. Every passing year sees an increase in the number of
scholarly works devoted to Dostoevsky, who has long become not just a Russian

writer but a world writer as well.?”

I was a junior member of the Department, where Russian had been taught
by pioneering professor Nicholas N. Danilow since 1942. Victoria Universi-

33 “New Zealand University News”, New Zealand Slavonic Journal, Winter 1971, No.7, page
101

34 B.I. KocToMAPOB, aup. Hayuno-meroandeckoro menrpa pycckoro sizsika mpu MI'Y,
“Llentp pycckoro si3bika. 3apauu u naaHsr; Journal of the New Zealand Slavists Association,
Summer, 1967.

35 “In connection with the 150" anniversary of Dostoevsky’s birth”, New Zealand Slavon-
ic Journal, Winter 1971, No 7, p. 102: “In connection with the 150" anniversary of Dosto-
evsky’s birth: It is proposed to devote the next issue of the Journal (No. 8) to articles about
this outstanding author and the Editor would welcome contributions, especially those em-
phasising Dostoevsky’s influence outside Russia”

36 Members of the Department had been in communication with Grishin at least from 1964
— see illustration of Grishin’s autographs of 1964 and 1966 in the Appendices.

37 I'puIuMH, Inoxa, c. 10.



164 IRENE ZOHRAB

ty of Wellington was the first university in Australasia to begin the teaching
of Russian (See¢ ill. 5). A full independent Department was created in 1962.
Following the partial retirement of Danilow, an interim Visiting Professor of
Russian, Elizabeth Koutaissoff, was appointed for three years. There was also
a visiting lecturer from Moscow University teaching over part of 1970-71. In
addition, a Fullbright scholar was attached to the Department for the full
academic year of 1971. He was Professor Kenneth E. Harper, Professor and
Chairman of the Department of Slavic Languages and Literature, University of
California, Los Angeles.”®

Furthermore, there had been contact between Grishin and Danilow. They
appear to have first met no later than 1964 (and possibly earlier) in Melbourne
when Grishin had presented Danilow with a copy of the earliest version of
his pamphlet Aforizmy i vyskazyvania FEM. Dostoevskogo (1961, 77 pp.) with
his autograph-signature. They met again in Melbourne in 1966 when Grishin
again presented him with a signed copy of Dnevnik pisatelia F.M. Dostoevsko-
20 (1966, 271 pp.) (See Appendices for ill. 6 and 7 of antographs below). Neither
Danilow, nor any of the other senior professors wished to attend the inaugural
Dostoevsky Symposium in Bad Ems, but I was keen to do so. It was decid-
ed that I should be the one to represent Victoria University and was given a
generous overseas leave. Earlier I had completed my M.A. Honours degree
in Russian (with a major in English literature, plus French and German) hav-
ing been taught courses on literature including Dostoevsky by Danilow. The
Handbook he had compiled on Dostoevsky included extracts from pre-revo-
lutionary Russian textbooks, plus some by émigré commentators such as Kon-
stantin Mochulsky and Nikolay Berdyaev, as well as popular texts in English
by George Steiner, Ernest J. Simmons, Boris Brasol (on 7he Diary of a Writer),
and so on. In addition, Danilow provided his own comments and synopses of
Dostoevsky’s major novels (his favourite being 7he Possessed) that had been
staged in a dramatization by Albert Camus at Victoria University earlier (the
production having been arranged and organized with my help — see #/l. §)
A production of Crime and Punishment was staged at the University theatre
in June 1972 sponsored by the Department. There were some brilliant books
being published by American University presses at the time that enriched one’s
understanding of Dostoevsky’s texts. The University of Chicago Press had

38 “Kenneth Harper. Professor Emeritus. In Memoriam”, UCLA. Department of Slavic,

East European and Eurasian Languages and Cultures, https://slavicucla.edu/person/ken-

neth-harper/
39 Sarah GAITANOS, Nola Millar: A Theatrical Life (Wellington, 2005s) pp. 239-240.
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published a five-volume series of Dostoevsky’s Notebooks under the editorship
of Edward Wasiolek, mostly in translations by Victor Terras, comprising The
Notebooks for Crime and Punishment (1967), Notebooks to the Idiot (1967),
to The Possessed (1968), to A Raw Youth (1969), and to The Brothers Karamazov
(1971). These were all based on earlier Russian publications of the Notebooks
of between 1918 and 1935, as the volumes containing the re-edited Notebooks
(Rukopisnye redaktsii) in the later Nauka edition in 30 volumes I7cc (1972-
1990) had not been published at that time. E. Wasiolek had done an enormous
service to the academic community in English-speaking countries, where Dos-
toevsky’s works were being taught.*> A few years after the publication of the
Notebooks there appeared the three volumes of The Unpublished Dostoevsky.
Diaries and Notebooks 1860-1881 under the General Editorship of Carl R Prof-
fer with an Introduction by Robert L. Belknap published by Ardis, Ann Arbor
(1973). The latter were based on the material in Literaturnoe nasledstvo, vol. 83,
published in 1971.

The opportunity for “academic and personal contacts” promised in Grishin’s
Appeal to be provided by the Symposium was certainly appreciated by me when
I finally arrived at Bad Ems late on Tuesday, August 31 and was immediately
welcomed by Natov, who introduced me to Jackson and Irina Kirk, the latter
professor at the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, University of Connecti-
cut, Storrs. After my tortuous journey from NZ the conference seemed like
a haven to me and I must have thought I had found my comfort-zone. I had
travelled in accordance with a fairly complicated itinerary with stop-overs via
Auckland, Sydney, Bangkok (Thailand) followed by Teheran (Persia), Athens
(Greece), Istanbul (Turkey), Rome (Italy) and finally London, then back to
Frankfurt and on to Bad Ems by train. Though I have been invited to narrate
my recollections from a personal perspective, yet am still uncertain how far one
could go. I have tucked away my comments about my journey into a footnote
and the reader can skip that if he/she wishes.*

40 Yet when one searches on the internet today for some details about E. Wasiolek there is
hardly anything of any substance.

41 I might mention that I thought I'd had a fairly traumatic time travelling from NZ, especial-
ly in Teheran when I arrived at Mehrabad International Airport in the middle of the night
and for some unknown reason without a Visa. Though this was prior to the toppling of
the Shah and the Iranian revolution that brought in the Islamic Republic, I still had a difh-
cult time explaining myself. Later I was also shocked at the sight of so many beggars in the
streets (I remember especially a young man walking towards me with half his arm cut off
and dripping blood, although it had a flimsy bandage tied around it. As he approached me
he thrust the bleeding stump of his arm right into my face; unfortunately, I could not help
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The next morning Grishin in the smaller Concert Hall of the Kursaal Ge-
biude opened the Plenary Inaugural Session of the proceedings with his inau-
gural address on “Aims and Purposes of the Symposium”+* It was followed by
the address of Jackson, President of the North American Dostoevsky Society
(NADS) on “Dostoevsky: A Vision in Motion”; it began with his reminis-
cences of his meeting with Arkady S. Dolinin (d. 1968), the Soviet Dostoevsky
scholar. Then followed three reports: Mihai Novicov (University of Bucarest,
Romania), George Florovsky (Princeton University, USA) and Gerigk. After
lunch other papers were delivered either in English, Russian, French or Ger-
man. They were devoted to one of three themes: (I) Dostoevsky in Social,
Religious and Philosophical Perspectives; (II) Dostoevsky’s Work in a Com-
parative Perspective; and (III) Dostoevsky’s Art. BTW some of the papers
listed in the programme were not delivered as the participants did not arrive,
and these included René Girard and Jacques Catteau. The next day there was a
Business Meeting in the evening with another Report by Grishin, as President
of the Organising Committee. It was mainly a call to action to participants,
proposals for future plans, such as the launching of a Bulletin, and a discussion
about finances and raising funding. Then Nadine Natov chaired the meeting
and the proposed Constitution of the society was discussed and approved.
It was followed by the election of officers and charged with conduct were
Nicholas V. Pervushin (McGill University, Canada) and Alexis N. Guédroitz
(Bruxelles, Belgium), a distinguished Russian émigré, of whom there were a
number present.*

him). In Athens I was stuck in a lift between floors at my hotel. When the doors were even-
tually forced open I had to jump down onto the lower level below. One of the buses that
took me on an excursion to view ancient Greek sites was involved in a minor accident and
in addition I was car-sick and could not fight off a disabling migraine in the heat. In Istan-
bul I was attacked by some huge lean stray feral cats, who climbed up my back and neck. In
Rome I got lost and could not remember the address or the name of the place I was staying
at, and kept wandering around with a severe migraine in the heat. Eventually I went into
some building attached to an Orthodox church and asked the priest for help, but he turned
me away.

42 TpumuH, Onoxa, c. 10. This address has been translated into English by David Foreman
and is featured in the Appendices, both in translation and its original Russian.

43 I was offered by some of the old Russian émigrés introductions to people they thought I
should meet in my travels outside New Zealand. As a result I met in Paris the Russian writ-
er Boris Zaitsev (shortly before he died some months later) and was escorted around anti-
quarian Russian bookshops by the bibliographer Alexey Struve (1899-1976), the son of Petr
Struve, brother of Gleb and father of Nikita Alekseievitch Struve. As a result several cartons
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The Summer issue of NZ§J was devoted, as promised in its previous issue, to
Dostoevsky. Several of the delegates at Bad Ems contributed articles, including
John D. Simons of Florida State University on “The Grand Inquisitor in Schil-
ler, Dostoevsky and Huxley”.** Irina Kirk of the University of Connecticut
contributed two articles on “Buddhistic Elements in The Idiot” and “Polemics
and Art in Dostoevsky and Camus”* There were also a number of local con-
tributions, one on Dostoevsky as “The Man with a One Track Mind” by K.F.
Harper, our Fullbright Visiting Scholar.

The NZSJ issue opened with a short report that I had prepared about the
Dostoevsky conference in Bad Ems (see #//. 9). The special character of Dosto-
evsky’s genius promoted by the organizers was noted and the writer’s universal
significance and relevance to the contemporary world: “Dostoevsky, although
in many respects a distinctively Russian writer, contributed to the spiritual her-
itage of all mankind”.#¢ Research into Dostoevsky’s work and life was therefore
“a matter of importance in all countries and the Symposium was firmly of the
opinion that the coordination of such research was in the interest of interna-
tional understanding”.+’

Outlined in the Report was the programme of the Symposium, listing the
names of contributors and topics covered. It was noted that the Constitution
of the Society had been approved, office holders appointed, as well as repre-
sentatives from 13 countries (later increased to 21 countries). Also described
was the beautiful setting of the Symposium that still retained at least one of
the houses that Dostoevsky had stayed in during his sojourns in the health-re-
sort Bad Ems, as well as the imposing hotel “Russischer Hof” favoured by his
upper-class contemporaries, and the beautiful Russian Orthodox Church of
Saint Alexandra built between 1874 and May 1876 (consecrated in 1877) all of
which “enriched one’s understanding of the writer”. “As is so often the case at
conferences, the most fruitful discussions took place outside official Sympo-
sium hours, during walks along the gentle Lahn River with its promenades or
up in the wooded hills, during the excursion to the Castle of Stolzenfels, during

of Russian books were posted to New Zealand to the Victoria University Library.

44 Simons is best known for his book on Schiller (1981) and of two sets of Monarch Notes on
Dostoevsky’s novels: Brothers Karamazov (1983) and Crime and Punishment (1988).

45 Kirk is best known for her books on Dostoevsky and Camus, and on Chekhov. Later she
was to become engrossed in writing about the dissidents in the Soviet Union and published
Profiles in Russian Resistance (1975).

46 Irene EsaM, “International Symposium on F. M. Dostoevsky. Sept. 1-5, 19717, New Zealand
Slavonic Journal, 1971, pp. 1-4.

47 Ibid., p.3.
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mealtimes, often taken in outdoor restaurants up in the hills bordering Bad
Ems or in the late evenings at night cafes. It was a symposium with a very spe-
cial character and one to remember — as even veterans of international confer-
ences admitted”. The setting was to become an important ingredient of future
conferences (as pointed out by Jackson, see footnote 29).

John Shahovskoy (1902-1989), Archbishop of San Francisco and Western
United States, the Rev. George Florovsky (1893-1979), former Dean of St
Vladimir Theological Seminary and Rev. Dmitry Grigorieff (1919-2007) of-
ficiated at a memorable Sunday Liturgy service. A special Memorial service
for Dostoevsky was also conducted being a unique experience one that many
thought would be unrepeatable. However, the Memorial service would take
place at some other Symposia of the IDS, including the fifteenth in Moscow
in July 2013, with the Memorial service (panikhida) being conducted at Daro-
voe in the Zaraisk region, where Dostoevsky had spent some of his summers
as a child.

The following year in April, Grishin arranged, without my knowledge, for
my account of the symposium to be published in Russian translation in a Rus-
sian-language journal in Australia called Epokha (see ill. 10).#* Together with
my account, also published were both of Grishin’s speeches to the Symposium
and two reviews of his book.* The editor of Epokha composed a piece on Dos-
toevsky’s biography, while a remarkable long article by N.P. Medi “ K stoletiiu
Besov Dostoevskogo” was the showpiece of the issue, having begun to be serial-
ized in the January to March 1972 issues.’°

In June 1972 I received from Grishin an autographed copy of his book
Dostoevsky-chelovek, pisatel’ i mify (1971, 369 pp.) with an inscription saying
“Aoporoit Mpe na mamsrs o Cumnosuyme B bay Imce. Ot aBropa. 14/6/72. A.

48 Vpuna DcaM, “Mexaynapoansiit Cumnosuym Aocroesckoro. baa Omc /1 — 5 censabps
1971/", Onoxa. Pycckas aumepamypnas easema, anpeab 1972, c. 9. Unfortunately, in the
process of translation some additional information was added and some mistakes crept in,
including the fact that Dostoevsky used to visit Bad Ems with his family, and stay at hotels,
which was not the case. More emphasis was added to the promotion by Grishin of one of
the chief aims of IDS, namely the belief that “cooperation and interactions (vzaimosviaz))
between researchers of Dostoevsky’s works would serve the interests of world community
(mirovoi obshchestvennosti)”.

49 I'PumuH, Snoxa, c. 10; c. 11.

so H.IT. MEAH, “K croaernio Becos Aocroesckoro’, Onoxa. Pycckas aumepamypnas easema,

amnpeab 1972, ¢. 3-8. It is now available on the website of the Pushkin Literary Society of

South Australia: http://www.pushkin.org.au/_r22/media/system/attrib/file/6/literary-re-
view-Medi.pdf


http://www.pushkin.org.au/_r22/media/system/attrib/file/6/literary-review-Medi.pdf
http://www.pushkin.org.au/_r22/media/system/attrib/file/6/literary-review-Medi.pdf
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Ipumnn” (“To dear Ira in remembrance of the Symposium at Bad Ems. From
the author. 14/5/72. D. Grishin”) (See ill. 11)5'

As the NZ representative of IDS (and on some occasions after the demise
of Grishin also the Australasian representative) I attended many of the sub-
sequent Symposia, endeavoring to present papers on topics that were new
discoveries at the time and that were subsequently published in a variety of
international collections and journals. Details about publications and research
on Dostoevsky in New Zealand, including my own, can be found in a contribu-
tion published in the series FM. Dostoevsky. Materialy i issledovania, vol. 20, St
Petersburg (2013)5*

I should note at this point that it is very difhicult to present one’s impres-
sions of the IDS and reminisce about one’s Dostoevsky connections, and the
events and personages involved without referring to personal details. Any his-
tory of the IDS is also inevitably tied up with the history of one’s own research
path and publications, and one’s interactions with colleagues. It is difficult to
separate the personal from what might be considered to be of public interest.
I have reread some of my notebooks and letters sent to members of the fami-
ly while I was overseas attending conferences, only to discover that they were
written from a personal perspective. Where does one draw the line between
‘full disclosure” of information relating to so-called ‘history’ and the possible
suppression or withholding of ‘history’? It would have been much easier to
write this if it were like a diary or in the genre of a literary confession about the
narrator’s path of discovery relating to one’s own engagement with Dostoevsky
scholarship in the context of IDS, highlighting the sacrifices, the good and bad
times, the support and let-downs it provoked.

Whenever an opportunity presented itself to attend an overseas conference
I would also visit the Soviet Union to work in research libraries and spend
some time in London, Oxbridge and the US doing research. As the Russian
Department grew and the number of its major subjects and non-major courses
rapidly increased, as did one’s administrative and advisory-committee work, it
became increasing difficult to arrange for one’s teaching duties to be taken care

st The following year, when I was the sole chief editor of NZ§J and Acting Head of the De-
partment I published in the NZSJ a pioneering article contributed by Grishin’s son Alex-
ander on the ‘Stroganov icons. Alexander D. GRISHIN, “The Stroganov Icons’: A Study in
Late Sixteenth Century Russian Patronage”, New Zealand Slavonic Journal, no. 12 (Sum-
mer, 1973), pp. 20-37.

s2 A.B. AsxoHc, “TBopuectBo Aocroesckoro B Hooit 3eaanpun’, Jocmoesckusi. Mamepua-

a6t 1 uccaedosanus, T. 20 (Canxr-ITerep6ypr: Hecrop-Hcropus, 2013), c. 155-166.
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of>* In addition, the size of my family grew.* It was convenient when on some
occasions overseas conferences would be scheduled to take place consecutively
in the European summer. I usually delivered papers at International Slavists’
Congresses in Eastern Europe that took place every five years: Warsaw (1973),
Zagreb (1978), Kiev (1983), Bratislava (1993), as well as the World Congresses
for Soviet and East European Studies, later ICCEES. By the mid 1990s after
the formation of the Russian Federation conferences on Dostoevsky were tak-
ing place in various locations in Russia, some sponsored by the Russian branch
of the IDS, and I began to attend some of these as did other members of the
IDS. I remember in November 1996 in Moscow giving a paper (unscheduled)
at the Plenary Session of the “International and Scientific (Nauchnaya) Con-
ference on EM. Dostoevsky and World Culture in Celebration of 175-years
since the Writer’s Birth”, (as well as a second scheduled paper, at one of its ses-
sions).” Immediately after delivering the former I received several requests for
a copy from publishers and editors wishing to publish it I travelled to Petro-
zavodsk to attend one of their regular conferences on “Biblical Text in Russian
Literature in XVIII-XX Centuries”, with the papers published in the accom-
panying series edited by IDS member V.N. Zakharov. Also memorable was an
international conference in Kolomna in August, 2003 on “Pedagogical Ideas
in Russian Literature” organised by a member of Russian IDS, V. Viktorovich,
with special sessions on Dostoevsky. Usually I would have formal introductions
and documentation for permission to work in research libraries and archives
and meet with Slavists, but I am embarrassed to admit there were times when I
used various other unorthodox methods to get access to the material 7

53 Prospectus. School of European Languages and Literature. Russian Section, Victoria Universi-
ty, Wellington, 1997 shows that the Russian section in the 1990s was teaching in 29 course
of which 7 were full year and 22 half-year. In addition it was contributing to 6 courses in
European Studies and Comparative Literature. There were three to four members of staff.

54 Two more children were born around the mid 1970s, and now there were three to be taken
care of (although I never ever had any maternity leave).

ss APKOHC, c. 160; “bubauorpadus’, Hosvii Mup, 10, 1997, c. 249; Bukrop B. Lloooka,
“Mexxaynapopnas HayuHas KoHQepenuus O.M. AocroeBckuil U MHpPOBas KyABTYpa),
Becmuux Mockoscxozo yuusepcumema. Puionozus, Cepust 9,1997, N 2, ¢. 219-226.

56 . 3orras, “Pepaxropckas aesreasnocts O.M. Aocroesckoro B sxypHase [paycdanun u
PEAHTHO3HO-HPABCTBEHHbIH KOHTEKCT bpampes Kapamasospix (K HCTOPHH CO3AAHMS pOMa-
Ha)", Pyccxas aumepamypa, 1996, N0 1, c. s5-77.

57 Long-distance travelling from NZ and obtaining visas was an inconvenience. Travel itself
entailed going through numerous airport security screenings. I used to wear my hair up se-

cured by a bow, and sometimes even my hair would be screened repeatedly with a hand-
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So, to get back to IDS conferences, my memories of the IVth International
Dostoevsky Symposium in Bergamo, Italy, August 17-23, 1980 are fairly vague
as I was unwell a lot of the time and in fact, was taken into the Emergency de-
partment of the local hospital. Irina Kirk accompanied me to AE. Looking at
the Abstracts has triggered my memory and I remember being challenged by
the complexity of Wolf Schmid’s paper on “EauncTBO pasHOHampaBAcHHBIX
BIICYATACHUI BOCIpUATHS. PacckaspiBaHue M pacckasblBaeMoe B bBpampsx
Kapamasosvix” (Some years later I managed to get a copy of it from Schmid).
A paper by Arpdd Kovics on “The transformation of the rhetorical and poetical
function of inner actions in the structure of Dostoevsky’s characters” was also
challenging, as were some other of the many outstanding papers presented. I
recall being fascinated by some group presentations by young Italian dostoevsk-
ovedy on “Colours and their artistic function in Dostoevsky’s works” in a session
chaired by Nina Kaucisvili, and “Tunoaorust u ¢pyHKIusI Cpeabl 1 IPEAMETOB B
pomanax Aocroesckoro” chaired by Eridano Bazzarelli. The theme of Typology
featured widely at the Symposium. A deputation from the USSR that was to
include VY. Kirpotin, G.M. Fridlender and others did not arrive. I was pleased
when my paper was selected for publication (formally confirmed to me in a let-
ter with the “last correctures” signed by doct. Gian Piero Piretto). I had made
use of some rare material from Grazhdanin during Dostoevsky’s editorship
acquired from the Lenin Library in Moscow, now known as the Russian State
Library (RGB). At the time I was even more interested in A.N. Ostrovsky and
theatre, than in Dostoevsky. I remember on my trips to Russia trying to meet
specialists on the dramatist and being invited to visit Lidia M. Lotman, of the
Institute of Russian Literature ‘Pushkin House’ (sister of Yury Lotman), in an
apartment in Leningrad that she shared with some relatives. She took me into
her tiny ascetic bedroom with its narrow metal bed and talked to me about
Aleksandr Nikolaevich at lengh. Amongst others, I visited V.Y. Lakshin, deputy
editor of Novy Mir in his apartment in Moscow, and was invited to converse in
his impressive study, where he gave me an autographed copy of his latest book.

held device dragged along my scalp (I couldn’t help wondering what it might be doing to
my brain). Sometimes the alarm went off for no identifiable reason: I was told that this
happened when a person was highly radioactive. By the time I arrived at my destination
(whether in London or elsewhere) I would be told by a GP that my BP reading was so high
that I “should not be even walking”. Sometimes I was given advice by people both within
and outside Russia on what to do and not do, and that could be off-putting. I remember re-
ceiving advice from a prominent Russian scholar and academician, who counseled me not
to discuss any of my research or my ideas regarding future projects with my colleagues in

Russia! Needless to say I did not follow his counsel.
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I traveled to my next IDS Symposium at Cerisy-la-Salle, Normandy, France
from 16-23 August, 1983 via Tokyo/Anchorage/Paris on the Japanese Airline.
The Symposium took place at a secluded old castle surrounded by a large park
in the midst of the countryside that seemed uninhabited and there were no
amenities to be seen anywhere for miles. It is remembered chiefly by some as
the occasion at which the spirit of Dostoevsky was present and showed its dis-
agreement with an interpretation of his work proposed by a particular speaker.
Neuhiuser in his account recalls that during the presentation on a calm sunny
day “Suddenly a powerful gust of wind with an ear-splitting noise tore open the
first of the windows ... and swept all the speaker’s papers from the table. For
a long moment there was absolute silence in the room. Then somebody whis-
pered ‘Fedor Mikhailovich) and somebody else would echo it”s*

I was given accommodation in the stables of the castle, together with other
younger females and East European delegates. To get into our quarters we had
to climb up some steps clutching on to a rope that served as a bannister. Irina
Kirk attended, but she had had a massive stroke in March 1982 and told me
she had been in a coma for two months. Mrs Wellek, (the wife René Wellek,
professor in Comparative Literature at Yale University, who was made an Hon.
President) kept saying that Irina Kirk was still alive thanks to the advances of
American medical technology.”

In my letters home I mentioned the late Jacques Catteau: “who is regarded
as the local ‘God’ of Dostoevsky studies, head at Sorbonne, editor of Revue
des études slaves, author of the most important book on Dostoevsky in French
La Création littéraive chez Dostoievski. We have it in the library, I ordered it
two years ago [...]. One of the most interesting papers was on the last day of
the conference by a girl PhD student from Columbia, who had worked on the
correlation between certain physical laws (ie physics of Newton) in Dostoevsky
and prevalent at the time — she took the concept of inertia of matter (fortu-
nately, she didn’t mention the theory of thermodynamics!)”. In retrospect that
“gir]” was Professor Lisa Knapp of Columbia University, though I can’t remem-
ber precisely why I was concerned about ‘thermodynamics’ specifically, unless I
had referred to it in my own paper.

The conference theme was confined to Dostoevsky’s works in the first half
of the 1870s — The Possessed, (The Devils), The Raw Youth, Diary of a Writer,

58 NEUHAUSER, p. 32.

59 I shall always remember Irina for the intrepid adventurer that she was arriving at our house
in Wellington and then embarking on a hiking tour of the South Island only to be stranded
by the weather.
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1873. Hence I presented a paper on “Dostoevsky as Editor of Grazhdanin”
with a 45-page handout of significant passages from that newspaper-journal.®
Combined with an explication it was accepted for publication in the follow-
ing issue of Dostoevsky Studies. Prior to the symposium I had sent Neuhiuser
another related paper, my compilation of a chronological decription of the
contents of Grazhdanin during Dostoevsky’s editorship with some attribu-
tions of authorship. Neuhiuser wanted to publish it and in a letter of 20 April
1983 wrote: “The actual printing (composer and off-set) will be done by Prof.
Rice (Tennessee)”® At the same time he floated the idea: “Prof. Rice and
I have discussed the possibility of starting a monograph series (as do some
learned journals like our Wiener Slawistisches Jabhrbuch)’. He added that if
this should not materialise “I would certainly be prepared to make space in
the DS, but then you would need to limit yourself to 8o-100 pages at most”.
Subsequently the DS was facing difficulties with the withdrawal of Martin
Rice. I never had the chance to publish anything similar to it until much later
in The Dostoevsky Journal edited by Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover, when the lay-
out and printing was overseen by the experienced Charles Schlacks Jr. I had
worked with Schlacks Jr. earlier in 2002 on the compositing and printing of
another long article for the same journal, that had been entrusted since 2000
to Vladiv-Glover as chief editor, and she has successfully continued producing
it to this day, while championing a distinctive editorial policy. I was asked to
become an Associate Editor in 2002 and have carried out my duties ever since.
Vladiv-Glover has described her productive editorship in her introduction to
the latest issue of the journal:

The Dostoevsky Journal: A Comparative Literature Review was first published
in 2000 by the American publisher Charles Schlacks Jr., under the name 7he
Dostoevsky Journal: An Independent Review. Schlacks entrusted the role of
chief editor to me, 21 years on, I am still in the role. In that time the journal
supported and kept alive Dostoevsky studies in Australia, publishing the
research work of many promising young national and international scholars
who went on to successful careers in Slavic Studies in the USA, Canada, Europe,
South Korea, Australia and New Zealand. In 2014, Schlacks retired and sold
many of his journals to Brill (Leiden), amongst them 7he Dostoevsky Journal. He
had already agreed to a change of subtitle suggested by me, so when Brill took

60 Many years later at the IDS Symposium in Moscow I was pleased to hear from Bill Todd
that he still used my handout in his Graduate Seminars at Harvard.
61 Letter from Rudolf Neuhiuser to Irene Zohrab of 20 April 1983.
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over, the journal was already known as The Dostoevsky Journal: A Comparative

Literature Review.*

After Cerisy-la-Salle, I had returned to London, visiting Oxford as usual,
and later travelled via Moscow to attend just for a couple of days in September
the IXth International Slavists' Congress in Kiev, where I was scheduled to
deliver a paper. I had been granted a visa to stay in Moscow and conduct some
research. However, on September 1, 1983 a Korean Airline flight oo7 (KAL)
jumbo jet was shot down by a MiG-23 in a ‘missile attack’ by Soviet Union
forces in the Sea of Japan killing 269 persons on board. KAL oo7 had been on
a flight from New York to Seoul via Anchorage, Alaska, (similar to the flight
path in my itinerary I thought at the time) and was reported missing. On Sep-
tember 6 TASS acknowledged that the aircraft had indeed been shot down
on entering Russian air space after warnings were ignored. Later my ﬂight on
Japan Airlines departing from Moscow to Tokyo twice a week was cancelled, as
were most flights by Western airlines at that time. I had to remain in Moscow
extending my accommodation bookings in an attempt to find another airline.
In the meantime my family was waiting for me to return to Wellington and to
my teaching duties. When I finally managed to find a seat on a flight to Lon-
don, I was incredibly relieved when we touched down at Heathrow.

It is with nostalgia and fond memories that I look at the group photo of
participants at the IDS symposium at Cerisy-la-Salle posing against a back-
drop of ancient trees with trunks covered with ivy. The image is featured in the
Appendices (see #ll. 12). 1 continued being in contact with some of these ‘Dos-
toevskovedy), as far as one’s busy life and circumstances allowed. I particularly
remember Robert L. Belknap of Columbia University, the tallest figure in the
back row towards the right.” Also in the back row more towards the centre is

62 Slobodanka VLADIV-GLOVER, “21 Years of the Dostoevsky Journal. A Comparative Liter-
ature Review. 2000-2021. 71 years of Dostoevsky studies in Australia. 200 Years since the
Birth of Dostoevsky. 1821-1881", Dostoevsky Journal. A Comparative Literature Review, vol.
22,2021

63 I would always look forward to meeting Bob Belknap whenever I was in New York (some-
times together with my then husband). Bob would take us for a tour of the city and its
sights, pointing out its architectural distinctiveness and entertain us at his Club. I stayed
at the Belknaps’s apartment in Riverside Drive , near 116" street at the invitation of his
then wife. The last time I met him was in 2013 in the penthouse apartment where he resid-
ed with his second wife. Later in the evening we went out to dinner at a near-by restaurant
and passed through the courtyard of their high-rise building that had ivy climbing up its

enclosing walls seemingly right towards the sky. I was startled to see this as just before leav-
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William M. Todd III with shoulder length hair like a rock star and second to
his left is Erik Egeberg. Far left standing next to each other are Neuhauser, Kjet-
saa, Kaucisvili, Natov, Gyula Kiraly, and Arpéd Kovics. To the right standing
are Catteau, Charles A Moser, and Sven Linnér (in dark shirt) behind me, as
well as Carl Stief and his wife Grethe in front, next to Nicholas V. Pervushin.
Centre right sitting down is Robert L. Jackson, with Liza Knapp kneeling,
also Michel Cadot, while kneeling from the left are Irina Kirk and Robin
Feuer-Miller. There are other familiar faces, too many to mention.

The VI* Dostoevsky Symposium took place at the University of Notting-
ham, UK from 9-16 August, in 1986. The papers were grouped around themes
that covered “Historical Context”, “Language and Style”, “Philosophical Ideas”.
“The Creative Process and Literary Characters”, “Structure and Genre”. G.M.
Fridlender (USSR), the editor of the Complete Works of Dostoevsky (PSS) and
its companion series Dostoevsky. Materialy i issledovania attended the Sympo-
sium. He had been elected in absentia in 1983 as an Honorary President of IDS.
I had met Fridlender earlier, the last time at the IX* Slavists Congress in Kiev
in 1983 and he had invited me to contribute to Dostoevsky. Materialy i issledo-
vania. In early 1984 I sent him three possible articles to choose from and he
accepted my article on Dostoevsky and Ostrovsky that included references to
reviews of Ostrovsky’s plays published in Grazhdanin during Dostoevsky’s edi-
torship.** In a letter of 9 December 1984 Fridlender reminded me that one had
to keep in mind that some attributions made by the celebrated Soviet academ-
ics V.V. Vinogradov, L.P. Grossman and B.V. Tomashevsky of articles in Grazh-
danin had turned out to be unsubstantiated. Regarding the Nottingham
symposium I shall leave it to the organiser, Malcolm V. Jones (Nottingham) to
provide details in his own overview, only to add that most of the papers were
video recorded and the video-cassettes could be purchased. I bought a couple
of videos including one of myself reading my paper on “Dostoevsky and Her-

ing New Zealand I had a dream in which I was wandering through a courtyard of a build-
ing enclosed by ivy climbing along its walls and almost joining together like a canopy as it
reached the skyline, blocking out the light.

64 The other two articles were on Turgenev and Dostoevsky, and on the column in Grazhd-
anin “Kritika i bibliografiia”

65 G.M. Fridlender in a letter of 9 December 1984 to Irene Zohrab: “Ha Besxuii cayyaii 06-
paumaro Bame BHMMaHMe Ha TO, 4TO 3ameTka «Keaanue» — Memepckoro, a He AocToes-
cxoro. Kax nonsa eme Bunorpapos, Tomamesckuil omm60o4HO cBsisas €€ ¢ IPOrpaMMoi
«AHEBHUKa anTeparopa» [..]. Hapo yuects, uto 6oabmas vacts arpubyumii Bunorpasosa

u Ipocemana o [pasdanumy okasasach Ha IPOBEPKy Takxke Heobocnosannoit” (see 11, 20).
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bert Spencer” (subsequently published with some other Symposium papers in
Dostoevsky Studies). However, my own video-cassette later disappeared from
the book shelf in my university office where it was stored.*

The VIII*" IDS Symposium in 1992 was held in Oslo, Norway at Blinders
University Campus and the Pan Conference Centre from 29 July to 2 August.
It took place some seven months after the USSR had legally ceased to exist
with the creation of a new state: the Russian Federation and 15 new countries.
There was a promise in the air that former ideological tensions that had ob-
structed true interactions between Dostoevsky scholars in the East and West
would be loosening. Participants from North America still dominated at the
Oslo Symposium, their number being almost three times that of the dele-
gation from the Russia Federation comprised of Dmitry Dostoevsky, great-
grand-son of the writer, Georgy Fridlender, Ludmila Saraskina, Vladimir
Tunimanov, Valentina Vetlovskaya, Igor Volgin and Vladimir Zakharov. The
latter read a paper on “Symbolism of the Christian Calendar in the works of
Dostoevsky”, which was to give expression to the character and drift of Russia
research in the future.

It was interesting to meet again the Chairman of the Organizing Commit-
tee, Geir Kjetsaa (Norway), as we had kept in touch since Bergamo in 1980 in
connection with his work by means of computers and quantitative methods on
the attribution of unsigned articles to Dostoevsky in Vremia and Epokha. Of
course today computational methods that include quantitative philology are
widely used in Dostoevsky research in a number of countries.” Kjetsaa was a
pioneer in a number of areas, including his landmark publication of Dostoevsky
and His New Testament (1984). He spoke at the Opening session, as did Ege-
berg and Neuhiuser of the organizing committee. Kjetsaa read a paper on “The
forbidden chapter of 7he Devils”. The main emphasis of the theme at Oslo was

66 Incidentally, for some years my university office was connected to the studies of lecturers
in Modern Languages and the History Department, and located in the sunporch part of
a house some distance from central University buildings. Once we found by accident a lis-
tening device that was clipped to the back of a picture. I didn’t give it much thought at the
time, but it was symptomatic of that era, when one’s interest in Russian and Soviet studies
and attendance of Symposia in foreign lands could be misinterpreted both in the West and
the Soviet Union, each suspecting one to be a “secret agent” of the other! The video-cas-
sette disappeared from my later study in the central buildings, where a number of other
mystifying happenings took place.

67 Such as Russia (Petrozavodsk, Smolensk etc), Japan, Spain etc. See also: https://bloggers-
karamazov.com/2021/07/29/introducing-digital-dostoevsky/


https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2021/07/29/introducing-digital-dostoevsky/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2021/07/29/introducing-digital-dostoevsky/
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on Poetics. There was also a session on “Dostoevsky and Norway” and G. Frid-
lander (Russia) opened it with a talk on “Dostoevskij and Ibsen”, and Nils-Ake
Nilsson (Sweden) followed with “Dostoevskij and Hamsun”. Martin Nag read
a paper on “Dostoevskij and Edvard Munch”, the Norwegian painter, whose
iconic painting of “The Scream” (or “The Cry”) (which exists in four versions
and several lithographs) was viewed by participants during a tour of the Munch
Museum. A neurologist, Dr Halfdan Kierulf spoke on “Dostoevsky’s epilepsy:
Status praesens” and the relationship between illness and creativity at a session
that I chaired on “Dostoevsky’s Poetics”. A photo of Kjetsaa together with his
colleague Jostein Bortnes, who gave a paper in Oslo on “Dostoevskij’s Idiot
or the Poctics of Emptiness” is featured in the Appendices (see i/l 13). Kjetsaa
was to attend his last IDS Symposium in 2004 when he was already in poor

health.®

The IX* IDS took place in 1995 at a renovated 14" Century Charterhouse
(Monastery) in Gaming, province of Lower Austria, approximately half-
way between Salzburg and Vienna, in the foothills of the Alps. It extended
over the first week of August, (just prior to the V" ICEES World Congress
in Warsaw). The accommodation was in rooms that were converted monks’
cells, each one with a baroque-type window. 14 different sessions were set
down with three special sessions comprised of: The Brothers Karamazov;
New Approaches to Dostoevsky (intertextuality, post-structural approaches
etc.); and Dostoevsky in the Ideological Discussions in Russia Today (“uses
and abuses of Dostoevsky”). Further themes in additional sessions covered
virtually all possible topics that could be covered by the 140 or so delegates
attending (being more than twice as many as in Oslo) with a large contingent
of Russians, comprising not only delegates from the Federation itself, but
also recent Russian ¢migrés from the US, Isracl, Germany etc. In many ways
the papers of the latter did not seem significantly different in thrust and tone
than the ones offered by delegates from Russia (see i/l. 14).° A late addition

68 I wish to thank Erik Egeberg for supplying this photo. Egeberg recalled in an e-mail to me
of 28 September, 2021 regarding Kjetsaa: “As far as I know, symptoms of his dementia (not
Alzheimer) became obvious to his colleagues some one or two years before that (2004 -
1.7.), and the disease progressed steadily, so that in his last years he was almost constantly in
need of assistance”.

69 Earlier I had met some delegates from the Russian Federation under what were embarrass-
ing circumstances for me: I had arrived early, been allocated my room, had unpacked and
changed into my Polynesian flip-flops and a T-shirt and begun working on my unfinished

paper, when a group arrived at my door and asked me to move to another room, as they all
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to the list and to the programme’s “Addenda” was the paper by Viktorovich
on Grazhdanin.

During the 1990s when the journal Dostoevsky Studies was almost never
being published, I was fortunate enough to be able to publish on Dostoevsky
in the NZSJ. Authors of articles in the NZSJ have included members of the
IDS such as Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover, Robert L. Jackson, Malcolm Jones,
Horst-Jirgen Gerigk and others (see ill. 15 and 16). In addition, the Australian
Slavonic and East European Studies (ASEES) (formerly Melbourne Slavonic
Studies) published many of my articles. Later The Dostoevsky Journal. A Com-
parative Literature Review became an outlet, where I was fortunate to have had
six of my contributions on Dostoevsky published in the context of the journal’s
avowed editorial promotion of comparative studies’® Throughout this time
interest in Dostoevsky in New Zealand manifested itself sporadically amongst
various organizations in Christian studies, adult or continuing education, NZ-
USSR relations (later renamed Russia and Sovereign States), women’s groups
and so on, which entailed talks on “Dostoevsky’s relevance to life to-day”. De-
spite the changes to the political situation that initially simplified one’s trips
to the Russia Federation, visits to Russia would not become easier to organise.
The security screenings at all international airports were just as intrusive as
carlier. Now I would be held up trying to board my flights ox of Russia, and
worried that the delay would make me miss my flight and all subsequent con-
nections.”!

I was not able to attend the X* IDS Symposium in 1998 in New York due
to inability to find adequate replacements for my teaching. The next XI* IDS
Symposium took place in Baden-Baden in 2001 and I was scheduled to at-
tend, with the Abstract of my paper on the Symposium’s main theme “Dosto-
evsky and Germany” included in the book of abstracts and the programme.*

wanted to stay together in one block. They helped me repack and I was led to the other end
of the building flip-flopping along the long corridor with a procession behind me helping
me carry my luggage and papers etc.

70 These were on topics relating to Meshchersky, Grazhdanin, Kierkegaard, Censorship, Dar-
win, Tom Brown’s Schooldays, and Pogodin’s challenge to Dostoevsky’s image of Belinsky.
See also ASKOHG, c. 157-158; 164-165.

71 At one time I remember being ‘rescued; because a friend, who accompanied me to the air-
port had brought another friend of his, who was high up in the Russian military or whatev-
er, and proceeded to speak to the airport authorities, who then let me board my plane.

72 https://wwwyumpu.com/en/document/view/12247343/dostojewskij-und-deutschland-

international-dostoevsky-society.



https://www.yumpu.com/en/document/view/12247343/dostojewskij-und-deutschland-international-dostoevsky-society
https://www.yumpu.com/en/document/view/12247343/dostojewskij-und-deutschland-international-dostoevsky-society

Impressions of the history of IDS and its Symposia 179

Three volumes of Dostoevsky Studies. New Series were devoted to papers de-
livered at that symposium: vols.VI to VIII, 2002-2004. The introductory vol.

VI was reserved for papers by those who were at the founding symposium in
Bad Ems.”?

The XII*™ IDS Symposium in Geneva, Switzerland from 1-5 September,
2004 was very full and hectic, which was reflected in its extensive pro-
gramme summarised in a 271-page booklet of Abstracts and Activities, with
a Preface signed by Ulrich Schmid and Jean-Philippe Jaccard’* There were
around 180 participants presenting papers that were subdivided into narrow
topics, and crammed into five (sometimes even six) parallel sessions that took
place from Thursday to Saturday evening (2-4 September) at the University
of Geneva. Each session contained mostly three speakers (though there were
some with just two speakers and a few with four), while one of the speakers
also acted as chairperson. There were almost no Plenary Sessions apart from
the official Opening. Accommodation was dispersed across several venues
that made inter-communication complicated. Nevertheless, opportunities
arose for meeting in person many Dostoevskovedy whose publications I was
familiar with, and putting a face to a name. I remember meeting K.A. Barsht,
whose 2-volume anthology on Russian literary criticism of the XX century
(1997) I had been using in my classes. My room was not far from that of Di-
ane Oenning Thompson (Cambridge, ex USA), whose paper on “Dostoevsky
and Music”, both secular and sacred, was the outcome of the research she
was engaged in while editing the CUP volume Dostoevsky and the Christian
Tradition (2001). Sunday was set aside to church services, including the tradi-
tion panikhida, theatre performances, and an excursion to Basel. The famous
painting by Hans Holbein the Younger, of “The Body of the Dead Christ in
the Tomb” (1521) was viewed at the Kunstmuseum, Basel. The painter had
modelled his representation on the corpse of a recently deceased young man.
Everyone recalled Dostoevsky’s reference to the painting in the Idior and his
comment when he first saw it in 1867: “One could lose one’s faith from that
picture”. Many of the Russian delegates spent a long time gazing at it. Con-
jointly, three sessions at the conference were devoted to “New Approaches to

73 However, due to my non-appearance at the Baden-Baden, I published my paper elsewhere.
I had to cancel at the last minute, not least due to the high cost of travel from New Zea-
land, that on balance outweighed the benefits.

74 The book of Abstracts and programme were beautifully printed, but contained some

misprints with dates that caused confusion. https://wwwyumpu.com/en/document/
read/12247266/thursday-sept-3-international-
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Idiot”, although there were also individual sessions on “New Approaches” to
Dostoevsky’s The House of the Dead, Notes from the Underground, Crime and
Punishment, Demons and the “Grand Inquisitor”. Some papers were appro-
priately devoted to the Gambler (since it was in Geneva that Dostoevsky’s
addiction to gambling compelled him to make trips to the Saxon-Les-Bains
Casino to play at the roulette wheel).

A new departure were papers on aspects of language and style in Dosto-
evsky’s works with one presented by Marina Korobova (Russia) on the work
of the Vinogradov Russian Language Institute, RAS and its work on the Dic-
tionary of Dostoevsky’s Language under the leadership of Yu.N. Karaulov and
E.L. Ginzburg. From Japan, Atsushi Ando reported on and applied some of
the findings of the Annotated Concordance to EM. Dostoevsky’s novel “Idiot”
published in Sapporo in 2003. But the topic with the most sessions assigned
to it (five) was “Dostoevsky and the Russian Emigration” and covered the re-
ception of Dostoevsky by several generations of ¢émigrés, in addition to sessions
on “Dostoevsky and Russian Religious Philosophers”. Speakers comprised not
only Dostoevsky scholars, but also specialists on Russian emigration, like Olga
Kaznina, who gave a paper on “EM. Dostoevsky i evraziiskaya ideya v russkom
Zarubezh’e” which embodied the latest guidelines for Dostoevsky and Eurasian
studies in Russia instituted in the 1990s. A similar type of overview was the
report of V.N. Zakharov on “Dostoevsky as a component of global knowledge”,
who introduced the Internet Lab based at the Faculty of Russian Literature of
Petrozavodsk University on its site http://www.philolog.ru. Initially it made
available all the works of Dostoevsky, including marginalia, concordances,
and the New Testament of Dostoevsky (Evangelie Dostoevskogo) (1823). Then
the Internet Lab staft worked on all of Dostoevsky’s Notebooks, preparatory
notes and letters based on original manuscripts, rereading these and making
many corrections. They began publishing the contents of the journals Vremia
and Epokha, and the weekly newspaper Grazhdanin. Many of the papers deliv-
ered were later published in Russian-based journals of which there were now
a substantial number. Nine contributions appeared in vol. IX of Dostoevsky
Studies. New Series, 2005. A discussion on “Teaching Dostoevsky” chaired
by William M. Todd III (USA) set the precedent for Roundtables at future
symposia, mainly conducted by American members of IDS. From my personal
‘New Zealand’ perspective I enjoyed meeting some of the early participants of
IDS, whom I had met in Bad Ems: Gerigk, Jackson, Jones, Neuhduser and W.
Schmid. A photo that was taken of us six by Schmid’s wife is featured in the
Appendix (see L. 17).
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The XIII*® Symposium in 2007 at Eétvos Lordnd University ELTE in cen-
tral Budapest, Hungary was very well organised and obviously much thought
had gone into shaping the programme coherently, with compelling introduc-
tions to it by the two main organisers Katalin Kroé and Géza S. Horvith.
It seemed to me that the direction of the Symposium branched out towards
two targets, that the organisers attempted to reconcile. Horvéith referred to
Dostoevsky as a “discourse founder”, who constantly demands a return to the
“primary and unadorned text” of his writing (a la Foucault), which leads to the
“continuous reinterpretation of the stirringly new aesthetic and linguistic expe-
rience”. Hence, the presentations on Dostoevsky’s poetics and its structural and
narratological aspects (that have always been the outstanding strength of the
Hungarian members of the IDS). Kroé assumed the challenging task of posi-
tioning the above approach in relation to the symposium’s theme “Dostoevsky
in the context of cultural dialogues™ and encasing it within the discourse in
The Diary of a Writer of 1876-77 and 1880 (I1cC 20; 29. 23; 30-31. 26; 145). The
point of departure was Dostoevsky’s pronouncement in his chapter on George
Sand about “universality” being “the most important personal characteristic
and purpose of the Russian”. However, Dostoevsky’s caveat that “all this needs
to be explained much more clearly” was developed to emphasise “responsibili-
ty” and a scholar’s “individual, personal scientific (nauchny) view”. There were
many outstanding papers presented at the symposium and participants from
Russia and Eastern Europe seemed to dominate. The organisers and editors are
to be congratulated on the coverage and quality of its publication of two vol-
umes of papers: F.M. Dostoevsky in the Context of Cultural Dialogue and Aspek-
ty poetiki Dostoevskogo v kontexte literaturno-kulturnykh dialogov” A significant
American contribution consisted of a Round Table under the chairmanship
of William M. Todd III (Harvard, USA) with some excellent summaries of
the latest approaches to Dostoevsky by US scholars presented by Robin Feuer
Miller “On recent Dostoevsky Scholarship”, also Nancy Ruttenburg, Susan
McReynolds and Seamas O’Driscoll. In a later article in Literaturnaya Gaze-
ta, a correspondent asked Igor Volgin: “which papers at the Symposium had
aroused interest”’® Volgin listed at least 14 Russian speakers, adding that “of

75 Katalin KrRo6 and Tiinde SzaB6 (Eds.), EM. Dostoevsky in the Context of Cultural Dia-
logues (Budapest: ELTE Russian Literature and Literary Studies, 2009), 565 pp.; Karaaun
Kroo, Tionpae CABO, Tesa C. XoPBAT (moa pea.), Acnexmur nosmuxu Aocmoescxozo 6
Konmexcme aumepamypro-xysomypuoix duasozos (“Dostoevsky Monographs: A Series of
the International Dostoevsky Society”; Vol. 2) (Canxr-ITerepbypr: Amurpuit Byaanus,
2011), 320 C.

76 “Auteparypa. Aocroesckuii 3a Aynaem. [Tosepx bapbepow”, Aumepamypnas asema, N° 2.6,



182 IRENE ZOHRAB

foreign reports I would note the presentations by the Americans D. Thompson,
R. Belknap, W. Todd, D. Martinsen (by the way, she has been elected as the
new president of IDS), and also I. Zohrab (New Zealand), J. Catteau (France),
A. Kovics (Romania).” Asked whether there had been any ‘battles’ at the Sym-
posium on certain issues, Volgin, referring parodically to the well-known saying
that life is “the way of existence of protein bodies” (see F. Engels, “Dialectics of
Nature” — LZ.), noted that “passions raged around the interesting paper of L
Esaulov, who having rejected” and in Volgin’s view “completely reasonably”
“the dubious term religious literary criticism (yet) insisted on the “sobornost”
and “paskhalnost” of Russian literature” He continued that “with the same
success one could rank among philological categories also Orthodoxy, Autocra-
cy, nationality, not to mention Party-mindedness (partiinost)”7”

The XIV IDS Symposium took place in Naples on 13-20 June, 2010 at the
University of Naples “L’Orientale” and the Italian Institute for Philosophical
Studies. The presentations focused on the theme of “Dostoevsky — Philosoph-
ical Mind, Writer’s Eye”. It was distinguished by its Plenary Sessions and five
Roundtables, the second of which was assigned to the presentation of new
books and to publishing news. Some outstanding books were presented that
deserve separate reviews. The director of the Institute of Russian Literature
(Pushkin House) in St.Petersburg, Vs. Bagno reported on the plans for the
publication of a new edition of the Complete Collected Works and Letters of
Dostoevsky in 35 volumes’® It will include for the first time all the drawings
of Dostoevsky and an enlarged component on ‘Dubia. It is proceeding with its
textological work on Dostoevsky’s texts that will ensure that the use through-
out the world of the results of the work of textual experts at Pushkin house will
continue.

I shall refer you to the detailed report on the Symposium by Irina Akhundo-
va on a Russian website that includes interviews with the chief organisers Mi-
chacla Bohmig (Naples) and Stefano Aloe (Verona)”” According to this report
the Symposium received financial support from a variety of sponsors, including
the Russky Mir Foundation. Michaela Bohmig, in reply to the question from the
interviewer “What is the peculiarity of the current forum?” responded:

20/07/2007.
77 Ibid.
78 https://russian-literature.org/author/Dostoyevsky
79 Vpuna AXYHAOBA, “Aocroesckuii B Heanoae”, [lpasocaasue u mup, s nioas 2010,

https://www.pravmir.ru/dostoevskij-v-neapole/



https://russian-literature.org/author/Dostoyevsky
https://www.pravmir.ru/dostoevskij-v-neapole/

Impressions of the history of IDS and its Symposia 183

The current symposium is devoted to how the writer’s thought is refracted in
his work. The writer’s reflections are mainly focused on religious issues and
are primarily associated with Orthodoxy and the figure of Christ. Central to
Dostoevsky are questions about Christ and Truth, about the conflict between
faith and atheism, which turns into nihilism, about the relationship between
metaphysics, ethics and aesthetics. Researchers talked about these and other
problems for five days. A feature of this Symposium was the ‘Ttalian round table]
which was attended by the most famous Italian researchers of Dostoevsky’s

‘continent’. This meeting was held in Italian.%°

The General Assembly Meeting that included the proposal to make changes
to the Constitution had been circulated electronically earlier by the President,
D. Martinsen inviting discussion. I was not able to attend that meeting.”” A
couple from the vibrant local Russian community in Naples (who had an inter-
est in NZ rugby) kindly helped me with transport to the post office to post car-
tons of books to NZ. At every symposium I was extremely fortunate to receive
books from colleagues and I cannot thank them enough. Regarding Naples I
shall mention also that in addition to my own paper, I was asked by James L.
Rice (US) to read his paper in his absence. I also remember that for the first
time a Chinese representative was present at the symposium and Deborah
Martinsen asked me to look after him for a time. Co-incidentally, the following
year, I would be a member of a panel to represent the IDS, the other panellists
being Sergey S. Shaulov (Russia) and Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover (Australia),
who chaired and organised this presentation in Beijing at the First Congress of
the World Literature Association at the Institute of World Literature at Peking
University, 30 June-3 July, 2011. My Abstract on “Dostoevsky and Asia” was for-
mally approved.* It dealt with oriental motifs and patterns in Chinese philos-
ophy discernible in Brothers Karamazov, and also extracts from articles dealing
with China in Grazhdanin during Dostoevsky’s editorship. One was a reprint
from a British paper in China at the time (1873) (that I displayed in an over-
head) that described a fierce rebellion followed by a massacre that took place in
the Sin Chen (Xinjiang) region.” I was not fully aware of its associations with

80 Ibid.

81 My hotel accommodation was located some distance away from where the meeting took
place, and I was avoiding long-distance walks, having been involved carlier in a car accident
(as a passenger) and later having had major surgery on my leg.

82 Irene ZoHRAB, “Dostoevsky and Asia’, The Rise of World Literatures. Abstracts, Dostoevsky
as a World Writer. First Congress of the World Literature Association, Beijing, 2011, p. 119.

83 [O.M. AocToEBCKUIN?], “Us Texymeit xusun. Kasuu 8 Kurac’, Ipawcdanun, N° 19, 1873,
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the mainly ethnic Mahomedan (Muslim) Uygurs that are being ‘re-educated’
I had verified that report, which was also cited in the Sydney Morning Herald
of 12 April, 1873, where the same information was featured as in Grazhdanin,
but in greater and more lurid detail. As I was delivering my paper, I noticed a
change in the atmosphere in the audience. Again, I had overstepped the mark,
transgressing into territory characterised by the saying “Fools rush in where
Angels fear to tread”. Perhaps that too is a result of the influence of my Oceanic
environment.

The next XV* Symposium of IDS took place in Moscow on 8-14 July, 2013.
It was a truly unforgettable landmark event, its theme being “Dostoevsky
and Journalism”® and has received coverage in Russia.” It was conducted
at the Solzhenitsyn Centre of Russian Emigré Studies (SCRES). There were
over 140 participants of whom 67 were from Russia and the Commonwealth
of Independent States (CIS), 39 from Europe and 35 from the US and Asia.
Everything was extremely well organised with all sessions taking place at that
one central venue, with a nourishing three-course midday dinner included,
plus well-catered lengthy tea-brakes.* The papers were video-taped and I met
over lunch a nice gentleman from the recording studio, who had been helping
video-tape, as he was a sound engineer. He had worked on submarines and had
a genuine interest in NZ.% A memorable event was the reception in Pashkov
house with a viewing of Dostoevsky’s manuscripts, including his notes over the
body of his first wife “Masha is lying on the table”. Saturday was devoted to a
trip to Darovoe (see #/l. 19). As customary at recent conferences after the presen-
tation of new publications the latest books could be purchased on site. There
was a massive amount of new books, including the 1230-page long Khronika

. 575,

84 Seefootnote 28.

85 Anckcanapa TouukuHA, “Cumnosmym Mexaynapoporo O6mectBa A0CTOEBCKOTO
sriepBbic npoutea B Poccun’, Yuumenvckas Iasema, 31 mioast 2013, https://ug.ru/simpozi-

um-mezhdunarodnogo-obshhestva-dostoevskogo-vpervye-proshel-v-rossii/
86 Its programme can be viewed on: https://philologist.livejournal.com/4 4 40558.html

87 However, not everyone was as welcoming and I remember an encounter with one offi-
cially honoured former Soviet academic accusing me for having the temerity to work in
New Zealand on topics such as censorship in Imperial Russia and Dostoevsky’s journal-
ism. In my defence I could only mutter that I had my own means of accessing sources and
to go easy on me. Someone said that some of the research on Dostoevsky most admired in-
side Russia had been carried out by researchers working outside it, including that of the es-

teemed pleiade of Russian émigré writers (not that I would count myself amongst them).-
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roda Dostoevskogo based on the earlier version by M.V. Volotskoy, and edited
by Igor Volgin, who also wrote the sections on Rodnye i blizkie: Istoriko-biogra-
ficheskie ocherki. I ended up being heavily laden (as usually) with extra luggage
comprising books, and was grateful for the help I received with travel to the
airport.

The next XVI® IDS Symposium took place in 2016 in Granada, Spain,*
but at the last minute I had to cancel my trip (though my paper on the cen-
sored Crime and Punishment emerging out of Winter Notes had been included
into the book of Abstracts). I was intending to attend the Symposium in Bos-
ton in 2019 and sent an Abstract, but was not able to get there. However, I felt
I was there ‘in spirit; as Vladiv-Glover generously kept me informed of the pro-
ceedings with cell-phone messages and video-clips.

Originally, I was intending to conclude this account with some wide-rang-
ing observations on the reception of Dostoevsky in New Zealand, especially
in the Nineteenth century, that has set a pattern ever since, but feel that I have
monopolized the reader enough (assuming that the reader is still with me). I
have written in the past on the reception of Dostoevsky in NZ in the Twenti-
eth century, focusing on writers such as Katherine Mansfield, Frank Sargeson,
Dan Davin, Maurice Shadbolt, HW. Williams and a few others.* New Zea-
land’s outstanding Maori writer Witi Thimaera-Smiler informed me recently
that only after he had become a writer was he able “to reach across time and dis-
tance” and, while he would not go as far as to say he was affected or influenced
by Dostoevsky, he did “recognise the common humanitarian impulse and
political urgency and then! ah! the master!”. Janet Frame, one of New Zealand’s
most famous writers drew inspiration from the works of Dostoevsky (amongst
other European writers in translation), breathing them in and surviving on
‘shadow oxygen’: “The oxygen may lack its original distinctive flavour but if one
is desperate to go on living one cannot wait to take part in the full tragedy of
‘smelling the air’ — or of tasting it: it is enough that it is pure, perfect O”°

So in conclusion, I'd like to mention that probably the earliest reference to
Dostoevsky found in NZ newspapers refers to the first publication of an En-
glish translation of Notes from the House of the Dead (Zapiski iz mertvogo doma)

88 I assumed that the theme would include Dostoevsky’s representations of Spain, and was
surprised to learn that the symposium would be centering wholly on Crime and Punish-
ment.

89 30xPAB, “Bocnpusrue’, c. 420-438.

90 Janet FRAME, “Memory and a Pocketful of Words”, Times Literary Supplement, 4 June,

1964, pp. 12-13.
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translated as Buried Alive in 1881. It’s a long and very favourable review, unusual
in the sense that it considers that imprisonment in Siberia the way Dostoevsky
depicted it is not as terrible as it is usually perceived to be.”” But in complete
contrast to this view were the majority of other articles, such as one in 188s:
“The Czar’s Ile. Horrors of A Great Russian Prison. Dying Slowly in Solitude.
Graphic Picture of the Miserables in the Fortress of St Peter and St. Paul””
A NZ critic from Hawke’s Bay writing on “Russian Novels” in September
1887 observes that there is suddenly “quite a rage” for the Russian novel that
is distinguished by its “tender interest for its personages” with “Dostoievsky”
being “perhaps the most exciting” of the great Russian novelists: “his works
are but one long wail. He resembles a traveller who has been everywhere and
describes everything accurately, but who has only travelled by night. No sun
shines, no smile in his works, nothing but sadness, tears and sobs! The titles
alone are most suggestive. ‘Poor People), ‘Humbled and Offended;, ‘Crime and
Punishment, ‘The Possessed’, ‘The Idiot, ‘Reminiscences from the House of the
Dead’” - his experiences in Siberia — sound by no means lively or amusing””
A lengthy review Crime and Punishment also appeared in 1887 by the same au-
thor, who signed it “Asor”*

Some references to Dostoevsky appeared in connection with the lectures of
Baron Mollwo, an émigré from Russia, who settled in Wellington, New Zea-
land. Mollwo alleged that he had met Tolstoy and Turgenev, and also Marx and
Mazzini. He counted himself amongst those in whose hearts had been planted
“the seed of a vague longing for freedom” and included Dostoevsky amongst
those who had done a great deal to foster a “feeling of discontent, and fan into
the flame the sparks smouldering in the breasts of the students.”” He implied
that his own fate was similar to that of Dostoevsky’s, since he too was punished
for his radicalism. Mollwo knew several languages and said he had worked at

91 “Convict Life in Siberia’, Timaru Herald, vol. XXXIV, Issue 2535, March 1881, p. 3. I wish
to thank Dr Hilary Chapman for her help with accessing NZ newspapers.

92 “The Czar’ lle. Horrors of A Great Russian Prison. Dying Slowly in Solitude. Graphic Pic-
ture of the Miserable in the Fortress of St Peter and St. Paul”, Colonist, vol. XXVIII, issue
4100, 30 March, 1885, p. 3.

93 “ASOR., “Russian Novels’, Hawkes Bay Herald, vol. XXII, issue 7838, 3 September 1887, p.
2.

94 “Dostoievsky’s ‘Crime and Punishment’, Hawke’s Bay Herald, vol. XXIII, issue 79ss, 20
January 1888, p. 3.

95 “Saved by A Woman”, Evening Post, vol. LVIIL, issue 151, 23 December 1899, (Supplement),

p- 3.
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the Crystal Palace in 1851 at the Russian exhibition court.”® Mollwo is likely
to have been a distant descendant of the merchant and sugar manufacturer in
St.Petersburg, Yakov Nikolaevich Molvo (1766-1826) (of German descent),
founder and owner of the Molvo & Son Co., who had the well-known Molvo
Garden laid out for his workers. During the Soviet period it was known as the
Garden of Equality. There is also a Molvo bridge built across the Tarakanovka
river in St Petersburg. Baron Mollwo in New Zealand appears to have admired
the radical Dostoevsky, rather than the author of “Pushkin Speech”. St Peters-
burg featured regularly in NZ Nineteenth century newspapers, including in a
report of the murder of Dostoevsky’s sister Varvara in 1893.77

I guess the moral of “Dostoevsky in NZ” is that everything is somehow
connected beyond time and space, as Alyosha in Brothers Karamazov sensed
it in the chapter “Cana of Galilee”. I identified with the view of Dostoevsky as
presented by R.L. Jackson in his opening address at the last IDS symposium
at Boston. He has given me permission to cite his speech in the Appendix and
I would like to end with Jackson’s thoughts on what Dostoevsky’s life “has to
‘say, as it were, to these times, OUR times, of destruction and destitution, and
one of the thoughts that came to mind was the will to STRUGGLE”. Jackson
cites the work of another IDS member James L. Rice, author of Dostoevsky and
the Healing Art. An Essay in Literary and Medical History, who “argues per-
suasively in this connection that Dostoevsky’s basic physiological conflict was a
struggle (bor’ba) against his own moribund being”. Jackson concludes that “the
idea of the permanent quest for the ideal, an esthetic-spiritual ideal, remains
central and, finally, ecumenical, in Dostoevsky’s work and outlook. Perhaps
this is too optimistic. But perhaps Dostoevsky, as we come to know more about
him, is overcoming himself”.

96 Geoffrey W. RICE, Wellington's mysterious ‘Baron’ Mollwo, the thalio-histrionic elocutionary
lecturer, 2020. My interpretation of the NZ newspaper articles about Mollwo differs to that
of G.W. Rice, who did not use any Russian sources.

97 “General News. A Russian Crime”, New Zealand Herald, vol. XXX, issue 9211, 27 May
1893, p. 2. (Supplement).
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APPENDIX A
Opening Speech by Dmitry V. Grishin at Bad Ems, 1 September 1971
Source: Epokha, 10 April 1972 (typed out in Russian)

Onoxa, 10 aNPeAs 1972 T.

ME>KAYHAPOAHBIM CUMPO3HUYM AOCTOEBCKOI'O

Peup nmpeacepaTesst OPraHU3aHOHHOTO KOMHTETA HCCACAOBATEACH JKU3HH
u TBOpYeckoi aeaTeapHocTH ®.M. AocroeBckoro, A-pa A.B. I'pumuna Ha
NEPBOM MEKAYHAPOAHOM CHMIO3HYME, MOCBSILIEHHOM ISO-A€THIO CO AHS
POKACHHS TEHHAABHOTO PYCCKOTO IHCATEAS

I CEHTAOPS 1971 roAQ

Aoporue xoaaeru! S 6yay roBOpUTH 0 LIEASIX U 32AQ9aX, CTOSILIUX IIEPEA HAMH,
HO TIPEXAE 4YeM IEPEHTH K TeMe, paspemute MHe oT umeHu Opranusaiu-
OHHOTO KOMHTETA IPHBETCTBOBATh Bac, BEAYIIMX MCCACAOBATEACH >KH3HU H
TBOpYEcTBa AOCTOEBCKOTO, COOPABILMXCS CIOAA M3 PasHBIX CTPaH MHPa, YTOOBI
OTMETHTh Ha MEXKAYHAPOAHOM CHMIIO3UYME ISO-ACTHE CO AHS POXKACHUS TCHHU-
aABHOTO ITHCATEAS, PYCCKOTO IO MPOHCXOXKAEHHUIO, HO MIPUHAAACKAIIETO BCEMY
geroBedecTBy, Pépopa MuxaitaoBuua AocToeBckoro.

Al ckasaa, Ha «MEKAYHAPOAHOM CHMIIO3UYME>. DTH CAOBA HMEIOT OIPOM-
Hoe 3HaueHue. [IpaBaa au aT0? 3aBTpa 51 Oyay AcAaThb OTYETHBI AOKAAA O
pabore OprkoMuTeTa M TOrA2 OCTAHOBAIOCH Ha BCEM ITOAPOOHO, a ITOKA CKaXy
TOABKO, 4TO B OPrKOMHUTET BXOAST IIPEACTABUTEAU OT 16 CTPaH MUPA, BKAIOYAS
CCCP, Amepuky, Ppanuuio, Muauio, Ascrpasuro u Kanaay.

B pabore cuMnosuyma MPUHUMAIOT Y9aCTHE HCCACAOBATCAH SKU3HU U TBOP-
decTBa AOCTOECBCKOTO U3 14 CTPAH MHPA, TAK YTO MBI MOXKEM C IIOAHBIM IIPABOM
CKa3aTh HE TOABKO, YTO HAIIl CUMITO3UYM MEXAYHAPOAHBIi, HO U TO, YTO HUYETO
IOAOOHOTO AO HACTOSILETO BPEMEHU B OOAACTH AOCTOCBCKOBEACHMS ClLIE HE
6b180. Crasxy 6oabmie. Ham cummosuym siBasieTcs: 3SHaMEHHEM BPEMEHU.

AocToeBckuil ObIA IHCATEACM OTPOMHOIO, KOCMHYECKOTO pasmaxa. B cBo-
€M TBOPYECTBE OH ITOCTABHA HA PaspeIICHHE HE TOABKO HAIIMOHAABHBIE, HO H
MUPOBBIC IIPOOAECMBI, B CBOI <«OKECTOKHH BEK» OH MCEYTAA O «CAMHCHUH BCE-
4EAOBEUYECKOM >, O CO3AAHMU past Ha 3eMAc. OcTaBasiCh BCETAQ PYCCKUM U AQXKE
OYAyYH CaMbIM PYyCCKHM U3 BCEX PYCCKHX, OH IICPELIATHYA PyOEKH HALlMOHAAD-
HOI OTPaHUYCHHOCTH H CTAA TPAKAAHUHOM MHpA.
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Kax-tro AocToeBckuil 3aMeTHA, YTO «AASL IOBECTBOBATEAS, AASI II03Ta MO-
IyT OBITH U APYTHE 3aAQ4H, KPOME OBITOBOI CTOPOHBI: €CTh O0LyHeE, BEYHBIC U,
KaXKCTCsI, BOBCKH HEUCCACAMMBIC TAYOHHBI AyXa U XapaKTepa YEAOBEUCCKOTO> .
MccaepoBareaeM sTHX CTOPOH U Ob1A AOCTOEBCKUIL

B anne AocToeBcKOro Ml UMeeM A€AO He ¢ 00bruHbIM mucareaeM. OH ObIA
THTaHTOM, OTKPBIBATCACM HOBBIX H3MepeHuil, Koaymbom dyeaoBedeckoin Ay,
OH OTKPBIA HaM BEAHKHE TalHBI AYIIEBHOTO MHPA, OTKPBIA HAM HAC CAMHX,
HO HE OTKPBIA CaMOTO celsi, MHOTOE HE yCIeA OOBICHUTD U AockasaTs. O6pas
AOCTOEBCKOrO MPOTHBOPEYUB M HEOTYETAUB, OH ABOUTCS, YEPTHI MEHSIOTCA
BMECTO OAHOTO AHIIA MBI, KaK OB BUAUM, MHOTO AMIL| U IIBITAEMCS, KQKABIH B
OTACABHOCTH, B H30AMPOBAHHOCTH APYT OT APYTa, HOHSATb U OOBICHUTb 3TOTO
3arapAOYHOTO IIHCATEAS. DTH 3aAa4M HE 110 MACYY OAHOMY deaoBeky. Ham Hysx-
HO KOOPAMHUPOBATH HAIIY paboTy, HY>KHA APY)KECKasi KPUTHUKA, HYXKCH LIHPO-
KU1 0OMEH MHEHUSIMU, HY>KHBI AUCKYCCUH, HY)KHBI AUYHBIEC BCTPEYH.

Aa, Ananble BcTpeun Heobx0AUMBL. JacTo OHM BakHee U AAIOT 60ABILE, YeM
craThy U KHUTU. FIHOrAQ npy KpaTKOM 0OMEHE MHEHUSIMU U UACSIMH, MBI IIOAY-
4aeM MACCy HOBOTO U IIOAC3HOTO, U Ha 9TOM CHMITO3HYME MBI HMEEM HUCKAIOYH-
TECABHYIO [IOYTH HEBEPOATHYIO BO3MOXKHOCTh BCTPEYATHCS BCEM B OAHOM MECTE.
Beab 3TO He OOWIMI KOHIPECC AMTEPATYPOBEAOB IPEACTABASIOUI U3 ceOs
CMEIIECHHE SI3BIKOB, 3 CUMIIO3UYM CIEIIHAAMCTOB 1O AOCTOEBCKOMY, TAC BO3-
MOYKHO TOBOPUTb O AIOOBIX IIPOOAEMAX CBSA3AHHBIX C SKU3HBIO M TBOPYECTBOM
AOCTOEBCKOTO, HE OMacasich, YTO TeOs He TONMYT.

AndHoe obuieHrEe HEOOXOAMMO U IIOTOMY, YTO MBI HE AAXUMHKHU CPECAHHUX
BEKOB M AOAXHbI OBITh TECHO CBSI3aHBI APYT C APYTOM.

Kopoue roBopsi, npest HECOOXOAMMOCTH CO3AAHHS MEKAYHAPOAHOTO 00bEAU-
HEHHS HCCACAOBATEACH XKU3HH U TBOPYECTBA AOCTOEBCKOrO HOCHAACH B BO3AY-
xe. Aaablie Tak IPOAOAXKAThCs He Morao. HysxHo ObI1AO ca€AaTh IepBBIIT AT U
MBI €TO CACAAAH.

Dépopy MuxaiiaoBuay AocroeBckoMy He Besao. Y Hero Obiaa TpyAHas
JKU3Hb, TPYAHASI ACATCABHOCTb, TPYAHBIE M CAOXKHBIC OTHOIICHHUS C AIOABMH.
Yactb ero TpyAHOCTEH, Kak Obl [0 HACACACTBY, IIEPEIIAA U K HaM, HO 00 3TOM 5
pacckaxy Bam 3aBTpa, a cefiyac mepexosxy K HAIIUM LIEASM U 33Aa9aM.

OaHOI M3 TAaBHBIX II€ACH CO3bIBA HAIIETO CHMIIO3HYMa SIBASIETCSI CO3AQ-
HH1e MexAyHapOAHOro 0b1jecTBa HCCACAOBaTEACH XU3HU U TBOopuecTBa O.M.
Aocroesckoro, HO 06 3TOM TaKKe 51 OyAy TOBOPUTH IIOAPOOHO 3aBTpa B MOEM
OTYETHOM AOKAQAE, a TEIEPh MIEPEXOXKY K MPOOAEMaM, HA KOTOPBIX 51 XOTEA ObI
OCTaHOBUTb Balllc BHUMaHHE U KOTOPbIE TPEOYIOT CBOECIO paspeLICHUSL.

Ecau Mb1 HamMepeBaeMcst co3AaTh MexAyHapOAHOE OOILECTBO, U 51 YBEPEH, YTO
MBI €TO CO3AAUM, TAK HY>KHO ITOAYMATh O CBS3HU MEXAY HaMH. Berpeun Toapko
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Ha KOHIpeccaX HeAOCTaTo4Hbl. Bonpoc Beraér 06 nspanuu csoero sxypaasa. Ho
KaK M3AABaTh, TAC B3ATh ACHET, KTO OyaeT pepakTopom? O60 BcéM 9TOM HyXHO
IIOAYMATh U BCE 3TO PEIIUTS. Sl ANIHO HE AYMaIO, YTO MbI CMOXKEM M3AABATH XKYP-
Haa. Ho 4uro-To uspasarb HeoOxopAMMO. MOKeT GBITb, MBI CMOYKEM H3AABATh Pa3
B TPU-YETBIPE MECLA, HHPOPMALMOHHDIN 6roareTeHb? KoHEUHO, B HEM HeAb3s
OyACT IIOMEIATh CTATEH, HO U3 HETO MOXKHO OYACT 3HATh, KTO Haa YeM paboraert,
KTO KyA2 HAMEPEBACTCS €XaTh, KTO KOTO M3 KOAACT CMOXET IOCETUTb. MHe Ka-
JKETCSL, 9TO TIOCACAHUH BOIPOC O B3AUMOIIOCCICHUSIX HMEET OCOOYI0 BAXKHOCTb.
Sl moaaraio, 4T0 B AX060I1 CTpaHe, B AOOM TOPOAE KOXKADBIN U3 Hac OYACT paa u
CYACTAUB BCTPETUTHCS C KOAACTAMH, U — IIPH CAyYac — OBITH TOAC3HBIM UM. S He
TOABKO OYAY PaA BCTPETHUTBCS C KOAACTaMH B ABCTPAAMH, HO U IIPHIOTUTH UX Y
ce0s1. BroaaeTeHb AOAYKEH IIOMOYB OpraHH30BaTh TOAOOHbIE BCTpedn. AIOAU OAU-
HOKH, HallIUM HAC2AOM OYACT — B KaXXAOH CTpPaHe UMETb OAUSKHX.

B 6r0aseTeHe HEOOXOAMMO MOMELIATh UHPOPMALIMIO O IIPUTAAIICHUSX B TE
VAU UHBIC YHUBEPCHUTETHI CIICLIHAAMCTOB AASL YTCHHS ACKLJUI HA TEMbI, CBSI3aH-
HBIE C JKU3HBIO U TBOPYECTBOM AOCTOEBCKOTO. MBI AOAXKHBI BCIYECKH Pa3BU-
BaTh U MOOLIPSTH U3YICHHUE TBOPYECTBA AOCTOCBCKOTO U AABAaTh BO3MOXXHOCTD
YACHAM HALIEro 00LIECTBA IOCEIATh PA3AUYHbIC CTPAHbL.

MoskeT OBITb, 51 CMOTPIO CAMIIKOM MECCUMUCTHYECCKH Ha BO3SMOXXHOCTb H3-
AAQHUSI KYPHAAQ, M Mbl CMOXKEM H3AABATh HE OIOAACTEHD, a XKYPHAA, YTO OBIAO
661 BeaukoaenHo. HyxHo mopymats 1 0 ToM, KTO B3sia Ob1 Ha cebsl A€AO H3AQ-
HUs GI0AACTEHS MAM XypHaAd. ECAM KTO CMOXET BEAHMKOAYIIHO IIPEAAOXKHTD
CBOIO TIOMOIL[b, TO 51 IPOCHUA ObI 3apaHee COOOIUTH MHE.

Heob6xoanmo 6yaeT 06cyAUTs BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOCTH M3AQHUS HALIUM 06-
11eCTBOM COOPHHUKOB CTaTel, a MOKeT ObITh U MOHOTrpaduit. Kro cmor 651 B3siTh
Ha ce6s1 HccAeAOBAHHE ITUX BO3MOXKHOCTEEH ?

Kpome Toro, MHE KaskeTcst, 4TO HaM CACAOBAAO OBl CO3AATH IPU KAKOM-HHU-
Oyab yHHBepcuTeTe HHPOPMALIMOHHDIN LIEHTP B OHOAHOTEKY, KyAQ KaXKABIH U3
Hac 1ocbiAaA 6b1 cBou Tpyabl. Hyxxen an mopo6Hbiit nenrp? Ilpu xakom yHu-
BEPCUTETE cO3AATH ero? Bee aTu BOmpock! Hy)KHO 06CYAUTD.

Teneps noropopum 06 U3AAHMN MaTEPHAAOB cuMIIO3uyMa. HyxHo pemurts,
9TO U Kak Mbl OyaeM nspaBatb. MeXAyHapoAHOE OOBECAMHCHHE CAABHUCTOB
OOBIMHO TPEOYET OT BCEX KEAAIOLINX IUTATH AOKAAABI 32 ABa TOAQ AO KOHIPEcca
cOODIeHMs TEM M IIPUCBHIAKK KOHCTIeKToB. Ho B 3TOM ropy onu norpe6osaan,
9TOOBI OBIAM BBICAAHBI TAKXKE HAIEYaTAHHBIE MOAHBIE TEKCTHI AOKAAAOB AAS
KOHIPecca, KOTOPBII COCTOUTCS B 1973 ropy B Bapmase. Camu oHM H3pQiOT
TOABKO pe3iOMe AOKAAAOB. Bcé ato Hemaoxo. B OGyaymem mbr mocaeayem nx
IPUMEPY, HO B HACTOSILEM HY)KHO KaK-TO IIOCTAPAThCs U3AATh MATCPUAADL CHM-
II03MyMa CAMUM.
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Ham cumnosuym ysxe mpuBAEK BHUMaHUE MEKXAYHAPOAHOH OOLICCTBEHHO-
cru. U3 Aenunnrpaaa, [1paru, Bapimassr u Apyrux ropoAoOB U CTpaH s IOAYYHA
MHOTO IIHCEM C IPOCBOON CACAATh BCE BO3MOXKHOE, YTOOBI OIyOAMKOBATH BCE
MaTepHaAbl CHMIIOSHYMa, BKAIOYAs AUCKYCCHH. /ACTKO CKasaTb «OIyOAMKO-
BaTb>, HO KaK 9TO CACAaTh? Y HAC HET CPEACTB. S mpomly KaKAOTO yYacTHHKA
CHMIIO3HYMa IIOAYMATh, KaK HAITH BBIXOA U3 IIOAOKCHUS, YTOObI U BOAKH OBIAK
CBITBI, ¥ OBLbI LICABL. Paspemurs aTy mpobaeMy Mbl AOAXHBI, HHAYE BCSI ACS-
TEABHOCTb CUMITO3HYMa OCTAHETCS BO MPAKe HEM3BECTHOCTH.

M nocaepnee o Hamux neasix. S 6yay kparok. Hamu nean 4étko u sicHO ns-
Aoxenbl B «IIpoekre ycraBa», u B «O6pamieHuN» KO BCEM HCCACAOBATEAIM
KU3HH U TBopuecTBa Aocroesckoro. « Obpaierne» 6p1A0 0my6AMKOBAHO BO
MHOTHX XXypHaaax Mupa. «IIpoekr ycraBa» u «O6pauienue» 6biau omyOau-
KOBaHBI LIEAMKOM B BeayieM sxypHase JexocaoBakuu «exocaoBankas pycu-
CTHKa>, HOMEP S, 1970 TOA,.

I[Ipu cocraBACHHHU 3THX AOKYMCHTOB 51 MHOIO AYMaA U CTPEMHACS K TOMY,
YTOOBI KaXKABIH HCCACAOBATEAD TBOPYECTBA AOCTOECBCKOTO MOT BOMTH B Halle
00uiecTBO AASL APYKHOI paGoTsl. O6 «YcTaBe» MbI GyAeM TOBOPHUTH TOAPOD-
HO, KOrpa GyAeM ero nmpuHuMaTh, a Ha « O6paleHun» s OCTAHOBAIOCH CEHYac.
Bor 4ro nucasu Mbl HCCACAOBATEASIM TBOpUYECTBA AOCTOCBCKOTO BCETO MUpA:

«B 1971 200y 6¢¢ uenosenecmso bydem ommeuamn 150 sem co OHS pondenus
2EHUANLHO20 PYCcKO20 nucamens u moicaumenrs Dédopa Muxatinosuua Aocmoes-
cxoz0. Humepec x scusnu u meopuecmsy Aocmoesckozo pacmeém ¢ kamovim OHém
u x 10buser nucamens docmuzaem nebwvl8anror svicomut. C xarcdvim 2000m yseiu-
YUBAETNCS KOAULECNBO HAYUHUIX Pabom, nocBIuyénnvix Jocmoesckomy, KkomopuLii
DABHO YoHce CINAL HE MOABKO PYCCKUM TUCATNENEM, HO U NUCATNENEM MUPA.

Aymaemcs, 4mo npumia nopa ucciedosamenrsm jscusnu u meopuecmsa o-
CTNOCBCK020 U3 PASHBIX CINPAH 00BEOUHUMBCL 8 00HO 0014ECTNBO, YEABI0 KOMMOPO2O
Oydem: nomoussp 8 YCIMAHOBACHUY U PA3BUIMUL OPYHCECKUX (BI3CH U COMPYOHIL-
Yecmea Memdy 4aeHamu 00ugecmea, OCyujecmeseHue obmena uHpopmanuer,
usdanue OWALETNENS, CNPABOUHUKOS U OMOCAVHVIX MOHOZPAPULL, OPAHUIAUUS
semped ¢ Kosneeamu, npuescanumumu 8 opyzue cmpanvi, Obugecmso 6ydem un-
Popmuposams c6oux 4ACHO8 O BOIMONCHOCINIX B3AUMONOCCUEHULl, TPOBOOUNY
MENOYHAPOOHBLE CBe30bl, KOHPEPEHUUU U CCMUHAPDL, U30ACTN OUOAUOPAPUHECKIIL
(MPABOUHUK € UMEHAMU, AOPECAMU U NEPELUCACHUEM MPYOO8 UCCAEI08aIENEl
meopuecmea Jocmoescxkozo 8cezo mupa.

Opeanu3aynonnLic KOMUMEM NPU3LIBAEI BCEX UCCAE0BAIMENCH MBOPYLECINEA
Aocmoesckozo npunsms camoe aKmusHoe y4acmue 8 0eSmesvHoCn 00usecmea.

Kozda-mo, Aocmoesckuis mewman o «6cewesoseveckom edunenuus. Ilpousiu
decsmunemus, 1o 00 «eOUHeHUS> 6CE max e 0aiexo, xax bviio npu Jocmoes-
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cxom. Tlycmo e mot, uccaedosamenu e20 meop4ecmsa, 6oUMm 006e0UHEHUEM NOAO-
HCUM HAYANO UCTLOAHEHUI) MEUTNDL BEAUKO20 YEAOBEKA>.

Mer a0 MHMCcaAM M TENEPh HA HAIIEM CHMIIO3UYME AOAKHBI IIOAYMAaTh, KaK
BCE 3TO OCYIIECTBUTD.

PaboTs! Biepean MHOro. Y Hac HMYETO HET, MBI HU OT KOTO HE 3aBUCHUM U
HUKTO HE CTOMT 32 HAIlEH CIIMHOM, HO y HAC €CTh JHEPTHUs, BOAS M XKECAAHHE
HMETb CBOE 00I[ECTBO, A 3TO MHOTO 3HAYMT.

Sl obpamarocs K BaM ¢ IIPU3BIBOM [IOYYBCTBOBATH CCOs HA 3TOM CHUMIIO3UYME
HE TOABKO YYaCTHUKAMH, HO U CO3AATEAIMHU Hamero obmectsa. [TycTs KaskAbIid
PCLINT, YTO U B KAKOH 00OAACTH OH MOXET CACAATb IIOAC3HOTO AASI Pa3BUTHS
Hamux uAei. Moxxer ObITh HaM 11€A€CO00Pa3HO CO3AATh MAACHBKHE KOMHCCHU
U3 ABYX-TPEX 9E€AOBEK, YTOOBI KaXKAQS 3aHUMAAACh KaKoﬁ—HHGyAb OAHOM TIpO-
6AeMOI1.

Hy>xHO NOMHHTS, 4TO CBOEH ACATEABHOCTBIO B HACTOSIIEM, MbI 3aKAAABIBA-
€M OCHOBBI AASL pabOTBI HccACAOBaTEACH TBOpYECTBA AOCTOCBCKOTO OyAyIUX
nokoaeHUi. Bepap cam AocToeBckuil mokasas HaM, KaK HY>KHO IIPEOAOACBAThH
y3KHM€ PaMKHM HAIIMOHAABHOM OTPaHMYEHHOCTH. byayum pycckum u, moxer
OBITh, CAMBIM PYCCKHM U3 PYCCKHX, OH IIPEOAOACA CBOI HALIMOHAAH3M, IIPEOAO-
A€A BCE BPEMEHHOE U CAyYaliHOE.

3710 cnacao ero ot emeptu. Aa, Aocroesckuii He ymep. OH 6yaeT sKUTh Bey-
HO AO TEX ITOP, MOKA HE BOMAOTATCS B )KU3Hb €TO BEAUKHE MEYTEL

IToammce noa gpororpadueii:

A-p A. B. Ipummn. Ilpeacesarear Oprannsanmonnoro Komurera Mesk-
aynapopnoro O6mecrBa MccaepoBareaein JKusuun u Tsopuectsa ®.M.
AocroeBckoro.
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APPENDIX B
Opening Speech by Dmitry V. Grishin at Bad Ems,
(in English, translated by David Foreman), 1 September 1971

INTERNATIONAL SYMPOSIUM ON DOSTOEVSKY

THE SPEECH MADE BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE ORGANIZING COMMIT-
TEE OF RESEARCHERS INTO THE LIFE AND CREATIVE WORK OF FYO-
DOR DOSTOEVSKY, DR. D. V. GRISHIN, AT THE FIRST INTERNATIONAL
SYMPOSIUM DEVOTED TO THE 150™ ANNIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH OF
THIS RUSSIAN WRITER OF GENIUS, SEPTEMBER 1°", 1971.

Dear colleagues! I will be speaking about the aims and objectives which con-
front us but, before addressing that topic, allow me, on behalf of the Organiz-
ing Committee to welcome you as leading researchers into the life and works
of Dostoevsky who have gathered here from various countries of the world to
mark at this international symposium the 150" anniversary of the birth of this
writer of genius, who was Russian by birth but belongs to the whole of humani-
ty — Fyodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky.

I did say “international symposium” These words are of huge significance. Is
that not so? Tomorrow I will be makinga report on the operations of the Orga-
nizing Committee and dwelling on everything in detail but, in the meantime, I
just wish to say that the Organizing Committee comprises representatives of 16
countries of the world, including the USSR, America, France, India, Australia
and Canada.

Taking part in this symposium are researchers into Dostoevsky’s life and
works from 14 countries of the world, so we are fully entitled to say that not
only is it international in character, but also that, in the realm of Dostoevsky
studies, nothing like it has ever taken place before. More than that, our sympo-
sium is a landmark of our era.

Dostoevsky was a writer of huge cosmic sway. In his works he posed not just
national but world problems; in his ‘harsh epoch’ he dreamt of a “union of all
humanity”, of world-wide harmony, of creating heaven on earth. He investigat-
ed man’s spiritual life. While always remaining Russian and even the most Rus-
sian of all Russians, he crossed the bounds of national limitation and became a
citizen of the world.

Dostoevsky once observed that “for the narrator, for the poet, there may be
other objectives than the mere chronicling of daily life: there are the general,
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eternal and, it would appear, eternally unexplorable depths of the human soul
and character”. Dostoevsky was just such an explorer of these aspects.

In the person of Dostoevsky, we are dealing with no ordinary writer. He
was a giant, an explorer of new dimensions, a Columbus of the human soul; he
revealed to us the great mysteries of the human soul, revealed us to ourselves,
but he did not reveal himself, and there is much that he did not succeed in ex-
plaining and proving. Dostoevsky’s image is both contradictory and indistinct:
he assumes alter egos, his character varies; instead of one face we see many, as it
were, and we try, each of us individually, in isolation from one another, to com-
prehend and explain this enigmatic writer. These tasks are beyond the powers
of a single person. We need to coordinate our work; we need collaborative
criticism, we need a broad exchange of opinion, we need discussion, we need
personal contact.

Yes, personal contact is essential. Often it is more important and furnishes
more than articles and books. Sometimes brief exchanges of opinions and ideas
provide us with a mass of new and useful information, and at this symposium
we have an exclusive, almost unbelievable, opportunity to meet all together
in one place. For it is not a general congress of literary scholars representing
a medley of languages, but a symposium of Dostoevsky specialists, where it is
possible to talk about any issues related to Dostoevsky’s life and works, without
the fear of not being understood.

Personal relations are also essential because we are not medieval alchemists
and ought to enjoy close links with one another.

To put it succinctly, the need to set up an international union for research-
ers into Dostoevsky’s life and works is an idea that has been floating in the air
for some time. Things could not continue the way they were. A first step need-
ed to be taken and we have taken it.

Fyodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky was not blessed with good fortune. He
had a difficult life, difficulties in pursuing his occupation, and his relations with
people were difficult and complex. Some of his difficulties have been passed
down to us like a legacy; however, I will talk about this tomorrow and now
move on to deal with our aims and objectives.

One of the principal aims of convoking our symposium is the establishment
of the International Society of Researchers into the Life and Works of Dosto-
evsky, but this too I will discuss in detail tomorrow in my report; now, howev-
er, I will proceed to the problems on which I would like to focus your attention
on and which demand a solution.

If we intend to establish an international society, and I am sure that we will,
we need to think about liaison between us. Meetings at congresses alone are
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not enough. There is the question of issuing a journal of our own. But how is
it to be issued, where is the money to come from and who will be the editor?
We need to think about and resolve all this. Personally, I do not believe that we
shall be able to put out a journal. But we have to put something out. Perhaps
we shall be able to issue an information bulletin every three or four months.
Of course, it will not be possible to include articles in it, but we shall be able to
learn who is working on what, who intends travelling where, who will be able
to visit a colleague. It appears to me that this last question of reciprocal visits
is of particular importance. I imagine that in any country, in any city, each of
us would be pleased and happy to meet with colleagues and — on the odd occa-
sion — to be useful to them. I would be not only glad to meet with colleagues in
Australia, but also to offer them hospitality at home. A bulletin should be help-
ful in organizing such meetings. People are isolated and it is our ideal to have
associates in every country.

The bulletin must contain information about the invitation of specialists to
various universities to give lectures on topics related to Dostoevsky’s life and
works. We must in every way develop and encourage the study of Dostoevsky’s
work and give members of our society the opportunity to visit different coun-
tries.

Perhaps I am too pessimistic regarding the possibility of publishing a jour-
nal and we shall be able to put out a journal rather than a bulletin — which
would be wonderful. We need to give some thought as to who would take re-
sponsibility for issuing a bulletin or journal. If anyone is magnanimously able
to offer assistance, I would request him or her to let me know as soon as possi-
ble.

It will be essential to discuss the possibility of our society putting out a col-
lection of articles or even perhaps monographs. Who would take upon himself
the task of investigating these possibilities?

Other than that, it seems to me that we ought to establish at some univer-
sity an information centre and library where each of us could send his work. Is
such a centre needed? All these issues need to be discussed.

Now let us discuss the publication of the symposium’s findings. We need to
decide what to issue and how. The International Union of Slavists usually de-
mands that all those wishing to read papers give notice two years before a con-
gress and send in abstracts. But this year they have demanded that full printed
versions of the papers be sent out for the Congress, which will take place in
Warsaw in 1973. They are providing only resumes of the papers. This is not a
bad idea. In future we shall follow their example but, in the meantime, we shall
have to try to put out the symposium information ourselves.
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Our symposium has already drawn the attention of the international com-
munity. From Leningrad, Prague, Warsaw and other cities and countries I have
received numerous letters requesting that everything be done to publish all the
proceedings of the symposium, including the discussion. It is easy to say they
should be published, but how is this to be done? We do not have the where-
withal. I ask every participant in the symposium to give some thought to find-
ing a way out of this situation, so the wolves can be fed and the sheep remain
safe. We must solve this problem, or else the symposium’s activities will remain
in obscurity.

And now for the last of our aims. I shall be brief. Our aims are clearly and
distinctly set out in the “Draft Constitution” and in the “Address” to all re-
searchers into Dostoevsky’s life and works. The “Address” has been published
in many world journals. The “Draft Constitution” and the “Address” have been
published in full in the leading Czechoslovakian journal Ceskoslovenskd rusisti-
ka (No. 5,1970).

In the compilation of these documents, I have devoted much thought and
effort to ensuring that every researcher into Dostoevsky’s works is able to join
our society for the sake of cooperative work. The “Constitution” we shall dis-
cuss in detail when we adopt it and I shall deal with the “Address” now. This is
what we have written to researchers worldwide into Dostoevsky’s works.

“In 1971 the whole of humanity will be marking the 150" anniversary of this
Russian writer and thinker of genius, Fyodor Mikbailovich Dostoevsky. Interest
in Dostoevsky’s life and works is growing day by day and reaching unparalleled
heights for the jubilee. Every passing year sees an increase in the number of scholar-
ly works devoted to Dostoevsky, who has long become not just a Russian writer but
a world writer as well.

It seems to me that the time has come for those investigating Dostoevsky’s life
and works in various countries to unite in a single society with the aim of: assist-
ing in the establishment of and development of cooperative ties and collaboration
among members of the society, facilitating the exchange of information, publishing
a bulletin, reference works and individual monographs, and organizing meetings
with colleagues who are visiting other countries. The society will inform its mem-
bers of opportunities for exchange visits, conduct international congresses, confer-
ences and seminars, and issue a bibliographical guide which includes the names,
addresses and publications of those world-wide who are researching Dostoevsky's
works. The organizing committee calls on all those researching Dostoevsky’s works
to take an active part in the society’s activities.

There was a time when Dostoevsky dreamt of a “union of all humanity”. De-
cades have gone by, but we are still as far from such “union” as we were in Dosto-
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evsky’s day. May we researchers of his works through our own union bring about
the fulfilment of the great man’s dream’”.

This is what we wrote and now at our symposium we must think how we are
to translate all this into reality.

We have a lot of work ahead of us. We have nothing, we are not dependent
on anyone, and nobody backs us, but we have energy, determination and the
desire for our own association, and this means a lot.

I appeal to you to consider yourselves at this symposium not just partici-
pants in but creators of our association. Let each of us decide what and in what
area he or she is able to do something useful for the development of our ideas.
Maybe it would be expedient for us to set up small commissions of two or three
people, each of which would deal with a particular problem.

We must remember that by our present activity we are laying the foun-
dations for future generations of researchers into Dostoevsky’s works. For
Dostoevsky himself showed us how necessary it was to overcome the narrow
confines of national limitations. As a Russian and perhaps the most Russian of
all Russians, he overcame his own nationalism, overcame everything that was
ephemeral and fortuitous.

This saved him from death. For yes, Dostoevsky did not die. He will live
cternally until his great dreams are incarnated in our lives.
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APPENDIX C
Short Opening Speech by Robert Louis Jackson at the XVII*
IDS Symposium in Boston, August 2019
(accompanied by a letter of the Author to Irene Zohrab)

A few thoughts. I had been thinking earlier — when I first received the in-
vitation to say a few words here about Dostoevsky — about what his /fe
— specifically his ten years of life, if you can call it that, in the Gulag and
Siberian exile — has to ‘say; as it were, to these times, our times, of destruction
and destitution, and one of the thoughts that came to mind was the will to
struggle. That reminded me of a book I had twenty years or so ago: James L.
Rice’s Dostoevsky and the Healing Art. An Essay in Literary and Medical History
where he cites L. Simonova, a woman who knew Dostoevsky in the mid 1870s,
as remembering telling Dostoevsky, on her meetings with him, to avoid climb-
ing stairs. Dostoevky flew into rage, she recalls: “I don’t want to [avoid stairs],
no! no! no! I struggle on purpose — against old age”. Rice himself argues per-
suasively in this connection that Dostoevsky’s basic physiological conflict was
“a struggle (bor’ba) against his own moribund being”. Now Tolstoy famously
noted that Dostoevsky was “all struggle” (chelovek ves” borba) — his words, of
course, extended far beyond physiology into the world of psychology and phi-
losophy, to be sure, but there was the stubborn word “bor’ba” — at its center. I
remember Dr. Dorn in Chekhov’s Seagull saying about Konstantin’s play with-
in a play — “chto-to est” — “there’s something in it”. And so say in memory of
the book by Rice - “chto-to-est™.

But Dostoevsky’s “struggle” — his struggle to survive in Siberia, his will to
survive, whatever his involvement with physiology and exercise per se, was
motivated and marked by deep and immense reappraisals involving social, phil-
osophical, literary, and above all esthetic-religious questions. Romantic ideals
and idealism, as he had known them were transmuted (though never entirely)
into a tragic Christian idealism. Above all, his concerns, though always engag-
ing him personally, extended to all of humanity and human destiny. And the
idealism of the past found a new and darker formulation: “Chelovek na zemle
stremitsia k idealu protivopolozhnomy ego nature” “Man on the earth strives
for an ideal that is contrary to his nature”. Here is statement that Dostoevsky’s
heroes and heroines live out with uncertain results. But the idea of the perma-
nent quest for the ideal, an esthetic-spiritual ideal, remains central and, finally,
ecumenical, in Dostoevsky’s work and outlook. Perhaps this is too optimistic.



202 IRENE ZOHRAB

But perhaps Dostoevsky, as we come to know more about him, is overcoming
himself.

Robert Louis Jackson

Guilford, CT, July 8, 2019

Dear Irene,
I find in my files this account (above) of my talk at the Boston XVII IDS confer-
ence. I worked on this piece a lot prior to the conference constantly making changes,

but this is the core of my talk.

I'm going to look for the account, in Russian (around 1990), of my talk with Doli-
nin — published earlier, too, in the Soviet period, but outside the Soviet Union.

Yours,

Robert
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»IINOXA«
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TOYMaTh, Kak BCe 9TO 0Cy-
B CTBATS.

Patorst Briepet MHoro. ¥
HAC HHUETO HET, Mbl Hi OT K0T
He BABMCHM % HUKTO He CTOUT
% sawell CTMHOM, KO y Hac
©CTh SHEPTHA, BOAH } KEJaiue
uMerTb cBoe obmecTso, a 9To
MHOT0 BHauAT.

1 obpawach K Bam ¢ npusbi-
BOM MOYYBCTBOBATH CEOA Ha
STOM CHMIO3}YME HE TOABKO
YUCTHAKAMY, HO ¥ CO3ATEIs-
Mt namero odmectsa. Ilyets
KaXblil PeWHT, UTO M B KaKoi
0BAACTH  OF  MOXK¢

JECMS0 NayuknT pabom, mw- chenath
ABBITHS HAX

mopwiil daewo yave oma ne wulo- wielt, MoxeT GRS EaM lels-

KO pYcoRuM u ©o3aTh

nucameaex uupa. KOMUCOHM 3 BYX—TpexX 4edo-

yMaemcR, wmo npuwia nopa
UCC1C008amE1AX i3 U WOOD-
uecmsa Jlocmoescroro us pa
ok cmpan o6seouNUNYCA 6 004
HO 06uecmso, yeavio Komopo
6yoen: noxous & ymauomm
u paseumau Opymeckus cersei
u compydnuNeCmsn Kexdy wre-
namu obwecmea, ocymecmese-

Bek, 4ToObl KaXjas 3aHAMa-
Tach  KaKol-HiOYAb  OAHOH
TpoGaeMoii.

HyxHo noMuuTs, 'm) cBoejt
JIeATEIbHOCTEIO B HACT A
M5l 5aKAQ/IbIBAEM ounosu Aaa
paboTbl uCcaefoBaTeel TBOp-
uecrsa /locroeBckoro Gyayumx
nokoiewnit. Begp cam [ocro-

wue ofMena unopMayued,  eckufi MOKAZAN HAM, KAK HYX-
us0anue cnpaso y3KHe pamkin
nuKos u Honorpa- D: .
duil, oprawusayus ecmpes ¢ Bymyun pycokiM W, MoXer

Koxrevanu, mpucIRAOULNY 6
opyue cmjau. Ouecnto oy-

TaHeTcs BO MpaKe HEH3BecT-
HOCTH,

W nocaegnee o Haumx UeJsX.
A Gyny xparox. Haum uean
[

coous wie-
o .
nocewenui, nposodums xexdy-
napodusie cse3ow, wowgiepen-
Wi u cexunaps, usoacm ous-

GiTh, CAMBIM PYCCKIM H3 BOEX
PYCCKMX, OH Ipeogoden cpoit
HaUYOHAIM3M, [IPEOLI0E - Bee
BPEMEHHOE ¥ C1yuaiiHoe.

10 Cnacio ero of cMepri.
[a, Jlocroesckuii e ymep. On
Gy/IeT KMTb BEUHO /0 TeX mop,

0 u HCHO B
“Ilpoexre ycrapa”, u 8 "Obpa-

. 3

Sacencan, GpECONs ¥ REpND.

noKa He. B KHIHD
€10 BeUKHE MeuTsl.
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Slobodanka VLADIV-GLOVER
Monash University

Memories of Dostoevsky in Australia

It never ceases to amaze me that the International Dostoevsky Society — the
most important Dostoevsky scholarly platform of my career — came into being
as an idea at my alma mater, the University of Melbourne, at the time I entered
postgraduate studies in Russian Literature. It is even more astounding that my
own mentor, Dr Dmitry Vladimirovich Grishin, turned out to be the prime
mover of this international forum. That Dr Grishin had reached Australia after
World War Two as a refugee was a well-known fact among his students but as
young people, we were hardly aware of the significance of his arrival in its am-
bience for Russian literature studies and Dostoevsky studies in particular. Dr
Grishin came with his kandidat nauk from Moscow University (1940) and soon
completed his doctorate on Dostoevsky’s Diary of a Writer (1957). By the time I
became a student, he was a Senior Lecturer (1962) and then Reader (1970) — the
penultimate grade in the Australian professorial system. The rank of Reader was
awarded primarily for exceptional achievements in research. In retrospect, I can
evaluate that Dr Grishin had a brief but stellar career at the University of Mel-
bourne. His untimely death in 1975 coincided with my own PhD completion —
a generational change but one which left the younger scholars, like me, bereft of
leadership, like a country being left without its elder statesmen.

I recall that in 1968, while I was writing my MA on “O6pas aBopsickoro
MHTCAAMICHTa B PYCCKOH AHTEpaType NEPBON ITOAOBHHBI ACBSITHAALIATOIO
Beka” [“The Aristocratic Hero in Russian 19" Century Literature”] and mul-
ling over the structure and political significance of the love triangles and failed
romances of the ‘superfluous men’ in the Russian novel, Dr Grishin gave me
a document in Russian to translate into English. He said he was taking this
draft constitution to the International Conference of Slavists in Prague, where
an international Dostoevsky association would be inaugurated. I don’t know
whether my humble translation made it to Prague and the conference table of
the future IDS. The archives of Dr Grishin, kept by his son, Emeritus Profes-
sor Alexander Grishin (ANU) have undergone several culls after the death of
Dmitry Vladimirovich and, in 198s, the death of his wife, Natalia Dmitrievna
Grishina.
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I did not attend the First Symposium in Bad Ems in September 1971 (see
Ill. 1/6) because I had just returned from Moscow, where I completed an ANU
Exchange to Moscow State University, to take up my new position as Senior
Tutor in the newly established Russian Department at Monash University — an
Australian red-brick university which opened in the early 1960s. However, as
Dr Grishin’s PhD candidate at Melbourne University, where I was now enrol-
led part-time, I was privy to Dr Grishin’s IDS network and got an invitation
to the Second Symposium in St Wolfgang in 1974 (see Ill. 7). Although Dr
Grishin attended this symposium with his wife, on his return to Melbourne he
was obliged to take leave of absence from work at various intervals. The Head
of Russian at Melbourne advised me “to go easy on DM” and not tire him out
with supervision meetings which then became just friendly ‘Berpeun’. I did not
mind because Dmitry Vladimirovich had already given me some of the best
lessons in my thesis writing at the MA stage. When as a novice I became too
crudely critical of the authors I was reviewing, he would ask me to tone it down
because “Quod licet Iovi, non licet bovi”. 1 still find this the most apt lesson in
academic etiquette and humility, which I have often repeated to my students,
with the benign condescending humour with which it was originally delivered.

The St Wolfgang Symposium was the most significant event in my early
graduate research career. I can frankly say that it made me. It was an intellectual
feast, a carnival, a boon in my intellectual life. For a start, I met Wolf Schmid
from Bochum and his then wife Herta. They showed me great kindness and in-
cluded me in their activities. Most importantly, I took back with me Schmid’s
book Der Textaufbau in den Erziblungen Dostojevskijs (Minchen: Fink, 1973)
which became the basis of my methodological apparatus in my PhD thesis. I
also met Rudolph Neuhiuser (/. §), who had read an carly draft of my thesis,
after which he wrote frankly: “If you write this thesis, you will have written
to book of books on Dostoevsky”. He suggested drastic culling and focusing.
I also met for the first time Horst-Jirgen Gerigk, who with his hermeneutic
approach and the seminal study on The Adolescent (1964) became a lasting
inspiration. At one point, I found myself sitting down for a drink with the Sch-
mids and the legendary Dmitry Tschizewski, whose book on Hegel in Russland
I am reading right now, to illuminate Dostoevsky’s view of history (ZZL. ¢). The
after-shocks of the St Wolfgang Symposium are ongoing. Over the years and
thanks to the IDS symposiums, I found myself in the midst of a community of
first class scholars, united by a shared love for the cultural legacy of Dostoevsky,
whose life and works were studied in earnest across a spectrum of different per-
spectives, all aimed at the truth about the Russian writer. The IDS brought to-
gether scholars of many nations, from East and West in terms of the Cold War
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years, all open to Dostoevsky’s world vision and ethics. To name just a few who
remain vivid in my memory: the gentlemanly Robert Belknap, the fiery Gyula
Kiraly, the polite Richard Peace, my own compatriot from Serbia, Milivoje
Jovanovi¢, the unforgettable Nathan Rosen, the Dutch scholars, Jan M. Meijer
and Jan van der Eng, Dostoevsky’s Norwegian biographer, Geir Kjetsaa, the
kind Zsuzsanna Bjern Andersen from Copenhagen, and not to be forgotten,
the beautiful Elena Loghinovskaia and her husband Albert Kovics, from Bu-
charest. I have learned much from all of them. I must also mention the support
I received over more than twenty years from the IDS Academic Secretary, Na-
dine Natov. I remember her hand-written notes, inserted into the photocopied
invitations to the symposiums, adding a personalised touch which made me
feel important and included.

In our various conversations during supervision meetings, I remember
Dmitry Vladimirovich telling me about his experiences as a young scholar in
Stalinist Russia. When he told his nayunsiii pykoBoaurean that he wanted to
write his thesis on Dostoevsky, the man advised against such a topic which
could lead to trouble. Dmitry Vladimirovich persisted and brought with him
to Australia many ideas he had formed about Dostoevsky on the basis of stu-
dying Diary of a Writer. His first thesis on Early Dostoevsky also brought him to
the insight — which I have appropriated and confirmed through research - that
there was no break in Dostoevsky’s creative development and that he was the
same before and after exile, in his aesthetic and political views (as far as the lat-
ter could be stated ex cathedra) (see Ill. 10/11).

More than sixty years since Grishin’s appointment to the Russian Depart-
ment at the University of Melbourne in 1954, Dostoevsky studies still continue
in Australia as the legacy of its ‘founding father’. Out of national representa-
tions on the IDS grew a local organisation, the Australian Dostoevsky Society,
which despite the drastic reduction in the teaching of Russian Literature in
Australian high schools and universities, still commands a following. The re-
cent bequest to the Matheson Library at Monash University of a large sum to
establish the Ada Booth Slavic Library Collection has given a boost to Dosto-
evsky research at Monash, whose latest PhD student has submitted his thesis
in the Jubilee Year. Australia is also home to the chief editor of Zhe Dostoevsky
Journal: A Comparative Literature Review, which has been going since 2000.

The Jubilee Issue is out in electronic format at https://brill.com/view/journals/
djir/djir-overview.xml

As a far-flung outpost of European civilization, Australia is still a hub of Do-
stoevsky research and to paraphrase a famous popular patriotic song by Peter
Allen, Dostoevsky “can still call Australia home”.


https://brill.com/view/journals/djir/djir-overview.xml
https://brill.com/view/journals/djir/djir-overview.xml
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APPENDICES

from Dr Grishin’s and Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover’s archives

List of Ilustrations:
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Credits:

Photocopies of Novoye Russkoye Slovo, December 6%,

1970 (Baaanmup CEAYPO, “MexayHapoaHOe 06mmecTBo
AOCTOEBCKOBeAOB, Hosoe Pyccxoe Croso, 6 Ackabps 1970 I, €. 1).
Photocopies of Novoye Russkoye Slovo, September 20%, 1971

(Hapuua HATOBA, “O.M. Aocroesckuii: 1821-1971. KO6uaeitnbiit
Cumnosuym’, Hosoe Pycckoe C1060, 2.6 ceHTAOPS 1971 T, C. 3).
Photocopy of Irene EsAM’s [ZOHRAB] communication “Symposium
on Dostoevsky”, University of Melbourne Gazette, vol. XXVIIL, N. 3,
July 1972, p. 2.

Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover’s presentation in Sankt Wolfgang am See,
1974.

Rudolf Neuhiuser’s presentation in Sankt Wolfgang am See, 1974.
From left to right: Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover, Herta Schmid, Horst-

Jurgen Gerigk and Dmitry Tschizewski in Sankt Wolfgang am See,
1974.

Dmitry Grishin’s monographies.

Photocopy of autograph of Grishin in his book presented to S.
Vladiv-Glover, 1972.

Dmitry Grishin in his study, 197s.

Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover at her PhD graduation with her mother,
Nada Vladiv, 1976.

Attending the [V* IDS Symposium in Bergamo, 1980: from left to
right Lubomir Radoyce, Vladimir Sajkovi¢, Slobodanka Vladiv-
Glover, Milivoje Jovanovi¢, Nada Vladiv and Ivan Ver¢.

Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover in New York with Bob Belknap, 1998.
Richard Peace and Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover in New York, 1998.

All photos and documents from
Alexander Grishin’s and Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover’s personal Archives.
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Toédpyca Kunocura
Yuusepcurer Yuba

Uctopuna AnoHckoro obwecrtBa [JOCTOEBCKOro
u coTpyaHndectBo ¢ MexxgayHapoAaHbIM
obwecrBom [JocTtoeBCKOro B re4yeHume 45 ner

Hemopus Anonckozo obugecmsa Aocmoescrozo

Snonckoe obmecto Aocroesekoro (IOA) 6p1a0 cospano panbme MOA,
B $eBpase 1969 ropa. [ToBopoM cospanust obumecTBa cTasa IOAUTHKO-00MLIE-
CTBEHHAs CUTYAIIHs TOTO BPEMEHHU: AKAAEMHYECKUH MHUP, CUCTEMA YHUBEPCHU-
TETCKOTO 00pasoBaHUs OBIAM MOTPSICEHBI CTYACHYCCKUM ABHKCHHEM, IPOTE-
CTOBABIINUM IIPOTUB CTAPOTrO COLIUAABHOTO PEKHMA.

[Topo6HOE NPOTECTHOE ABIIKCHHME MOAOASKH OBIAO PaCIpOCTPaHEHHBIM
SIBACHHEM BO BCEM MHpPE B 1960-€ TOABI: B AMepuke — nporuB BrerHamckoit
BoItHbI, BO Opanuuu — 32 pedpopMbl HapoaHOro obpaszoBanus, B SnoHun —
IIPOTUB M3MCHCHMUS YCAOBHH SIIIOHO-aMEPUKAHCKOTO AOrOBOpa 6€301acHOCTH
u T.o. Kpome Toro, ceppésHoe BAUSHHME OKa3bIBaA PAAMKAABHBIM KHTAHCKHUH
MaOHU3M; B KOHIIE 1960-X U B HAYAA€ 1970-X IT. PAAUKAABHBIC CEKTAHTBI CTYACH-
YECKOTO ABIDKEHHS SIMOHMM OKKYNHpPOBAaAM 3AQHHS HECKOABKHX YHHBEPCHTE-
TOB U C NIPUMCHECHHEM CHABI OAOKHpoBaAn ux. Pabora yHUBepcUTETOB OblAQ
IIOAHOCTBIO ITapasu3oBaHa. [lorepsiBuine cBoé MecTo paborsl mpodeccopa u
CTYACHTBI COOMPAANCH HA YAUILIE, B Kadpe HAH B KAKOM-HUOYAb APYTOM 0011eA0-
CTYIIHOM KYABTYPHOM 3aBEACHUH U IPOAOASKAAH CEMHHAPBIL.

B Takoit cutyanuu (B T0 Bpems s pa6oraa B kopnynkre AITH B Toxuo mne-
PEBOAYMKOM HOBOCTCH) y MCHS TOSIBHAACh HACS CO3AAHMS KPYXKKa, B KOTOPOM
MOXHO ObIAO OBl CBOOOAHO PasMbIIIASITh U AUCKYTHPOBATh O AOCTOEBCKOM HE
TOABKO Ha Y3KO aKaACMHYCCKOH OCHOBE, HO U Ha 0OIIErPaXXAAHCKOI, ¥ KOTOPBIIL
BKAIOYAA OBl KaK CIICL{HAAUCTOB-PYCUCTOB, TaK U AI0OHTEACH AOCTOEBCKOTO.

Oco60 oTMedy, 9TO MPEANIOCHIAKON PEAAM3ALMM 3TOH MEYThl CTAAO H3-
AQHHE B 1969-1971-X IT. IOCACAHETO BAPUAHTA MEPEBOAA HA AMOHCKHMH S3BIK
IIOAHOTO COOPaHMs COYMHEHHI AOCTOCBCKOTO (Ha OCHOBE TEKCTA TOA PCAAK-
uueii Tomamesckoro u Xapa6acsa), BbIIOAHCHHOTO BEAMKHM IIEPECBOAYHKOM
Macao Moneakasa (1891-1965), npodeccopom yHusepcurera Bacasa u monm
YHUBEPCUTETCKUM PYyKOBOAUTeAeM. [lepeBOoA OBIA BBITOAHEH Ha OCHOBE TpeX
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IPEALICCTBYIOIIMX BAPHAHTOB €rO MIEPEBOAOB COOpaHMs codnHeHUH AOCTOCB-
ckoro. I'lpu moAroToBKe 3TOr0 IOCMEPTHOrO M3AAHMS BEAMKOTO IIEPEBOAYHMKA
TEKCT IIEPEBOAA COMOCTABASIACS C PYCCKHM; K 9TOH paboTe ObIAM IIPHUIAALICHDI
y4eHHUKH nokoiHoro npod. Honskasst (B Tom uncae u s1). Msaanue aroro mo-
CACAHETO BapHaHTA IEPEBOAA ITOAHOIO COOpaHUSI COYMHECHUI AOCTOECBCKOrO
CTaAO OOABIINM MOAAPKOM SITOHCKUM YHTaTeAsIM. DAaropapsi aToMy M3AaHHIO
PSIAOBBIC YMTATCAU MOAYYHAU BO3MOXHOCTb BYMTAThcsi B AocToeBckoro 6e3
3HAHHS PYCCKOTO SI3BIKA.

C uaceil cospanus obuiecTBa 1 CHavyaAa OOPaTHACS K CTapLIEMy APYTY,
npodeccopy yHusepcurera Bacapa Kaitncabypo Apas (1922-1995), mepeBoa-
YUKy [IEPBOTO UBAAHMS Ha SIIOHCKOM si3bike pabotsl M. baxtuna I1pobaems:
nosmuxu Aocmoesckozo (1968), n chlHy MOKOHHOTO Npodeccopa, MEpPeBOA-
ynka Tomyo MonakaBa, crnenuasucTy 1mo pycckoil ucropuu, mpodeccopy
Tokniickoro yausepcutera. OHI 6€30rOBOPOYHO MOAACPIKAAU MO0 HACKO U
COACHCTBOBAAM IPETBOPECHUIO ¢ B >KU3HD. Sl HAIMCaA IPUSBIB K OOLICCTBEH-
HOCTH O CO3BAAHHH 00LjecTBa, IpeACTaBAsisa cebe Mup AocToeBckoro B Hax-
TUHCKOM OCMBICACHUH, HAIIOMHHAIOILEM COOOp, TA€ COOUPAIOTCS IPaBEAHUKH
U TPEIIHHUKH.

Wrak, 12 peBpanst 1969 r. B Tokno cobparocs 6oaee 30 4CAOBEK, U ACITEAD-
HOCTb 00wecTBa cTaproBasa. C caMoro Hadasa Mbl OTKA3aAHCh B [IPHHIIUIIC OT
cocTaBACHUS GOPMAABHOTO CITHCKA AOAXKHOCTEH YYaCTHUKOB U OTAAAH HHUIIH-
ATHUBY CAMOCTOSTCABHOCTH YACHOB obuecTBa u ero cexperapuary. [To ombity
MBI 3HAAH, YTO TPAAULIMOHHA pOpPMAAbHAS CHCTEMA C HEPAPXHUEH AOAKHOCTEH
HE BCETAA CIIOCOOCTBYET MAOAOTBOPHOM pabote, Aaxe Hao6OPOT, 4acTo mapa-
aunayet e€. C Tex mop u 0 ceil ACHb 51 SIBASIFOCh OTBETCTBCHHBIM CEKPETAPEM U
IPOAOAXKAIO PabOTaTh.

Teneps mosHakoMAto ¢ pAaHHbIME 0 AesteabHOCTH SIOA: B TedeHHe 52 A€T €
IEpBOTO cOOPaHUS C AOKAAAIHKOM (9 arpeast 1969) AO MOCACAHETO (B CCHTS-
6pe 2021 I.) y Hac cocTosIAOCh 258 3aceaanuit. [To moBopy my6amkanuii ¢ dpes-
paast 1969 I. 110 UIOHB 1990 I. BBIIIAO 113 HOMepOB Becmuuxa Obugecnsa A0
06bEMoM 4 — 8 ¢. C 1991 I. A0 2021 I. 30 HOMEPOB aAbMAaHaXa U 159 BBIITYCKOB
“News Letter” ¢ 00bsIBACHUSIME O COOpaHMAX U pe3lOMe AOKAaAOB. B pasHoe
BpPEMsI YHUCAO YACHOB COCTABASIAO 70 — 100 YEAOBEK.

Csa3u Anonckozo 0bugecmsa ¢ Mencdynapodnvim obugecmsom Jocmoesckozo

KonTaxr smonckoro obmectsa (IOA) ¢ MOA cocrosiacs B Hadase 1975 T. B
oTBeT Ha Haue obpameHue o BerynacHud B MOA Mbl TOAyYHAM MaTepHaAB,
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BecTHUK MOA 1 anyHOe nmucsMo orsercTBeHHOTO cekperaps npod. H. Haro-
BOI1 ¢ npocbboit npucaars uadpopmanuo o JOA u ocHoBHy 6ubAHOrpaduio
AMOHCKON AHMTEpaTyphl 0 AocToeBckoM mocaepHero Bpemenn. CocraBacHHas
u otnpasacHHas Hamu npodeccopy H. Harosoit undopmanust 6s1aa ony6an-
xoBaHa B 610aseTene MOA, (Bulletin N© 6, November 1976, pp. 12-19) ¢ npean-
caoBueM npodeccopa H. Haropoii.!

Panee s moayuyna muceMo ot npodeccopa Heabckoro yHuBepcurera P. A.
A>KekcoHa, TpeacepaTeAs OPraHM3aIlMOHHOIO KOMHUTETa 3-ro MesxayHapoa-
Horo Cumnosuyma B 1977 I. B AaHUH, C NMPUTAALICHUEM SIOHCKHX YYEHBIX
Ha yyactue B pabore Cummnosuyma. B orBer Ha 3T0 npuraameHue Brepseie U3
Anonnu B Cumnosuyme B KoneHnrareHe npuHsA y4acTHe aClIUPaHT YHUBEPCH-
teta Bacapa C. HMrara. Yerséproiit CuMnosuyM, NOCBAIMEHHBINA 100-ACTHIO CO
AHSL cMepTH AOCTOEBCKOTO, IPOXOAUA B aBrycre 1980 I. B bepramo (Mraaus).
B Hem yuactBOBaau Tpu simoHckux pokaapuuka: C. Mrara, T. Cumuagy u 51, T.
Kunocura.?

Co Bpemenu nepsoro konrakra IOA ¢ MOA npomao 6oace 45 aer; B
TEYEHHE TOTO BPEMEHH IIOYTH BCE OKOACHHE IepBbix yacHOB MOA u yyact-
HUKOB CUMIIO3UyMOB ITIOKHHYAO 3TOT MHP, APYTHE YK€ HE YYacTBYIOT B pabote
cumMnosuymoB. HamoMHI0 MMeHa yBakacMbIX KOAACT, HbIHE NMOKOHHBIX, (Tex,
xoro s 3HaA AnmyHO): Nadine Natov, Nina Kaucisvili, Victor Terras, Robert
Belknap, Richard Peace, Geir Kjetsaa, Gyula Kirély, Albert Kovacs, Teopruii
®pupsenaep, Baapumunp Tynumanos, I'ypuii Illennuxos, a cpean Maaamux

1 B npeaucaosun npod. Haros namucano:

“They expressed the willingness of the Japanese Dostoevsky Society to join the Internation-
al Dostoyevsky Society. In this issue of the IDS Bulletin the IDS and NADS welcome their
new member — the Japanese Dostoevsky Society. We are looking forward to a successful co-
operation with our new colleagues.

Nadine Natov

Executive Secretary of the IDS and

Vice-President of the NADS”

2 B paabHeHLIEM SIIIOHCKHE AOCTOCBCKOBEABI HE IIPOIYCKAAU HU OAHOTO CHMIIO3UYMa, O 9€M
coobmasock B BecTHUKe A asbMaHaxe SJIOA: B s-om (1983) B Hopmanaun (Ppanius)
6b1A 1 yyacTHUK; B 6-oM (1986) B HorrHureme (Anrans) — 2; B 7-om (1989) B Awobasne
(fOrocaasus) — 1; B 8-om (1992) B Ocao (Hopserus) — 2; B 9-om (1995) B lamunre
(ABctpus) - 7; B 10-oM (1998) B Heto-HMopke (CILIA) - 9; B 11-om (2001) B Basen-Basene
(Tepmanust) — 7; B 12-oM (2004) B JKenese (IlIseityapusn) — 8; B 13-oM (2007) B Byaanemre
(Benrpust) — 3; B 14-oM (2010) B Heanoae (Mraaus) — 3; B 15-om (2013) B Mockse (Poccust)
— 4; B16-0M (2016) B Ipanape (Mcranus) - 8.
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xoaser: Pura Kaeitman, Haraaps JKusoaynosa, Kapen Crenmansan. C 60AB-
IIMHCTBOM MOHUX KOAAET CTapIIErO MOKOACHHS 51 B IOCACAHHUI pa3 BCTPEYAACS
B Heamnoae B 2010 1.

HanomHI0 HekOTOpbIE MU30ABI M HE3a0bIBACMBIC BIICYATACHHS O 4ETBEP-
tom Cumnosuyme B bepramo B Mraauu B aBrycre 1980 r., B KOTOpOM 51 BIEp-
Bble yyacTBoBaA. IIporpamma BkalOYasa 71 AOKAAA, Pa3ACACHHS HA CEKI[UH
He OBIAO — B TCYCHHUE 6 AHCH BCE AOKAABL YUTAAUCH B obmeit cexyun. Cpean
AOKAQAYMKOB BBICTYIIAAH H3BECTHBIH aMEPUKAHCKUI KoMIapatuBucT Pene
Yaanek u coH Bsuecaasa Misanosa Amurpuit BsyecaaBoud, sxuBmui Toraa B
Pume. Bean sacepanue amepukanckue yuensie npodeccopa P. A. Askexcon, B.
Teppac, P. beaknar.

[ocTenpuUMCTBO HTAABSIHCKUX KOAACT OBIAO BEAMKOACIIHBIM: KKABII ACHD
HAC YIOLJAAU TIOAHBIM OOEAOM CO BKYCHBIM HTAaABSIHCKUM BHHOM. Aaxke Iocae
obepa AO caMOro Beuepa MPOAOAKAAUCH 3ACCAAHMS, BO BPEMs KOTOPBIX BCE
CTapaAMCh IIPEOAOAETh ApeMOTY. KyabTypHas mporpamMma BkaloYasa Ipekpac-
HbI criekTakAab ‘Komeauu aeanb apte’ Bo ABope cTaporo 3amka. Mbl 6e3ycA0BHO
IPU3HAAH, 9TO 3TO ObIA HACTOSIMI CUMIIO3UYM B M3HAYAABHOM APEBHE-Tpeye-
CKOM CMBICAE.

Cpear 71 AOKAAAYHIKA, BKAIOYCHHOTO B IPOrPaMMy OBIA OXKHAACMBII BCEMU
yuensiit u3 Poccun Teopruit MuxaiinoBua PpupseHACP, OAHAKO OH HE CMOT
Ipuexarh 110 MPUYKHE, 0 KoTopoii mpopeccop H. Harosa coobmuaa B nepe-
PbIBE CECCHHU: COBETCKAsl CTOpOHa He paspemra moe3pky .M. ®@pupasenpepy,
nockoabky Ha CumnosuyM He 6b1a npuraauén M.B. Xpamaenko, akapeMux u
npesupeHT MATTPAA. Mpl o4eHb kaA€An PyCCKOTO Y4EHOTO, )KUBIIETO B He-
CBOOOAE COBETCKOTO PEXHMA.

Yepes 6 aet Bo Bpems 6-ro MexayHapopHoro cummnosuyma B Horrunreme
B AHIAUM 51 CTAA CBUACTEACM TOTO, B KaKOW TSKEAOHM CHTYaIlMM HaXOAUAHUCH
COBETCKHE MHTEAAUTCHTBI BO BPEMs IIOE3AKH 32 IPAHUILLY, OHU OBIAM AHIICHBI
CaMOCTOSITCABHOCTH, OYKBAABHO MYYHAMCD. S| HEOKMAQHHO CTaA CIIyTHUKOM
Teoprust MuxaiinoBuaa PpupascHACpa BO BpeMs IMOE3AKH U3 /ACHHHIPaAd B
Horrunrem. C BocmoMuHaHUMU 00 3TOM IYTEIIECTBUHM C HUM BABOEM S I10-
AEAHMACS] HA MEXXAYHAPOAHOH KOHPEPEHIIUHU, MOCBSIEHHON 100-ACTHIO CO AHS

3 Kak siBcTByeT M3 ApyrHX cTaTeil U MEMYapOB, BKAIOYCHHBIX B HACTOSIIIEM BBIITYCKE )KYPHAAL
(cM. BwacTHOCTH paborst P. Kasapu u b.H. Tuxomuposa), B Bepramo oxupasacs us CCCP
LieAast ACACTaLust, BKAIovas u akapemuka M.B. Xpamaenko. Ho B mocaepHor0 MuHyTY, o
HEBDISICHCHHBIM NIPHYMHAM, «aKAACMUK XPaIldeHKO, KOTOPBIA AOAKEH ObIA BOSIAABASTH
ACACTALINIO, HEOXHMAAHHO OTMEHHA TIOE3AKY COBETCKHX yueHbIX B bepramo» (B.H. Tuxo-
MuPOB, “Ucropus IDS u coBerckue yueHble”, CM. B HACTOAIEM HOMEpE mypHaAa). - IIpu-

ME’lﬂHﬂfpfﬁdKl/ﬂtu.
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poxpaeuust 'M. @pupascupepa B urone 2015 r. B [lymkunackom pAome, a mosxke
ory0AMKOBaA HX B CBOCH KHHUTE.
BoT oTprIBOK M3 MOUX BCTIOMHHAHUI:

Teneps — o Hamem myTtemectBuu B AHIAMIO B aBrycre 1986 r. Ao oTbespa B
Horrunrem Ha Mexaynapoansii cumnosuym O6mectBa Aocroesckoro s 3a-
HHUMAaACS HECKOABKO AHEH B 6ubamorexe Iymxunckoro Aoma. Ilpu mepsoii
BCTPE€YE CO MHOU B HHCTUTYTE Teopmﬁ MuxaliaoBUY cKa3aa, 4TO, XOTSI OH U CO-
6upaercs Ha CUMIIO3HYM, IIOKA Y HETO HET OQHUIIMAABHOIO PaspeLICHHs OT pPy-
KOBOACTBAa AKaA€MHH HayK.

Bo BpeMs BTOPOH HaIlleH BCTPEYH, B MOH IIOCACAHMH A€HDb B HCTCp6ypI‘C, OH
CKa3aA, YTO HAKOHEL| ITOAYYHA Pa3pEIICHHE PYKOBOACTBA AKAAEMHM HA 3arpa-
HHUYHYIO IIOE3AKY U 3aBTPa OTHPABASCTCA B MOCKBY, HO KTO €llj¢ M3 PyCCKHX
KOAACT €ACT — €My HEH3BECTHO.

Taxum obpasoM, yTpom B AcHb BblaeTa 13 Mocksbl B AOHAOH MBI ¢ [eopruem
MuxafiAOBHYEM BCTPETHAKCH Ha 3aBTpaKe B rOCTHHHIE AKapeMuu Hayk Ha Ok-
T16pbcKoll maomapn. OH ckasaa, YTO BYEpa [IOAYYUA [IACTIOPT, BU3Y U OHACT B
yHpaBAeHHHM AKAAEMHH, HO IIO-TIPEKHEMY HE 3HAET, KTO €Ie M3 PYCCKUX CACT.
MBsI pAoroBOpHANCH BMecTe moexaTh Ha Takcu B Illepemerseso.

Ao u nocae perucrparuu B aspornopry Ieopruit MuxaiiaoBuy Bce BpeMs xaaA
HOSIBACHHUS PycCKuX KoAaAer. Ho A0 mocaepHero MomeHTa HHUKTO Tak U HE IOS-
BHACS.

MBI npUIIAK HA IOCAAKY TIOCACAHHMH U 3aHJIAH MECTA PSIAOM B caMoAcTe. Tak
HayaAoCh Hame myTemrectBue. B asponopry Xurpoy B Aonsone Teoprus Mu-
XaliAOBHYA AOAXKHDBI OBIAM BCTPEYaThb IIPEACTABHTCAH KAKOTO-TO AHTAHHCKOIO
¢porpa. OAHAKO HUKTO He SIBUACS, U MBI OTIIPABHAMCH Ha aBTOOYCE Ha SKEAC3HO-
AOPOXKHBIH BOK3aA «BHKTOpHS», TA€ MOTAH MOAYYHTh HHPOPMALIHIO O FOCTHU-
HuLe. Y MeHs yke ObIA OIBIT ITOHUCKA TOCTHHULBL B AoHAOHE. OCTaBUB YeMOAa-
HbI 1104 oxpaHoil [eoprust MuxaiiaoBuua, st BCTaA B HEOOABILYIO O4CPEAb K OKHY
HHPOPMALMHU U HAIIEA ABA HOMEPA B MAACHBKOH HEAOPOTOH FOCTHHHIIE, KOTO-
Past HAXOAMAACh B 200-300 METPAX OT BOK3aAa.

S nmonpocua Teoprus MuxaiianoBuya MOAOXAATH, IIOKA 5 CXOXY B TOCTUHH-
1y co cBouM 6araxoM. YTOYHHB aAPEC TOCTHHHLBI U OCTAaBUB TaM CBOHU Be-
II}M, 51 BO3BPAILIAACS K BOK3aAY M Ha MOAITYTH BCTpeTHA Teoprus Muxaiirosuua
¢ BemaMu. AOTaIUB YEMOAAH, OH CTOSA Ha TPOTYape M, YBUACB MEHS, CKa3aA:
«/Aaapme He MOTy>. 5] TOMOT eMy, 1 MBI 6AAQTOIIOAYIHO YCTPOUANCH B TOCTH-
HMIIE.

Homep okasascsi coBceM MaA€HbKHM, HO YMCTBIM, THXHM U CO BceMU yA0OcTBa-

mu. On Bcem monpasuacs leopruro Muxariaouuy. ITocae Hepoaroro orabixa
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MBI BBILAK Ha yauLy. He ycnes moo6epaTs, Mbl 3aTOPONHAKCH Ha aBTOBOK3aA,
4TO06BI y3HATD paciucanue aBTobycos B Horrurem Ha 3asrpa.

I[To myTH SarAsiHyAH B ABa-TPH MAaACHBKHX Kae H, BSTASHYB Ha LiCHBI, BhIOpa-
AM UTaABSHCKMI pecTopanunk. PpupscHAcpa BecbMa 6CCIIOKOUAH LiCHBI, XOTSI
OH MOAYYHA OT AAMHUHHCTPALUN AKAaAEMHH HEKOTOPYIO (BEPOSTHO, MHHUMAAD-
HyI0) cyMMy B BaatoTe. Ho Toraa oH, mo-BuAMMOMY, elie HE MOT OPHEHTHPO-
BaTbCsl B 3amaAHBIX leHaX. OAHAKO €ro YCTPOUAM H GAIOAO, U LICHA, U OH YCIIO-
KOHUACSL.

IMoayuuB nHPOpPMALIHIO HA ABTOBOK3aAC, KOTOPBIH HAXOAUACS PSIAOM C BOK3a-
AOM «BuxTopHsi», MBI cpasy ceAH B TYPHUCTHYECKHI SKCKYPCHOHHBIH aBTOOYC.
C BBICOTBI BTOPOTO 3TAXKa MBI HACAQXKAAAUCH BuAaMH AoHAOHA. [To myTn Mapm-
pyTa [eopruit MuxailAOBIY BAPYT 3aXOTEA BBIHTU U IIPOTYASIThCS IO ropoay. Ha
OAHOM U3 OCTAaHOBOK OH COLIEA U KYAQ-TO OTIIPABUACSH, IIOMaXaB MHE pyKoil. S
oCTaAcsi 0AUH B aBTOOYCE, Gecrokosics, uto Teopruit MuxaiiaoBud 3abAyAuTCsL
OAHaKO KOTA2, 3aKOHYMB TYPUCTHYCCKHH MapIIPyT, aBTOOyC BO3BPAaTHACA Ha
BOK3aA, PpHaAsCHAED YoKE KAAA MEHS TaM.

Tak 6AaromoAy4HO 3aKOHYMACS HALl AAMHHBLI ACHDb mepeaera us MoCKBbI B
Aonpon. Ha caeayromuii AeHb Iocae IpoCTOro, HO MPUATHOTO KOHTHHEHTAAD-
HOTO 3aBTpaKa Mbl OTIIPABHAUCH ¢ aBToBOk3aAa B Horrunrem. Ilpoexas 175 xu-
AOMETPOB, OAArOIIOAYYHO AOLIAU AO MECTa IPOBeACHUS MeXAyHAPOAHOrO CUM-
nosuyma ObmectBa AocTOEBCKOTO.

Toctununa B AoHaoHe odeHb nmoHpasuaack [eopruto MuxaiiaoBudy, 1 OH BbIpa-
3HA >KCAAHHE OCTAHOBUTBCS B Hell Takke U Ha obparHom nytu. Ho s maanupo-
Baa cbe3spuTh B JAuHOYpr B I1loTAQHANIO M HE MOT COCTaBUTb €My KOMIIAHHIO.
Bropouem, cay4ailHO OKa3aBLIMCh PSAOM, s YCABIIIAA, Kak lTeopruit Muxaiiso-
BUY 00palaeTcs K MOAOAOMY Koaaere u3 Kanaast ¢ mpocs6oii moexars o6parHo
B AOHAOH BMECTE M IPEAAATACT EPEHOUCBATh B BEIOPAHHOM HAMH TOCTHHHIIC.
I KaK ero CIlyTHHUK He MOT HE OLICHUTb CAOXKHYIO AASI CEMHACCSITHACTHETO YEAO-
BEKA )KUTEHUCKYIO CUTYallMIO, B KOTOPYIO ITONAA BEAUKHUI yYEHBIH, OKa3aBIIUMCS
B HEAOBKOM ITOAOXKEHHH H3-32 CTECCHEHHBIX YCAOBHI COBETCKOTO «KOMaHAHPO-
BOYHOIO>, TAYOOKO JKaA€A €T0 M COIYBCTBOBAA €ro cMylLicHHIO. S 3Haa, 4TO B TO
BpeMst HOAOOHAS CUTYALUsL HE SIBASIAACh HCKAIOYCHUEM B OOLCCTBEHHOM cHCTe-
me Cosercxoro Corsa. He cayuaiiHo kak pas B aToM e 1986 I. pa3sBepHYAOCH
AEMOKPATHYECKOE ABIDKEHHE, MPOXOAUBLIEE IIOA AO3YHTAMH <TAACHOCTH» H

«IIEPECTPOIKH >, TPOBO3TAAIEHHBIMU Muxaraom Top6aqumM.4

4 Toépyca KuHOCHUTA, Tsopuecmso D.M. Aocmoescxozo. [Ipobrema asmopckodi nosuyun
(Canxr-Tlerep6ypr: Cepebpsnsiii Bek, 2017), c. 140-142.
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8-b1i1 MexXAyHapOAHBIH cMMIIO3UYM, cocTosiBuiMiics B Ocao 8 Hopeernu B
HIOAE-aBI'YCTE 1992 T., 3AIIOMHHACS TEM, YTO PYCCKHE AOCTOECBCKOBEABI, OCBO-
GOAMBIIHECS OT 3aIIPETOB Ha IOE3AKU 32 IPAHHLY, BICPBBIC LICAOH PYIIION
BoicTymaan Ha Cummosuyme: Bo raase ¢ .M. @pupaeupepom npuexasu B. Ty-
HuMaHOB, B. Betaosckas, A. Capackuna, M. Boarun, B. 3axapos u Amutpuii
Aocroesckuii. baaropaps ux y4acTuio AMCKyCCHM Ha 3aCEAQHMAX 3aMETHO aK-
TUBU3UPOBAAUCH U OBIAM HAYYHO IIAOAOTBOPHBIMHL.

Ha 10-p1i1 cumnosuym B Hbm—HopKe 1998 I. pycCKHE AOCTOEBCKOBEABI YIKE
npuexasu 0OABIION KOMaHAOH U3 26 y4acTHUKOB. KpoMe y4acTHHKOB cHM-
nosuyma B Ocao mpuexaau T. Kacarkuna, K. Cremansta, H. Amumbaena, b.
TI/IXOMI/IPOB, A. Tauesa, H. Yepnosa, B. Ayaxun, B. Buxroposuy, H. 2Kusoay-
noBa, [ 1. Qoxun, I. Illennuxos u Ap.

Teneps pacckaxy o BHeouepepHOM cobpannun MOA, unade rosops, o
xoH$epeHun 2000 I. B Snonnu B yHusepcurere Ynba. Ha obmem cobpa-
uun Cumnosuyma B KoaymbuiickoMm yHuBepcutere B Hmo—PIopxe 1998 T.
IIPOXOAMAA AUCKYCCHUS IIO IIOBOAY MECTA CACAYIOIIETO CHMIIO3HyMa 200I T.,
cpean kanpuaatoB — lepmanus (Bapen-baaen), Benrpus (Byaanemr) u Sno-
aus (Yuba).

Ha cBoto oTBeTcTBeHHOCTD 51 IpeproxkHA Snonmio (Toraa st pabotaa mnpo-
deccopom B Tocypapersennom yrusepcurere Yuba). ITouemy? O6bscuenue B
TOM, YTO Yepe3 TPH TOAA B 2002 T. MCHSI O)KMAAAA OTCTaBKa IO BO3pacty (B 65
A€T), M IIOCAC ITOTO y MeHsI $paKTHICCKU He ObIAO ObI HUKAKOI BO3MOXXHOCTH
MHHULMAPOBATh IIOAOOHBII IPOEKT, 51 AQKE HE CMOT OBl IOAQTH 3asIBACHHC Ha
¢uHAHCHpOBaHHUE.

B HbIO-I;IOpKC, 4T0 camo coboil pasymeercs, bapen-baaeH Obla mopaep-
’aH OOABIIMHCTBOM T'OAOCOB KaK CACAYIOLIUI TOPOA CHMIIO3MyMa OAaroaapst
HAA©KHOU IIEPCIEKTUBE CBOETO IPEAAOKECHMS. Tem He MeHee # pemuAcs
nonpo6oBaTh OCyLIECTBUTS CBOM maaH. Kak pas B To BpeMst cuTyauus B yHH-
BEPCUTETE U B CTPAHE CIIOCOOCTBOBAAA OCYIIECTBACHHIO MOCIO IIPOEKTA: B
Snonnu Ha GoHe 3KOHOMHUYECKOTO IMOABEMA CTPAHBI OOLIECTBEHHOCTb OCO3-
HaBaAa BaKHOCTb MEKAYHAPOAHOTO KYABTYPHOTO M Hay4HOro obmeHa. SmoH-
ckuil GoHA U mporpamma cybcupuii MuHucTepcTBa HAPOAHOTO 0Opa3oBaHuUs
AKTHBHO IPH3BIBAAU K PaspabOTKe IPOCKTOB MEKAYHAPOAHBIX KOH(EPEHIUI.
K Tomy e kxak pas B 310 Bpems B HauleM yHuBepcutere Juba Obia OTKpPBIT
HOBBII KOHepeHI-3aA. Koasern-npodeccopa yxe npoBean MeXXAYHAPOAHYIO
KOHQEPEHIIMIO 10 TyMaHUTAPHBIM HayKaM. [lepeHsiB ux omelt, 51 mopaa 3asis-
AeHHE ¢ pookyMeHTaMu B SnoHckuit ponp u OOecTBO MOOLPEHUS HAYK TIPU
MununcrepcrBe HapopHOro obpasoBaHus. B pesyabrare Bce MOM IONBITKH
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YBEHYAAMCh YCIICXOM, U Sl CMOT IIOATOTOBUTBCSI K IIPOBCACHUIO HEOOABIIOMH
KOH(EPEHIINU B AYXE CHMIIO3HyMa B TOA MHAACHHYMa 2000 T.

Kongepennus «XXI Bex raasamu Aocroesckoro. Ilepcrexrusa uesose-
gectBa» (“The Twenty-first Century through Dostoevsky’s Eyes: The Prospect
for Humanity”) coctosiaach ¢ 22 1o 25 aBrycra 2000 I. B HOBOM KOH(EpeHIj-3a-
Ae B yHuBepcutere Yuba. Yurareap MOXET 03HAKOMUTBCSI C IIPOrPaMMOIT Ha
caitre: http://www.ne.jp/asahi/dost/jds/dostoo8.htm. ITporpamma u pooxaapb
Hareyaranbl B KHure XXI sex eaazamu Jocmoesckozo: nepcnexmusol werosede-
cmea (Mocksa: “I'paasr), 2002).

B Kon¢epennuu yyactBoBasu 26 3apy6C)KHbIX y4ensix: u3 Poccun — 16,

Benrpun — 2, IToabmu — 2, Mo oAHOMY U3 CAeAyIOIIHX CTpaH: MoOAAOBEL,
Awmepuxy, Iepmannn, Anrann, Hopserun, Ascrpasnn u 14 us fnonun. B
koH{pepeHnuu yyactBoBasu npodeccop Hapun Harosa, mouernsrii mpesuaeHT
MOA, u npodeccop X.-1O. Iepurk, peiicreyromuii npesuacar MOA,. B mpu-
BercrBun npodeccopa H. Harosoit kondepenius 6biaa 06bsiBACHa CriCLHAAb-
Hou mporpammoit MOA.

Bce sapy6esxnble rocti 6bian 0becIeueHbl IPOXUBAHUEM, 0OCAAMH, IKC-
Kypcueil u ObiaM npuraaimeHsl Ha Ganker. BoabmmucTBy xoaser us Poccun,
KOTOpast ObIAQ B TSDKEAOH SIKOHOMUYECKON CUTYALJU [IOCAE KPYILCHUS CTPaHBI,
KYIIHAM AQKE aBUAOHMACTBL.

MBI yHACACAOBAAH AYX TPAAULIMOHHOTO FOCTCIPHUUMCTBA OYKBAABHO B IIEp-
BOHAYaABHOM €I0 3HAYCHUU CHMITO3MYMa, KOTOPBIM 51 HACA@XAaACs B Bepramo
B Mraaun, xorpa Cummnosuymom pykoBosuaa npodeccop Huna Kayxunmsu-
AU, OTa Tpapunus OblAa yHACACAOBaHA M MOCKOBCKHMM CHMIIO3HYMOM 2013 I.
B reyenue 13 aer B Havaae XXI B. cOCTOSANCH CHUMITIO3UYMBI B 4-X FOPOAAX:
Bapen-Baaene (2001), XKenese (2004), bypanemre (2007), Heanoae (2010),
Mocxkse (2013). Ha kakAOM cHMIOsuyMe BCIIOMHHAAM HAIIMX KOAACT, YIICA-
KX U3 )KU3HU.

Msue xaxkeTcs, 4TO LIUKA CUMITO3UyMa mokoacHus KoHua XIX B. — Havasa
XX B. sakonunacst B Mockse, u nocae [panappt (2016) yke HadaAcs HOBBI
nepuop MOA.,. Ilpumeramu HOBOTro LKA SIBASIIOTCS. PETHCTPALUS HOBBIX YA€-
HoB MOA 1 B3HOCHI 32 y4acTHE B O4EPEAHOM CHMITO3HYME.

Kak Hu crpanno, A0 MOCKOBCKOTO CUMIIO3HyMa ITOYTH HHKOTAA HE OpaAu
B3HOC 32 y4acTHE U ycTpauBasHu Kode-Opeiik, 6aHKET U IKCKYPCHIO 32 CYET
6roaxera oprkomutera. M caepyomue cuMIOsHyMbl IPOBOAUAKCH B TOM XK€
ctuace: B Bapen-baaene, Byaanemre, Heanoae (B Mtasnu 2 pasa) u Mockse.

C saBepuieHneM pabOThI HAHM YXOAOM U3 CTApILEro IOKOACHHUS OBIA HCYep-
MMaH MOTCHIMAA AyXa CHUMIIO3MyMa B TPAAMIJHOHHOM CTHAC, M MHE KaXKCTCH,
4TO yXke cPOPMHUPOBAACS HOBBIH CTHAD KOHJepeHLMH (He cHUMIO3UyMa B
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KAAQCCHYECKOM CMBICAC), MOACPHU3HPOBAHHBI Ha OCHOBE YETKOTO MPaBHAA:
YCTAHOBACHHH YACHCTBA M B3HOCA 32 y4aCTHE B KOHYEPEHIIMU. DTO IIOMOXET
HOPMaABHOMY QYHKITHOHHPOBAHHUIO U YKPEIIACHHIO PYKOBOACTBA CEKPETapHa-
ta MOA.

B pesyabrare onucaHHO TeHACHIMU B SIIOHUH MOSIBHAACH APYyTasi OpraHu-
sanus DCJ, neasto xoTopoii sBasiercs mposepcHue KoH$epennuu IDS B Ha-
roe B 2022 I. AesITEABHOCTb U XapaKTEP HALICH TPAAHULIMOHHOM OPraHMU3aI[UH
(SIOA) otamaercs ot nosoii (DCJ), TeM He MeHee MBI TOTOBBI COAEHCTBOBATH
yenexy koudepenunnu (18 Mexaynapoanomy cumnosuymy) B Haroe B SInonnn
B2022T.

. 1
Prof. Toyofusa Kinoshita in Granada, 2016.
Photo Graf Aloysky (from the Archive of Stefano Aloe)
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JdocroeBckun. NamAaTHasa Bexa:
Bbepramo, 1980 rona

B 1977 B Aanum, B okpectHocTsax Komenrarena, mpomea 3-ii MexayHa-
POAHBII cumnosuyM, nocssimeHHbii O.M. AocToeBckoMy, OpraHH3OBaHHBIN
Mesxaynapoansim O6mectsom Aocroesckoro (MOA). Bo Bpemst ouepesnoi
reHepaAbHOMH accambaen yaeHoB OOmecTBa, npodeccop Huna MuxaiiroBHa
KayxunmBuau us 6epramckoro YHUBepCUTETa IIPEAAOKHAR, B KA9ECTBE MECTA
IPOBEACHUS CAeAyoIero, 4-ro CHMITO3MyMa, YaCTHBIA MTAABSHCKHH BY3, B
KOTOPOM OHA IPCIOAABAAA, PACIIOAOKCHHBIH B HEOOABLIOM HCTOPHYECKOM
ropoae CeBepHoit MTaauu, B T0o BpeMsi BEPOSITHO HEU3BECTHOM IIOYTH BCEM
coOpaBIIMMCSL.

Bepramckuit YHuBepcuter Ob1A OCHOBAH B 1968 I., BCETO AHILb 32 ACBSITh ACT
AO 3TOH Hay4YHOH KOH(EPEHIIUH, H COCTOSIA U3 ABYX $aKyAbTETOB: (paKyAbTETA
HMHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB U AMTEPATYp M $akyapreTa d9KOHOMUKH. Hecmorps Ha
3TO, CPEAH CAABHCTOB-IIPEIIOAABATEACH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA OH IIOAB30BAACS YIKE
HEKOTOPOH H3BECTHOCTBIO OAaropaps MexAyHapOAHOMY CeMUHApy IO pyc-
CKOMY SI3BIKY, HA KOTOPBIH KXKABIH TOA MPHE3KAAA IPYIIIA IPEITOAABATEACH H3
CCCP. Cemunap raxxe 0514 pActumem Hunpt Muxariaosasr Kayxunimsuamu.

baaropaps npoynomy asropurery Hunpl MuxaiiaoBHEI, KOTOpast yKe y4a-
cTBOBaAa B mpeabipymieil kondpepennun MOA B 1974, npepsoskeHue 6b1A0
npunsto. Bo Bpems 3acepanns 1977 roaa McnoanureabHbiM KOMUTETOM ObIA
Taioke chopmuposad OpraHU3aLUOHHBI KOMUTET OYAyLIEro GepraMckoro
CHMII03MYMa, B KOTOPBIi Bomau npodeccopa Hapesxaa Harosa (CIIIA) u Py-
aoabd Heiixoitsep (Ascrpus), u IIporpammusiit Komurer B cocrase npodec-
copoB Pobepra A. Axexcona (ITpeaceaareass MOA), Dpupano Baunapeasn
(Uraans), Huaca Oxe Huacona (Isenms), Muxansa Hosuxosa (Pymbinmus),
Kapaa Ctuda (Aauns) u Yussama M. Toppa (CLLIA).

B caeayromenm, 1978 roay, Haaexpa HatoBa mpoBesa Heckoabko AHeEH B
Bepramo u cBsisanach AASL HAAQKHBAHHs KOHTAKTOB C MECTHBIM OPraHH3aIlU-
OHHBIM KOMHTETOM, BosraaBaseMbiM Hunoit Kayxuumsuan u cocrosmum us
MOAOABIX YYCHBIX M IpEIIoAaBaTeAci bepramckoro Yuusepcutera PosaHHBI
Kazapu, Apxan-ITvepo ITuperro, Asxemmsr Taano.
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Koudepenwyst, kotopast npu coaeiicreuu camoit H. Kayxunmsuau, s06u-
Aacp marpoHara Munncrepcersa O6pasoBanust 1 MUHHCTEPCTBA HHOCTPAHHBIX
Aea Mraann, a Tak xe aamunucTpanuu I Ipopunnmun u Mysununasurera ropo-
Aa Bepramo, 6p1aa mocssimena croaeruio co Aus konunssr .M. Aocroesckoro
(1881), a ueHTpaAbHOI TeMoii cumnosuyMa 6p1aa «Poab Aocroesckoro B co-
BPEMEHHOM MHPOBO33PEHHH U XYAOXKECTBCHHOM TBOPYECTBE> .

CHMIIO3HyM COCTOSIACS C 17 IO 24 ABryCTa B pOPMATE HECKOABKHX CECCHIL.
br1ao mpepcTaBAeHO 77 AOKAAAOB Ha Pa3AMYHBIC TEMBI: PUAOCOPCKOE MBIIIAC-
HHe AOCTOEBCKOTO, IPOU3BEACHHS AOCTOEBCKOTO B T€ATPE U KUHO, CTPYKTypa
U CTHAB IIPOU3BEACHUI AOCTOEBCKOTO H HX POAb B COBPEMECHHOM AUTEpPATYPE.

CHUMIO31yM IPOILIEA C OTPOMHBIM ycIeXoM. MOXHO cKas3aTb, 4TO OH SIBHA-
Cs1 3HAKOBBIM COOBITHEM AASI KAQEAPBI CAABUCTHKH OEpPraMCcKOro yHHBEPCUTE-
Ta, AASL BCETO YHHBEPCUTETA H AASI TOPOAQ.

B Bepramo npuexasn u3 HanboAaee IPECTHXKHBIX YHUBEPCUTETOB CO BCEIO
MHpa caMble U3BECTHBIC CIIELIMAAUCTEI IT0 AOCTOEBCKOMY: OOACE CTa YUCHBIX U3
Espomnsi, CIIIA, fInonuu, Ascrpasun, Hopoit 3esanaun u Muaun. B reyenne
LICAOH HEACAH K HUM ObIA IPHKOBAaH HHTEPEC B CAMOM YHHBEPCUTETE H 32 €IO
[PEACAAMH, STH 3aMETHBIC AMYHOCTU OBIAM ACTKO Y3HABaCMBbl B HEOOABLIOM
[POCTPAHCTBE CTAPUHHOIO BepxHOro ropoaa, B 0COOCHHOCTH Ha KpacHBON
I Ipsmma Bexkkua, Ha KOTOPYIO BRIXOAUAN OKHA KapEAPBI CAABHCTHUKU.

ABe raaBHBIC MeCTHbIE ra3etbl, Eco di Bergamo w Giornale di Bergamo, ny-
OAMKOBAaAU €KCAHCBHBIC CTaThH O pabore cumnosuyma. FIM AaBaau uHTEpBBIO
Huna Muxaiiaosna, Hapexaa Harosa, Mpene Kupx (CIHA), npodeccop
Meabckoro Yuusepcurera u npeacepareab MOA Pobepr A. Askekcon.

ITo mpaBae ckasarb, GOAbLIE YeM HAy4HBIC AOKAAADbI, HHTECPEC XYPHAAU-
CTOB BBI3BIBAAO BOAHYIOICE U3BECTHE O AOATOXKAAHHOM IPHOBITHH COBETCKUX
CIIEIIHAAUCTOB. A€AO B TOM, YTO TPU OYEHb U3BECTHBIX PYCCKHX HCCACAOBATE-
A — akapeMuk Muxaua b. Xpamuenxo, Teopruit M. ®pupsenaep, Bacuanit
M. KyaemoB — 3ammcasuch AASL yYacTUS B KOHPEPEHIIMU U IPUCAAAU PE3IOME
CBOHX AOKA2AOB. Bce X »aaAH €Ié U IOTOMY, YTO MX IPUCYTCTBUE AOAXKHO
OBIAO CTaThb NEPBOI AACTOYKOH AKTUBHOIO YYAaCTHsl COBETCKUX AUTEpPaTypOBe-
Ao B cummosuymMax MOA. Ha mpeasiaymeii kondepenrnn B Konenrarene
COBETCKHE CIICL{MAAMCTBI IIPUCYTCTBOBAAU TOABKO B KA4eCTBE HAOAIOAATEACIH.
Kpowme Toro, pextop bepramckoro yuusepcutera nmpodeccop I. Izero sosxen
6b1a Bpyuuts annaoM ‘ad honorem” akasemuxy B. Xpamuenko. Ho coserckue
ydeHbIE HE IPUEXaAH U TEM CaMbIM BBI3BAAH Pa30YaPOBAHUE HE TOABKO KOAACT,
HO U BCETO TOPOAA.

Ho nosroprocs, 4To, HEB3Upast HA 3Ty HEMPHATHOCTb, CUMIIO3HYM CTaA
OIPOMHBIM YCIIEXOM, U C OPTaHU3ALOHHOM, U C HAyYHOH TOYKH 3PCHHSL.
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Croap GaccTsimuil ycrex KOHPEpEHIHH OblA PE3yABTATOM HAIPSDKCHHOM
PabOTbl KOAACKTHBA CTYACHTOB, OBIBLINX CTYACHTOB U HAy4HBIX COTPYAHHKOB
npodeccopa Hunpr Kayxunimsuan, KOTophle IPEAAHHO H HEYTOMUMO OTAABa-
AU CBOH CHABI IPHUEMY TOCTEI U IPOBEACHHIO MHOTOYHCACHHBIX MEPOIIPUSTUIL
Ha [TOASIX HAYYHOH YaCTH 3aCCAQHUI. DbIAM Taioke opraHH30BaHbI KOHLIEPTSL,
OCMOTP AOCTOIPHMEYATEABHOCTEH U ITOCEIICHHE MY3€EB B TOPOAE M IIPOBHH-
LM, TOP)KECTBEHHBIH NPOLIAABHBII YKHH B capy pectopana “Sole”

AoArHe TOAbl YYaCTHHKH OEpraMcKoro CHMIIO3MyMa BCIIOMHHAAM I10CE-
meHue 3aMKa Maabnara, y>xuH npu cBete $aKeAOB U CBEYEH B IPEKPACHOM
ABOpE 3TOTrO 3aMKa, OPTAHHBIN KOHILICPT B TPAHAMO3HON LiepkBH Santa Maria
Maggiore, koHIEpT pycckoil MysbIkH, IpekpacHsie ppecku Aoperio Aorro,
yBupcHHbIe Ha BuaAe Cyapau B Tpeckope bassneapuo.

B rpymmy moaoabix momomaukoB Bxopuau Apkan-ITsepo I'uperro, Posan-
Ha Kaszapu,

Ianbpa Iaperro, Yro Ilepcu, Mapus-Kespa Ilesentn, BmocaeacTBuM Bce OHU
CTAAU PYKOBOAHTEASIMH IPECTIKHBIX KaQEApP B PA3AHYHBIX HTAABSHCKUX YHHU-
BEPCHUTETAX.

B wactHocTH, Axan-ITsepo ITuperro u Posanna Kasapu npoposxunan cBoé
HCCACAOBAaHHE TBOPYECTBA AOCTOEBCKOrO M KaXKABIE TPU rOAQ IPHHUMAAH
ydactue B cummosuyMax MOA. Aast Bcex MOAOABIX ITOMOIIHHUKOB-PYCHCTOB
TE¢ AHH ITOAHOTO ITOTPY)KEHHUSI B MUP AOCTOEBCKOTO, MPSIMbIE CBSI3H C CAMBIMU
H3BECTHBIMU AOCTOCBCKOBEAAMH CTAAM HOBOM OTIIPABHOM TOYKOH AASL PacIIy-
PCHUS 00AACTU UCCACAOBAHUI PYCCKOI AUTEPATYPEL.

B 6oace mHUPOKOM CMBICAC MOKHO YTBEPXKAATh, YTO YCIICIIHBIC HAyYHBIC
PE3YABTATBI CUMIIO3HYMa OBAMSIAU HA AAABHEHILICE PA3BUTHE U3YYCHHS HACAC-
AHsL AOCTOEBCKOTO, 00 3TOM CBUACTEABCTBYET IIOAPOOHDIN U HCYEPIIBIBAIOLHI
order Hunsr Muxaiiaosasr Kayxunimsuau o konpepennuu, orIy6AI/1KOBaHHbII7I
B XypHase MuaaHckoro Karoamdeckoro ynusepcurera Vita e pensiero (10 /
1980, c. 62-67). B nem ona YTBEPXKAQAET, YTO B bepraMo «BCKPBIAHMCH HOBBIE
IIyTH K TOAKOBaHHIO TBOPYECTBA HEIIPOCTOTO PYccKOTo nucateast» (c. 62).

HesabbiBaeMoe BIIeYaTACHHE OCTABUAO CAMBIIl OXKHAACMBII Ha CUMIIO3HYME
AOKAaA BCEMHPHO H3BECTHOTO AUTEPATypoOBeaa-Kommaparusucta Pene Yaaae-
ka. OH mIpHCcAaA OYEHb KOPOTKOE U BEChMA ITOACMHYECKOE PE3IOME, KOTOPOE,
Ka3aA0Ch, YK€ IPEABELIAAO [OCT-OaXTHHCKYO 310Xy : «I am arguing that the
concept of a “polyphonic novel” is both old and inapplicable. It neutralizes
the unmistakable voice of Dostoevsky. The attempt to put Dostoevsky into
the tradition of the Menippian satire and the “carnevalesque” overemphasizes
a passing phase in Dostoevsky’s work or exaggerates elements which are
undoubtedly present».
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Kondepennus 1980 roaa mocaeaoBasa Bckope 3a paspasuBmiumucs B Eb-
pone u B Mraann cnopamu o baxTtuHe, rA¢ B CeMHAECSATBIE TOABI €TO IIPEACTAB-
ACHHUS O HOAUOHUH U KapHaBaA€ B poMaHax AOCTOCBCKOTO ObIAH IIOBCEMECT-
HbIM 00bekTOM Auckyccuil. [Ipod. KayxunmmBuan taxke mocBsiTHAa MHOIO
ACKIIHOHHBIX KypcOB 3THUM BonpocaM. [ ToHATHO, 4TO Bce XAAAHM AOKAAQ Y3-
AACKA, KOTOPBII U BIIPABAY BBI3BAA OOLIMPHBIC IIPCHUS U TOPSIIYIO TIOACMHUKY.
Huna KayxunmBuau B cBO€il cTaThe MMCAAQ, YTO OH OBIA: «CHABHO IOACMHU-
YECKHM, TaK KaK YIAACK XOTEA BBI3BATh CIIOP BOKPYT COCTOSITEABHOCTH TECOPUIL
baxTuHa, IIOCKOABKY HE NPUHUMAA IIOHSTUH TIOAUPOHHS M ‘KapHaBaA B
Ka4eCTBE KOMITO3HILHOHHBIX OCHOB TBOpuecTBa AocTtoeBckoro. ITo MHeHHIO
Yaaneka, oHM GBIAM TPOCTO MOAHBIMHU > (C. 65).

Kpowme BoicTynaeHnst YaaAeKa, O4€Hb BaXKHOM CTaAd CECCHSA, MTOCBSIICHHAS
CTPYKTYPHBIM U CTHAMCTHYECCKHM SAEMECHTAM B IIPOU3BEACHHsIX AocToes-
ckoro. boabmioit nntepec Ha Heil BosBaa Aokaap JKaka Karro us Cop6onust
«BosBparHble 1 TOBTOPHBIE CTPYKTYPBI B KOMIIO3ULIMU POMaHOB AOCTOEBCKO-
ro>.

M, HakoHel, HEAB3s HE YIOMSIHYTb O COOOIICHUSX TPYIIIBI MOAOABIX HC-
caepoBaresei u3 bepramckoro yausepcurera Askan-ITsepo ITuperro, Dapasn
Iaperro, OBeannst Ilackyuun, Kospsr Ilesentn u Mapuu-Aynssr Aoaepo Ko-
cra, Posanns Kaszapu. Onu npeacraBuau paboTy o CTpyKType IOPTPETOB IEp-
COHaXXEH B TBOpYECTBE AOCTOEBCKOrO, KOTOPOH 3aHMMAAHUCH IIEABIH TOA ITOA
pyxoBoacrBom Hunpr Kayxunmsuau. Cama Huna MuxaiiaoBHa npeaBapraa
3TH AOKAAABI TEOPETHYECKUM BCTYIIACHHEM, B KOTOPOM OHa BIiepBhIe cPOpMy-
AHPOBaAa BO3BMOXHOCTb npuMeHeHus nousitust [1. Paopenckoro 06 obparnoit
HEPCIIEKTUBE K HCCACAOBaHUIO TBopuecTBa AocroeBckoro. Maest Osiaa B TO
BpEMsl COBEPIICHHO HOBOM H, pasyMeeTcsl, obeliasa AAAbHEHIIEE IIAOAOTBOP-
HOE pasBUTHE.

Co cBoeit croponsl, npeaceaareab MOA, Pobepr AkekcoH B MHTEpBBIO,
AanHOM rasete Eco di Bergamo, ckasaa, 4TO CUMIIO3UYM CTaA CaMbIM Ba>KHBIM
u3 derbipex koHrpeccoB MOA, Tak kak Ha HeM OBIAO CO BCEHl OYEBUAHOCTBIO
HOAYEPKHYTO YHUBEPLALbHOE 3HAUECHUE TBOPUECTBA A OCTOEBCKOTO.

Bepramckas koH$epeHIUS HE TOABKO IPOOYAHAA HOBBII HHTEPEC K PUType
BEAMKOI'O PYCCKOTO IHCATEAS], HO U CIIOCOOCTBOBAAA PASBUTHUIO CUCIREMATNULE-
(K020 U3Y49EHUS €TO TBOPYECTBA.
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Konenraren / Copenhagen, 1977: Huna Kayxunmmsuau (nepsas
cAeBa) U Apyruc ydacTHULpl (Tpethst — AnHa I'yapanepu Oprosann)
/ Nina Kaukhchishvili (first from the left) and other participants
(third is Anna Guarnieri Ortolani).

Konenraren /Copenhagen, 1977: Axxan-ITsepo ITuperro (deTBeprhrii
caca) u opranusatop Coust Becrepxoapr (mstas cacBa) cpeau
Apyrux yvactaukos / Gian Piero Piretto (fourth from left) and the
organizer Sonja Westerholt (fifth from the left) between other partici-
pants.

Pynrcrearopp / Rungstedgaard, 1977: TopxecrBenHsbLi yxuH. AskaH-
ITbepo ITuperro cuput Ha aeso / Closing dinner. Gian Piero Piretto
is sitting on the left.

bepramo / Bergamo, 1980: Hapun Haroa u PoGepT Ayuc Apxexcon
(potoorpsisok ¢ raserst I/ giornale di Bergamo / Nadine Natov and
Robert Louis Jackson (photo excerpt from I/ giornale di Bergamo).
3amox Manbmara (Bepramo) / Malpaga Castle (Bergamo), 1980:
TopskectBeHHbI yxuH Ha 3aBepueHnn Cumnosuyma / Closing din-
ner of the Symposium.

Hapun Hatosa, ITucemo Apxan-ITsepo I'uperro, 4 mast 1981 1. / Na-
din Natov, Letter to Gian Piero Piretto, May, 4, 1981.
Cepucu-asn-Caap / Cerisy-la-Salle, 1983: Axxan-ITbepo Iluperro
cipasa nosupyer ¢ Codu OaauBre M Apyrumu; Ha OHE CAeBa
Xoper-FOpren Tepurk u Teiip Xverco / on the right side, Gian Piero
Piretto posing with Sophie Ollivier and other people; on the back-
ground from left Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk and Geir Kjetsaa.

Ocao / Oslo, 1992: Baaentuna Beraosekas, Pobepr beaknan, Axxan-
ITsepo ITuperro u Puuapp ITuc / Valentina Vetlovskaya, Robert
Belknap, Gian Piero Piretto and Richard Peace.

lamunr / Gaming, 199s: Huna Kayxunmsuan, Ileerep Topom,
Posanna Kasapu / Nina Kaukhchishvili, Peeter Torop, Rosanna Casa-
ri.

Tamunr / Gaming, 199s: Huna Kayxunmsuan, Posanna Kasapu u
Amnna I'yapuuepu Oproaanu / Nina Kaukhchishvili, Rosanna Casari
and Anna Guarnieri Ortolani.
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Ill. 11 Huio Hopx / New York, 1998: Maakoam B. Asonc, Aoamuaa K.
Capackuna, Puaapp ITuc / Malcolm V. Jones, Ludmila Saraskina,
Richard Peace.

Ill. 12 DBaaen baaen / Baden Baden, 2001: Posanna Kasapu ¢ bopucom H.
TuxomupossiM / Rosanna Casari with Boris Tikhomirov.

Credits:

All photos and documents from Rosanna Casari’s and Gian Piero Piretto’s
personal Archives.

Ilustrations 1, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12: Rosanna Casari’s Archive

lustrations 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8: Gian Piero Piretto’s Archive

[lustration 1: courtesy Francesca Kaucishvili
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Tatiana NICOLESCU

HAdena naBHO MUHYBLUNX OHEMW...

Aeaa paBHO MunyBiux AHell. Kak Os1 wurars [losecmo spemennvix aem. Vian
pacckasbiBath AeTsiM: <« Kuau 6p1am>. Beia Mesxaynapoassiii Konrpece xom-
naparuBuctoB Bo Ppanuuu, B ropoae bopao, BesaBunii 60AbmoN HHTEpEC
CPEAU AUTEPATYPOBEAOB, ITUCATEACH, AUTEPATOPOB Pa3HbIX cTpaH mupa. [lpu-
ObIAT yyacTHUKH U3 ABcTpasun u Amepuky, fAnonun, Hopoit 3eaanpun, us
Bcex crpaH EBpormsl, n3 HekoTOpbIX, Kak PymbiHus, O0ABIINE aKaACMUYECKUE
acacranuu. Ha cpespe paGorasnm otpeabHble cexuuu (Ha npumep «Tema
Hrasnn B pycckoil ANTEpaTypes ) U IACHAPHBIC 3aCCAAHMS; OBIAO MHOTO BBI-
cTynacHuii ‘c Mecta (BOIPOCOB K AOKAAAYMKAM, KPUTHYCCKUX 3aMEYaHHUH K
AOKAQAQM), HEMIPEABHACHHBIX B porpamme. K eme 6oabiue ‘BOAbHBIX CIIOPOB
u 6ecep B epephiBax.

ITocae Gaectsmero pokaapa pycckoro akapemuka Muxanaa [TaBaoBuua
AAekceeBa B IEpephIBE 33 YAIIKOH KOe K HAIIEH TPYIIE PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX
Y4aCTHHKOB KOHIPECCA IIOAOIIAA KOAAETA, KOTOPAsI IPEACTABHAACH IPOeCcco-
poM pycckoil auTeparypsl B Bamunnrronckom YHusepcutere M HasBasa ce0s
Haann HartoB nau xak oHa ckasasa Ha npekpacHOM pycckoM sissike Hapexpa
AnatoaseBna Harosa. B BosHukuiert sxuBoit 6eceae 06 yCABIIIAHHOM AOKA2AC,
¥ KOCBEHHO O IPo0AEMaX KOMIIAPATHBU3MA KaK METOAQ UCCACAOBAHUS B AUTE-
PATYPOBEACHHUH, OHA BBICKA3aAd MHEHHME, YTO OAHA U3 3aAAY, CTOAIIUX B 3TOM
IAQHE ITEPEA COBPEMEHHBIMU HCCACAOBATCASIMU PYCCKUMH U MHOCTPAHHBIMHU —
3TO 00paruThCs K TBOpuecTBY AocToeBcKoro. 11 KOHKPETHO BbIABHHYAQ HACIO
CO3AAQHMSI HAYYHOTO 0oOLIecTBA UMEHH AOCTOCBCKOIO PEryASPHBIMU BCTpPEYa-
MH, CHMIIO3MyMaMH, Ha HEOOABIIOM PAacCTOSHMM BPEMCHH (TPH MAM YCTBIpE
roAd) M M3AAHMH COOTBETCTBymomero Oroasctens. Maes cospanus obmectsa
AocroeBckoro 6biAa NpuHsTA B 3TOH Oeceae ¢ HHTEPECOM, HO B OTBET HE I10-
CACAOBAAU IPAKTUIECKUE BHIBOABI HAH OOCIIaHUS.

Ho mpo¢. HaroBa oxasasach 4eAOBEKOM IHEPTHYHBIM H IICACYCTPEMACH-
HBIM B [TOMCKaX BO3MOXKHBIX U HEOOXOAUMBIX YA€HOB 0b1ecTBa AOCTOEBCKOTO,
HE MCHBIIMX SHTY3HACTOB YEM OHA caMa. 1ak oHa obparuaach k Aaekcero Hu-
KoAacBUYY leaApoiilly, H3BECTHOMY MEPEBOAYHKY U IPOPECCOPY YHHBEPCHTETA
B Bprocceae, sarem k npo¢. Ilepsymmny, yexaBmemy paBHo us [letep6ypra u
npoxxuBasuieMy Ternepb B Amepuxe. OHu coraacuauch ObITbh KazHadesiMu Oy-
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Aywero O6mwecta. Hapo 66140 ycranoButs acHb otkpbits Obmectsa u npo-
rpamMmy nepsoro cummnosuyma. Cumnosuym cocrosiacst B lepmanuu B ropopke
bap Omce u npuBeTcTBEHHOE CAOBO IPU OTKPHITHH MTPOU3HEC U3BECTHBIN AH-
Teparyposep Komnaparusuct npod. Baldensperger. PykoBopuresem Obmectsa
ObIA M30paH aMEPUKAHCKUI YYCHBIH, HCCACAOBATEAD TBOPYECTBA AOCTOECBCKO-
ro Pobept AsxaKkcoH.! Y4acTHUKOB Ha 3TOM CHMIIO3UyMe OBIAO HE OYEHb MHOTO.
Kpowme y>xe HasBaHHBIX AUL IpUCYTCTBOBaAM U BbicTynuAau Haraabst PeGep us
Mionxenckoro Yausepcutera, Tarbsna Huxoaecky n Muxaua Hosuxkos (Py-
mbiHUs). CpeAr MPHUCYTCTBYIOIIMX OBIAO TAKXKe HECKOABKO HEMCLIKHX CTYACH-
TOB, U3YYAIOIIUX PYCCKYIO AUTEPATYPY.

Yepes Tpu ropa cocrosiacst Bropoi cumnosuyM. Mecro — Ascrpust, Cankr
Boab¢ranr am 3ee. Mexxay tem npo¢. Harosa nmobsiBasa B Pymsiauu u npu-
rAAQCHAQ YYaCTBOBATh U BBICTYNATh Mpo¢. akaa. 3ambupecky u Auma. Yyactso-
Baa Taroke AoueHT A. KoBau u3 6yxapecrckoro yHuBepcurera.

MecroM TpeTbero cummosuyMa Osiaa u3bpana Aanus. Tyt B cocraBe npu-
CYTCTBYIOLIUX MOSBUAKMCH HE KaK YYACTHUKH, a KaK ‘HaOAropaTean’ u3 MockBbI
akap. Xpamdenko u npo¢. ITaaueBckuit. Muccus mocaeaHero 6biaa MexXAy
IPOYUM M IIEPEBOAUTH XPAITYCHKO BBICTYIIACHUS HA MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKAX.
Baccrsimum 6614 pAokaap pod. Misana Bepua (yuus. Tpuecte) Bbicoko oLjeHeH-
HBIH ¥ TaKuM KputnkoM Kak [ae6 Crpyse.

B 3akAl0YMTEABHOM CAOBE, Ilepes Te€M KaK PasoOHTHCh, BeicTynuaa Huna
MuxaiisoBHa KayuumBuAM, IPUTAaCHB BCEX HA CACAYIONIMH YETBEPTBIN CHM-
HO3UYM B YHHUBEPCHTET HTAAbSHCKOro roposa bepramo. 3a aTu ropsr cBonx
xaomoT U moe3pok npod. Harosa moapyskuaace ¢ Hunoit MuxaiiaoBHO#I 1
ee coTpyaHuKaMu Ha Kadeape, ocobenno ¢ Axxan-ITsepo ITuperro u Ar0buaa
noboarars B kadd 3a yamkoi kanyydnno. OHa cpasy moHsaa, uro B bepramo
eif He Hy)KHO IIPHAAraTh YCHAHS, M0ockoAbKy Huna MuxafiaoBHa B3siaa Bce IoA
CBOC PYKOBOACTBO M CACAACT Bce Hamay4ymuM obpasom. M tak 6s1a0! Cumio-
suyM B Bepramo yaaacs Ha caaBy! Bo-nepBbix 66140 MHOIO AOKAAOB. Bricty-
IIHAH BCE MOAOAHBIE HCCACAOBATEAH, IPEACTABASIOIIHE LICHTP PYCUCTHKH BCEM
U3BECTHBIH, KaKUM SIBASIACSL Oepramckuil yHuBepcuter. K coxaseHuio takoi
crenpasucT kak PpuaseHaep He cMor npuexaTh u3 MOCKBBI HO ITOCAAA CBOM
AOKAQA,

Bo-Bropeix B Bepramo mpuexaso mHoro ydactaukos. Hexoropsie xoTeau
IIO3HAKOMHTbBCSL AUYHO CO CBOUMH KOAACTaMH, 3HAKOMBIMHU TOABKO IIO pabo-

1 Ha camom peae, PA. Axexcon 6b1a nepesiv npesupentom Cesepo-Amepukanckoro O6-
wectBa AocroeBckoro, a B baa-Omce 6b1a nsbpan oaHuM U3 Tpex Bue-npesupenToB MOA
BMecTe ¢ Puxappom Aayrom u Muxanaom Hosuxossim. ITepsbiv npesupernrom MOA, 6514
nsbpan mseackuit yaenstit Huac Oxe Huaccon — Ipumevanue Pedaxyuu.
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TaM, APYTHE YBUACTh UM HE3HAKOMBIH MTAABSHCKHII ropoA. Tak kak teppuro-
PHAABHO CHUMIIOSHYM NPOXOAUA B Heboabmoi Yurra Aara [‘Bepxuuit ropoa ],
TO MacCHMBHOEC IPMCYTCTBME MHOCTPAHIIEB HE MOTAO NPOUTH HE3aMEYCHHBIM.
YIAOTHEHHE TOYYCTBOBAAM HEMHOTHE HEOOADBLINE TOCTUHHULBI U OCOOEHHO
Gapst u pecropansl. L]apuaa B e Anu Ha [Tnanna Bekkus kaxas-to ocobast ar-
Mocepa APYKOBI, HEIPUHY)XACHHOCTH, 3AUHTEPECOBAHHOCTU BO BCeM, OOMEH
aApecaMy, KHUTAMH, CTaTbAMH. Xodercsa nepedppasupopats caosa I lymixuna:
«/AOCTOEBCKOBEABI IITYMHOIO TOAIOM 110 YuTTa AATa KOYYIOT>.
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Bopuc THXoMUPOB
Myseii-Ksaprupa ®.M. Aocroesckoro, Cankr-ITerepbypr

UcTopua IDS n coBeTCcKune y4yeHble

[TarbaecsT AeT Hasap, ¢ 1 IO § CEHTAOPs 1971 I., B IPEAABEPHHU ISO-I TO-
AOBIIHHBL €O AHS poxkacHHS P.M. AocToeBCKOro, B KypOpPTHOM HEMEIIKOM
ropope bap-Owmc, croanne semau Peitnaana-ITdaasy, cocrosiacs yapepurean-
HBII cumMmosuyM MeskayHapoaHoro obijectBa AOCTOEBCKOrO (International
Dostoevsky Society). B atn Aun B xonneptHoM 3ase Kypxayca cobpasock
OKOAO IIECTHAECATH YYECHBIX, HCCACAOBATEACH TBOPYECTBA BEAUKOTO PYCCKOTO
IHCATEAS], U3 YECTHIPHAALIATU CTpaH. I IpoMsHOCHANCH IPUBETCTBEHHBIE peyH,
YUTAAMCh HAy4YHBIE AOKAAABL, BEAHCH ropstane auckyccun. Ho raaBHOe coOsbI-
THE IIPOU3OLIAO BeyepoM 2 ceHTsA0ps. Ha Obmem cobpanun Beex y4acTHUKOB
cuMnosnyMa (IIOAYYMBIIEM B AaAbHeHIIEM cTaTyc leHepaabHOMN accambaen),
KOTOPOE IIPOXOAHMAO IIOA IpeaceaareabctBoM Pypoanpa Hoiixorisepa, Gbiaa
npunsita Koncrurynus u usbpano pykosoactso IDS. Mexaynapoproe 06-
ecTBO AOCTOEBCKOTO 6b1A0 yupexacHO! CpeAr OpraHU3aTOpOB U y4aCTHHU-
xoB I Cumnosuyma International Dostoevsky Society 6p1a0 Hemanroe umcao
pycckux amurpantoB. PoacTBeHHHKOB AOCTOEBCKOrO IMPEACTABASIAQ XKHBILAS
B [Tapmxe 8o-aethsisi 6aponecca Oabra Aackcanpposna QPaabu-Peiin, ABo-
I0pOAHast cecTpa BHyKa mmcateas — AHppest Pepoposuda. Meponpusitue
ocBemaao HeMenkoe TeaeBupeHue (kamaa ZDF-TV). Mupopmanus o cospa-
aun O6wectBa 6blAa ONYOANKOBAaHA B ICPUOAMYECKHX M3AAHUSX [epmaHun,
®pannun, Kanaapr u CIIA." Opnaxo yuensix us CCCP He 0b1a0 Ha 3TOM
BHYLIMTEABHOM Hay4HOM POpPYyMeE, U COBETCKHE CPEACTBA MACCOBOH HHPOpPMa-
LIMM HUKAaK HE OTKAMKHYAUCh Ha 3TO COOBITHE, IPOUCXOAUBIICE 32 YKCAC3HBIM
3aHABECOM.

Cospannio IDS npeamecrBoBasu cacpyromue cobbitus. 3a Tpu roaa A0
Cummnosuyma B bapa-Omce, B aBrycre 1968 r., B Ipare, B upesBbruaiino HakaseH-
HOM TMOAMTHYCCKOH arMocdepe, mpoxoana VI cbesp caaBucToB (OH 3aKOHYMA
paboTy 13-TO YHMCAQ, 32 HEACAIO A0 BBOAA Borick Opranusanuu Bapmasckoro
Aorosopa B YexocaoBaknuio). B opun us AHei paGoThI ¢he3pa B TOCTHHUIHOM
HOMEpe IIPUBATHBIM 00pasoM cobpasach HeOOAbIIAs IPYIIA CAABHCTOB U3

v Bulletin of the International Dostoevsky Society, February 1972, vol. 1, N 1, p. 3 u caea.
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HECKOABKHUX CTPAH C LICABIO OOCYAMTDH IIPEAAOSKECHHE YYEHOTO M3 ABCTPAAMH,
npogeccopa MeabbypHckoro yHusepcurera Amutpus Ipumunna, o cozpaHun
BCEMHPHOH OpraHM3aluH HccAcpOBaTeAcH TBopuecTBa AocToeBckoro. Cam
A.B. Ipuius, aMurpant ‘Bropoii BoAHsI, eie B npepBocHHble roasl B CCCP
3ALIUTHA KAHAMAATCKYIO AMCCEPTALIHIO IT0 TBOPYECTBY paHHEro AOCTOEBCKOTO,
a B 1957 I., y’ke B MeAbOypHE OAYYHA AOKTOPCKYIO CTCIIEHD 32 AUCCEPTALIHIO O
Anesnuxe nucamers.

B pabore VI chespa cAaBUCTOB NPUHHMMAAQ yYacTHE BHYIUMTCABHAS Ac-
acranus yuensix u3 CCCP. B wactHOCTH, ¢ AOKAapoM “O 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSIX
PasBUTHS XKaHPOB B JIIOXY PeaAu3Ma’ BBICTYIIAA BEAYLIMII HAyYHBIH COTPYAHHK
[lymkunckoro Aoma Ieopruit Muxaiisaosua PpupsscHAep — aBTOp MOHOrpa-
dun Peasusm Aocmoesckozo, ununyarop uspanust 11oanozo cobpanus covunenuii
IHCaTeAS], B TO BPEMsl Y>K€ IIPUCTYIUBIIMH K CO3AAHHIO aKAACMUYECKON pabo-
gert rpymner AocroeBckoro B Mucruryre pycckoit auteparypst AH CCCP.
Oanaxo I'M. ®pupseHpep He y4acTBOBAA B O3HAYEHHOIN BCTPEUE B IPAXKCKOMH
FOCTHHHLEC: AUOO HE MOAYYHMA IPHUIAALICHUS, AMOO H30eraA MPUBATHOIO 00-
LICHUSE C OpraHu3aTopaMu OyAyliero obuecTsa AOCTOEBCKOTO, CPEAN KOTOPBIX
IIEPBYIO CKPHIIKY HTPAAH pycckue aMurpaHTsl: kpome A.B. Ipumuna axTusHOE
yyacrue B coOpanuu npunnMasa Hapeoxpaa AxaroaseBna Harosa, npodeccop
yauBepcurtera Askopaxa Bamunrrona na CIIA, smurpuposasuias Ha 3amap
B KOHIIE BTopofI MHUPOBOU BOMHEL. BpeMeHa OBIAM TAKHE, YTO KOHTAKTHI C IMH-
rpareii MOTAU OCAOXKHHUTD Kapbepy...

B pesyabrare meperoBopoB MHMIMATUBHOM TIPYIIIBL, COOpPABLICHCS B aB-
rycToBckue AHH 1968 1. B Ilpare, 656120 pemero co3path OpraHU3alMOHHBIA
KOMUTET I10 IIOATOTOBKE yupeputeabHoro Cummnosuyma 6yaymero O6mecrsa
Aocroesckoro. Cexperapem Oprromurera coraacuaacs crath Haaun Harosa.
B Teyenme mocaeAyromux Tpex A€T OHa HEOAHOKpaTHO mpuesxkasa us CIIA B
EBpony AAst meperoBopoB ¢ BUAHBIMU HccaepoBaTeasiMu Aocroesckoro. Haro-
Ba [OAKAIOYHAQ K MEPONPHUSTHAM 1o opranusanuu ObmecrBa GppaHIysckyio
AoctoeBuctky Aomunuk Ap6an (poansuyrocs B Mockse ¢ nmenem Haraaps
Xarrtuep), kussst Aackcest Teapoitija us Beabruu (cpraa oduuepa Benoit ap-
Mun), Hemenkoro ¢uaocoda Paitaxapaa Aayta n ap. I'lo ceupereasctsy H.A.
Harosoii, «c camoro Havasa cospanus B baa-Omce MOA, (Mexaynapopsoro
obwectsa Aoctoesckoro. — b.77) [...] cOBETCKUM y4eHBIM OBIAK IIOCAQHBI IPH-
TAQIICHYSI IPUHSITh YYaCTHE B AcsiTeAbHOCTH oOwectBa. Ho orBera moayueHo
He 6BIA0» .2

2 Pro memoria: Iamsmu axademuxa Ieopaus Muxairosuna Dpudrendepa (1915-1995)

(CaHKT—HeTep6ypr: Hayxa, 2003), C. 339.
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Kax caeactBue, 4TO yke OBIAO OTMEYCHO BBILIEC, HU OAHOTO CIICIIMAAHMCTA
no AocroeBckomy us CCCP He mpucyrctBoBaso Ha yupeputeabHoM CuM-
nosuyme IDS B Baa-Omce. Xotsa poccuiickas anaciopa us Esponsi, CIIA u
Kanaap! 6b1aa mpeacTaBAcHa Ha 3TOM Hay4HOM $OpPyMe BeCbMa WUPOKO. Mosk-
HO HasBaTb U3BecTHOro Gorocaosa [eoprust Paoposckoro, cesimennnka Amu-
tpust Ipuropsesa, npodeccopos Huxonas I'lepsymuna, Baagumupa Ceaypo,
Aconupa Pxepckoro, Huny Kayxunmsunan... M ato kpome yrke ynoMsHyTBIX
H. Harosoii, A. Teapoiina, A. Ipumnna. ITokaszareapHo, 4To 1-M BHIje-TIpe3u-
AcHTOM ¢ npubaBacHUEeM cTaryca « OcHoBareab» Ha OOweM cobpaHuu 2 ceH-
TA6pst 1971 T. 661 36pan Amurpuit [pumun (nepseiv npesuaentom IDS craa
msepckuii yuenstit Huase O. Huabcon).

Heab3ss1, oaAHaKO, He KOCHYTBCSI OAHOTO 00CTOsITeAbCTBA. B IIepBOM BhIITyCKe
Bulletin IDS, Bpimeamem B peBpase 1972 I., TAC OIyOAMKOBaHa HHPOPMALIHS
06 yupepureapaom CuMnosnyme 1 HazBaHbl H30PaHHbIC 2 CCHTAOPS 1971 I. Py-
xoBoasiiue opranbl ObuiecTsa, saTeM nepeurcacHbl HanroHnaabHbie nmpeacra-
Butean (National Representatives) IDS ot aABapuaru crpan. Y B aTom nepedne
¢urypupyer HanmonassHbiil npepctaButesb or CCCP — Cepzeii beaos. Bee
APYIHe HAIlMOHAABHBIC IPEACTABUTCAH OBIAM ACACTUPOBAHBI B PYKOBOACTBO
IDS or o6wect Aocroesckoro cBoux crpat. byayun yreepxaenusivu Hermoa-
HuTeABHBIM coBeToM IDS, onn, coraacno Koncrurynun, npunnmasu ydactue
B ero obcysxaeHusx u peuenusix. Ho xoro mor npeacrasuts C.B. beaos, ecan
B CCCP He cymectBoBaro B Te ropsl ObijectBa AOCTOCBCKOTO U COBETCKHUE
ydeHsle He yuacTBoBasu B AcsTeabHoctd IDS? Cam Cepreit Baagumuposuya
B CBOMX MEMyapax AMILUb CETYET, YTO, SIBASISICh YACHOM MexAyHapopHOTO 06-
mecTBa AOCTOEBCKOrO, OH ObIA AHIICH BO3MOXKHOCTH IIPUHHUMATH y4acTHE B
ero cummnosuymax us-za npouckos KI'b. Mmsa C.B. Beaosa ¢urypupyer u B
CIIMCKAX HALJMOHAABHBIX IPCACTABUTEACH, OIyOAUKOBaHHBIX B NO 2 u 3 Bulletin
IDS (1972-1973), a 3aTeM NPOMAAACT.

3acaykuBaeT Taioke ynoMuHaHHs TOT ¢gakT, uro Ha II Cummosuyme IDS,
KOTOPBII IIPOXOAHA € 24 110 30 aBrycta 1974 I. B Cant-Boabdranre 6au3 3aab-
ubypra (Ascrpus), 6b1a 3aauran npucaanusii us CCCP pokaap crapeiimero
OTEYECTBEHHOTO HCCAeAOBaTeAs! TBopuecTBa AocroeBckoro Moucess Cemeno-
Brda Aabrmana (1896-1986) “TlylukuHCKHE HAMMCHOBaHHA B IPOM3BEACHHUSX
Aocroesckoro”. B N¢ s Bulletin IDS, Bpiuealuem B cBeT B HOAOPE 1975 I., 3TOT
AOKA2A OBIA IIOAHOCTBIO OIyOAMKOBAaH, CONPOBOXACHHBIA OubAnorpadueit
tpyaoB M.C. Aasrmana o Aocroesckom. B Ne 7 Bulletin IDS, Boiuepmem B

3 Cwm.: Cepreit B. BEAOB, O Jocmoesckom, o pyccxux usdamensx u o cebe (Canxr-ITerep6ypr:

Coios nucareaeit CIT6., 2019), c. 322 1 caea,.
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Hos10pe 1977 T., Takke Obiaa omybanxosana crarbst M.C. Aastvana “Yuras
Aocroesckoro’.*

B 1973 r. B AHu pabotsr VII cbespa caaBuctos B Bapiase B HepopmaabHO#
00cTaHOBKe, 32 Y)KMHOM YAcH coBeTckol Acacranuu [ .M. @pupaenpep 6Obia
npoun$opMupoBaH HeboabwwON rpymmoil akrusucroB IDS o moaroroske
II Cumnosuyma Obmecra. «Yaenst MOA Bbipasuau Hapexay yBuaeTb le-
oprus MuxaiiroBuda Ha 3ToM cumnosuyme. OAHAKO HHKTO U3 IPUTAAIICHHBIX
COBETCKHUX CIICLIHAAUCTOB 110 TBOPYECTBY AOCTOEBCKOrO HE ITOAYYHA paspelie-
Hus npuexars Ha Il cumnosuym B ABcTpmio»

ITepBas mombiTka co cropoHsl akapemudeckux kpyro CCCP nHaraputs
KOHTAKTbI ¢ MexAyHapOAHBIM 0011ecTBOM AOCTOEBCKOrO AOAXKHA OBITH AQTH-
poBaHa 1977 I., koraa B pabote III Cumnosuyma IDS, npoxoausiuero ¢ 14 no
20 aBrycta B PyHrcrearopae Henoaaseky or Konenrarena (Aanus), npunsiaun
ydacTHe akapeMUK-cekperapb OtaeacHus sspika u auteparypst AH CCCP
M.B. Xpamuenxo, 'M. ®pupaseupep u I'LB. Tlaaunenckuii. O ToM, HACKOABKO
HACTOPOXKECHHO aKAACMHYECKOE HAYaABCTBO OTHOCHAOCH K MesxayHapoaHOMY
061jecTBy AOCTOEBCKOTO, CBUACTEABCTBYET TOT (aKT, YTO TPOE HA3BAHHBIX
yuensix npuexasd Ha Cummnosuym IDS B camosBanHOM craryce «HabaropaTe-
Aeit».* Te, kTo 3HaeT, Kakas HepOpMaAbHAs, APYKecKasi arMocdepa LAPHUT Ha
popymax ObmecTBa, 3TO OOCTOSATEABCTBO HE MOXKET ObITh PAaCLiCHCHO HHAYC,
KaK ucropudeckuil Kypses. Tem e menee M.B. Xpamuenko u I'M. ®@pupaen-
Aep BeICTynHAM Ha 3acepaHusix CHMIO3MyMa C AOKAQAAMH: IIEPBBIH MTPOBEA
comocTaBaeHUEe TBOpUecTBa AocToeBckoro u ToacToro, 3a0cTpyUB BHUMaHKE HA
B)XKHOCTH BBUSIBACHMS OOIMX T€M B MX IPOM3BCACHMSX, BTOPOH paccKasaa o
TEKyIeH paboTe Hap OYEPEAHBIME TOMAMH AKAACMHUYECKOTO 1104020 cobpanns
COUUHEHUTL TIICATEASL.

AI06ONBITHO OTMETUTH, YTO IO TPAAULIUH, YCTAHOBHBLICHCS B Bap-Omce
u Canr-Boasdranre, B Komnenrarene, B npaBocaaBHOM xpaMe AAEKCaHAPA
Hesckoro B nientpe ropoaa, opranusaropamu Cumnosuyma 6biaa 3akasaHa Ia-
Huxupa no Pepopy Aocroesckomy. IManuxuay cayxunan uacusr IDS — apxue-
nuckon Can-®Ppannucckuit u 3amapno-Amepuxanckuit Moann (B Mupy kussb

4 Omtmeuy, uro ot my6ankanuu M.C. AApTMaHa He 3aperuCTpUPOBaHbL B OOIMPHON Iy 6an-
xanuu C.B. BEAOBA “Marepuaant aast 6ubanorpaduu pycckoil 3apyGexxHOI AUTEPATypBI
0 AoctoesckoM (1920-1992)”, TA€ Y4TEHBI (OHH OTMEYEHBI 3BE3A0UKAMH) H MYOAHKAL[HH CO-
BETCKHX YYCHBIX Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE B MHOCTPAHHBIX U3AAHUSX — cM.: Pyccxue amuzpanmer o
Aocmoesckom, Beryn. crarps, noarot. Tekcra u npumed. C.B. Beaosa (CaHKT-HCTep6ypr:
AHADECEB U CBIHOBDS, 1994, C. 422-423.

s Promemoria: Hamsmu axademuxa leopeus Muxatinosura Qpudserndepa, c. 339-340.

6 Tamxe, c.340.
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Amurpuit IlaxoBckoit) u o. Amurpuit Ipuropses. Axasemnx XparmdeHKO
HAOTpPE3 OTKA3aACs yIacTBOBaTh B borocayxenuy, a [.M. @pupacenaep, Hanpo-
TUB, BBILICA K aBTOOYCY, Ha KOTOPOM y4acTHUKHM CHMIIO3HyMa OTIIPaBASIAUCH
Ha IIAHHUXHAY, CO CAOBaMH: <] eAy B LlepKOBB» 7

Kaxoii oruer o pabore Cumnosuyma IDS npepcraBuau ‘Habaroparean’ mo
Bosspautennu B CCCP, He nssectHO (BO3MOYKHO, €r0 MOYKHO HAHTH TAE-TO B
apxuBax Akapemun Hayk). Ho B AByX CACAYIOIIMX CHMIIO3MyMax COBETCKHE
y4eHblC BHOBb HE IIPUHHMMAAHM y4acTus. Doablie TOro, B IpeABAPUTEABHYIO
nporpammy IV Cummnosuyma, npoxoausuiero B aBrycre 1980 r. B bepramo
(Mraamst), 6b1An BKAIOYCHBI AOKAAABL IATepbIx HccacpoBarescit us CCCP -
I'M. ®pupsacuaepa, I1.B. ITaanesckoro, B.A. Kupnoruna, B.M. Kyaemosa u
B.A. Tynumanosa. B c6opH1/n<e, IIOATOTOBACHHOM K OTKpbITHIO CHMIO3uyMa,
ObIAM OIYOAMKOBAHBI TE3UCHI TPeX U3 HUX: Peun Aocroesckoro o Ilymxune
KaK BbIpakeHHe ero acretumdeckoro camocosHanust (.M. ®pupaenpcpa),
“ITpo6a nau croxer” (B.S. Kupnoruna) u “Yexos n Aocroescxuit” (B.1. Ky-
Acmosa). OpHako akapeMHUK XPaIT4eHKO, KOTOPBIH AOAXKCH OBIA BOSTAQBASTH
ACACTALINIO, HEO)KHAAHHO OTMEHHA ITOE3AKY COBETCKUX y4eHbIX B bepramo.

B pabore V Cumnosuyma IDS, npoxosusmero B 1983 r. B Cepusu-as-Caab
(¢pannysckas Hopmanaus), OTe4ecTBEHHbIC CIIEIMAAMCTBI HE YYaCTBOBAAH.
Aeao B ToM, uto no Tpapunuu IDS aas kaxaoro Cumnosuyma nzbupasocs Ka-
K0e-AM00 mpousBeacHUE AOCTOEBCKOTO, AOKAAABL IO KOTOPOMY BBIHOCHAHCDH
Ha IIACHAPHOE 3ACCAAHHE, A TAKXKE 0OPa30BBIBAAY OAHY HAU HECKOABKO CCKIIUIL
Aast Cumniosuyma 1983 1. TakuM IpousBeacHHeM Obia u30pan pomaH becor. B
CCCP oH 6bIA ITOAY3aIIPETHBIM: AOCTATOYHO YKa3aTh, YTO ITO CAUHCTBEHHOE
KPYIIHOE IPOU3BEACHHE AOCTOEBCKOIO, KOTOPOE 3 TOABI COBETCKOH BAACTH
IyOAMKOBaAOCH TOABKO TPHUKABL B COCTaBE COOPAaHUII COYUHCHHI, HO HH pasy
HE U3AABAAOCh OTACABHOH KHuUrod. Kasasoce Obl, odpuumaspHo poman 6bia
peabuautupoBaH B 1971 I. B Aookaape aupekropa FIMAMU yaeHa-xoppecnon-
aeata AH CCCP B.A. CyukoBa Ha TOP)XECTBEHHOM 3aCEAAHHH IO CAYYAIO 150
TOAOBIIIMHBI CO AHSI POKACHHS AOCTOEBCKOrO, HO MHEPLUS MOAUTHYECCKOTO
HEAOBEPHUS K POMaHy ITPOAOASKHAACH AO KOHIIA COBETCKOM BAACTH.

Ha Tenepaasnoit accambace Cumnosuyma B Cepusu-as-Caap 65180 mmpu-
HSTO peuieHue u3bpate AByx moderHsix npesupcuros IDS. Tlpodeccop P-A.
APKEKCOH, KPYIHEHIINI CAQBUCT 3alIAAHOTO IIOAYIIAPUs, OBIBUIMH € 1977 MO
1983 rr. mpesupcHTOM OOIIECTBA, IPEAAOKHA KAHAHAATYPBI ABYX BBIAQIOLINX-
cst yuennix: Pene Yansexa us Meancxoro yuusepcurera (CIIIA) u M. ®pua-
aeHaepa us [ lymxunckoro Aoma. Xots Ieopruit Muxaiisosua Ppupsenaep He

7 Tam xe, c. 341.
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npucyrcrBoBas Ha Cummnosuyme, [eHepasbHast accaMOACsI CAHOAYIIHO ITOA-
ACPXKaAa €ro KaHAMAATYpPY. Tak MupoBas Hay4Has OOLIECTBEHHOCTh OTMETHAR
TUTAHHYECKYI0 PabOTy yYCHOIO IO PYKOBOACTBY H3AAHHEM aKAACMUYECKOTO
Lloanozo cobpanus covunennsi .M. AoctoeBckoro. 3aHsITHO, OAHAKO, YTO Py-
K0BOACTBO IDS He 6BIAO YyBEPEHO, MOXET AM COBETCKHI MCCACAOBATEAD IIPHU-
HSTb 3TOT IIOYETHBIH TUTYA, U 1TocAe 3akpbiTus Cumnosuyma [LM. @pupsenpe-
py ObIA HampaBACH COOTBETCTBYOWMI nuchbMeHHbIH 3anpoc.’ [To nupopmarun
B.H. 3axaposa, [eopruit MuxaiiaoBu4 BBIPasHA CBOE COTAACHE C YCAOBHEM,
4T00BI cHayaaa Obia u3Opan axkapemuk A.C. Awuxades. IIpepsoxenue 0b1a0
HPHUHATO.

Ha VI Cumnosuyme IDS, npoxopusuiem B aBrycre 1986 r. B Horrunreme
(Beauxobpuranus), .M. ®pupscuscp GblA CAMHCTBCHHBIM YYaCTHHKOM M3
CCCP. OprkoMuTeT TakkKe HMPUTAACHA AOLICHTA (aKyAbTETa >KYPHAAHCTHKU
MI'Y Hropst Aconuposuya Boaruna, HO $pakyApTETCKOE HAYAABCTBO BBHIHYAU-
Ao ero orkasarbcs ot moesaku. I.M. @puasenpep BoicTymua ¢ pookaapom “Or
ITodpocmxa x Bpamvsm Kapamasosvin™ ITOT p0KAAA SBUACS GAKTOM OPUIIU-
AABHOTO YYaCTHsI COBETCKHX YYCHBIX B ACSTEABHOCTH MexAyHapoAHOTo 06-
mecrBa Aocroesckoro. Ha IenepaabHoit accambace BriepBbie OBIA YTBEPSKACH
AEHCTBUTEABHBIH HanlnoHaAbHBIH npeacTaButesb B IDS or CCCP, um 3ao4no
6b1a u3bpan Baapumup ApremoBny TyHHMaHOB, BeAyI Uil HAy4HBIH COTPYA-
Huk [lymxunckoro Aoma. Kpome toro, yuactauxu Cummosuyma mpuHSIAH
pemenue npocuts akapeMuka Amurpus CepreeBuya AnxadeBa CTaTh TPETHUM
nouetHsM npesuaeHToM IDS. A.C. Anxadesy Taioke OblA HAIIPABACH HMCHMCH-
HBIH 3aIIpOC.

I[TocTosiHHOE y4acTHE coBeTcKuX yueHbIX (a mospnee Poccunu u crpan CHI)
B pabote cumnosuymos IDS Havaaocs ToAbKO B 1989 I., Ha BoaHe [lepecTpoii-
xu. Ha VII Cumnosnyme B Arobasne (toraa FOrocaasus) npucyrcrBosasa
y>xe BecbMa npeacraButesbHast acaeranus us CCCP. B ee cocras, kpome ['M.
Dpupsenpepa, Bxopuan pupexrop Ilymxuuckoro Aoma Huxosait Ckaros,
Baapumup Tynumanos, Mrops Boarun, Baapumup 3axapos, IOpuit Kapsikus,
Aropmusa CapackuHa, a Take AUpeKTopa MyseeB AocToeBckoro B AeHUH-
rpase u Crapoit Pycce — b.H. Pribasko u B.J. Borpanosa. Ha orxperrun
Cumnosuyma B aktoBoM 3aae Craporo YHusepcurera® Hapsiay € IPE3HACH-
toM IDS Mumeaem Kapo ¢ mpuBeTCTBEHHBIM CAOBOM BBICTYIIHA U ITOYETHBIN
npesupeHT .M. Opupscnpep. .M. Opupsenaep u H.H. Ckaros raxke pyko-
BOAMAHU ABYMs CEKIJMOHHBIMU 3acepanusimu. b.H. Peibaako u B.M. Borpanosa
npouHpopMUpoBaAH y4acTHHKOB CHMIIO3MyMa O Hay4HBIX KOHQEpPCHLMSIX,

8 Cwm.: TaM Xe, C. 342-343.
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IOCBSIICHHBIX BEAUKOMY PYCCKOMY ITHCATEAIO, KOTOPBIC EKETOAHO IPOXOAST B
Mmysesx nucateast B Aenunrpase u Crapoii Pycce. Mcnoassys ussectayio uau-
OMY, MOXHO CKa3aTh I10 3TOMY IIOBOAY : £€0 7POHYACS. ..

B asrycre 1992 1. ouepeanoit, VIII-it Cummosuym IDS npoxoana B Ocao
(Hopserus). 3Ha4uTEABHYIO CIOHCOPCKYIO MOMOIb OPTaHM3aTOPaM HOPBEXK-
ckoro Gopyma OKazaAa aBIyCTEHIIas 4eTa — KOPOAb Xapaaba V ¢ Cynpyroit.
baaropapst aToil moppepikKe OKasaAcsi BO3MOXHBIM npuesp Ha Cummosuym
ewe 6oAbLICH, HeXXeAU B AIOOASIHY, ACACTALIMU OTCYECCTBEHHBIX HCCACAOBATECACH
xusHu U TBopuectBa Aocroesckoro. Ho onn mpeacraBasan yxxe ne CCCP,
pacmaBIIHiACcs B AcKaOpe 1991 I., a Poccuiickyro Peaepanuro. I ato yxe Apyras
HUCTOpHUSL...

9 HPI/I HAITUCAHUH 9TOH 3aMETKU ABTOP ITOAB30OBAACS KOHCYABTALIUSIMHU ITOYCTHOI'O MPE3U-

aerra IDS npogeccopa B.H. 3axaposa, 3a 4T0 BeIpakacT eMy CEpPACYHYIO OAQTOAAPHOCTS.
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A.B.IIMTHH / U.C. AHAPMAHOBA (OTB. pea.):
Quaonoeus xax npussanue: Cooprux cmameii k wbuser npogpeccopa Baadumupa
Huxonaesuua 3axaposa (HCTposaBOACK: Hsa-so Ierpl'V, 2019), 664 C.

Hpﬂ33ﬂm€ NOHUMAHUA U ﬂp%&’ﬂdﬂuﬂ

KHury, o koTopoii MOHMAET pedb B ITOH PELICH3UH, ACHCTBUTEABHO MOXKHO Ha-
3BaTh NIPa3AHUKOM B IIPSIMOM 3HAYCHUH ITOIO CAOBA — BEAb ABTOPBI [0 €€ 00-
AOXKOH COOpaAMCh Kak TOCTH Ha I00HACH CBOECrO Apyra, cobeceAHUKa, ydauTe-
Asl, 4TOOBI HE TOABKO BBIPA3UTb AOOpbIe OAaroAapHbIC YyBCTBA K UMCHUHHUKY,
HO U IIPOAOAXHUTD Ha4yaThle C HUM PasrOBOPbI O BOAHYIOLINX TEMAX, IPOOACMaX,
HACSIX, BOIIPOCAX, IPOCKTAX U T. II.

EaBa An He B KaXAO¥ cTaTbe cOOpHHKA ecTh oOpameHus Kk paboram B.H.
3axapoBa, Kak K OOLMM MHPOBO33PCHYCCKU-KOHLICIITYaABHBIM U TEOPCTH-
KO-AMTEPATYPHBIM, TaK M K COOCTBEHHO AOCTOeBcKOBeadeckuMm. Hampumep,
B.A. KomieaeB pasBUBacT M yTOYHSET MBICAb 3aXapOBa O “IIOITHKE IaPAAOK-
ca’ B Auesnuxe nucamess O.M. AocToeBckoro: ecan 0OUASIP NPEAAOKHA
MCKaTh ¢ UCTOKH B Bubann n ayumux o6pasuax pycckoit kaaccuxu (y A.C.
[ymxuna, H.B. Toroas u ap.), To aBrop crathu “Eme o moatuxe mapasokca:
bapon bpambeyc kak ‘Tpesreda AOCTOEBCKOTO IPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY O TOM,
«4TO HanboAee IPKUM “TIAPAAOKCAABHBIM 00pastioM” AAst AOCTOEBCKOTO CTaA
B AQHHOM CAy4Yac HE KAAQCCHK IICPBOIO PsIAQ, a MyOAHLIMCT U “ITapapOKCaAUCT”
panrom moumke» (c. 24), OV Cenkosckmit. H.B. Ilpamepyk Bcrymaer B
AMAAOT ¢ 3aXapOBBIM IIPU OOCY>KACHUHM POMaHA COBPEMCHHOM MUCATCABHULIBI
E.P. Aombposckoit [lyms omxpoiacs... Yexos. Ayxosuvie cmpancmsus Tumo-
fes duaxona (2018): MMECHHO TPyA IIETPO3ABOACKOTO YYCHOTO O >KAHPOBOH
npupoae bpamves Kapamaszo6vix AOCTOEBCKOTO «KaK POMAHA POMAHOE Y XPii-
cmuancxozo memapomarna»' (C. 242) IOMOT MCCACAOBATCABHHULIC YCTAHOBUTD
JKAHPOBBIC OCOOCHHOCTH COBPEMCHHOIO IIPOU3BEACHHUSI M BKAIOYHUTH CIO B
caaBHyio Tpapunuo. T.B. PepoceeBa B CBOMX PasMBIIIACHHUIX O MO3TOAOTHH
u akcuosoruu S.IT. IToaonckoro 1860-1880-x IT. 0OpaIaeTcs 3a METOAOAO-
THYECKOM MMOAACPXKKOM K KHUre 3axapoBa [Ipobuemsl ucmopuueckos nosmuxu:
amnonozuneckue acnexmus (2012). A.M. IpadeBa, 060CHOBBIBas NPHHIUIIBI

1 Baapgumup H. 3AXAPOB, “bpamvs Kapamaszosv:: Meradpusuka rexera’, in Horst-Jirgen GE-
RIGK (Hrsg.), Die Briidder Karamasow: Dostojewskijsletzter roman in heutiger sicht, 1X Sym-

posium der Internationalen Dostojewskij-Gesellschaft (Dresden: Dresden University Press,

1997), ¢. 213-227 (226).
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uspaHus Hacaeaus A.M. PemusoBa ¢ ero «Teopuert pycckoro aapa>, ommpa-
€TCs Ha 3aXaPOBCKMUII OIBIT HAYYHOH IyOAHKanuu AOCTOEBCKOrO, B YaCTHOCTH
Ha TaKOH IOCTYAAQT YYECHOTO: «HEOOXOAMMOCTb USAAHMS, YTCHUS U USYYCHUS
PYCCKOI KAACCHKM B aBTOPCKOH oporpaduu M IYHKTYALMH HE OCO3HAHA
B AOAXKHOI Mepe HammM (UAOAOTMYECKUM coobuiecTBOM».> MraabsHckuit
caaBuct C. AA03, aHAAMBHPYS <TPaKTOBKY AOCTOEBCKHUM ITOBECTBOBATCAb-
HOM U AMAACKAAMYCCKON PHPOABL JKaHpa “Tioambl » (c. 159) B mucbme k A.H.
Maiixosy ot 15 (29) Mast 1869 T., TOAB3YeTCs HAGAIOACHUAMH 3aXapoBa O BCTaB-
HBIX )KaHPaX KaK «XapaKTEPHOM SIBACHUHU B II03THKE AOCTOEBCKOr0O>» M O €ro
POMaHAX KaK «JHLUKAOICAHH >KAHPOB>,’ IIPH 3TOM AOIOAHSISI POCCHICKOTO
KOAAETY YTBEP)KACHHEM, YTO, IIOMUMO OCBOCHHS YK€ CYI|ECTBOBABIIHX B PO-
MaHHOM TPAAUIIMHU IIOBECTBOBATEABHBIX CTPYKTYP, IIUCATEAb AKTHBHO IIPAKTH-
KOBaA «3KPPaCTHICCKOE BOCIIPOUSBEACHUE TBOPIECKOTO 3aMblcaa» (c. 170). A
BEAYIMH COTPYAHUK HAYYHOMH TPYILIBI II0 USAAHHIO HOBOTO [ 104020 cobpanns
counnenuii Aocroeckoro B 35 TT. B Ilymkunckom Aome H.A. Tapacosa, 06-
CY’XAAsl HA CTPAHUIIAX COOPHUKA «IIPOOAEMbI IIOATOTOBKU PEAABHOIO KOMMEH-
Tapus» Ha MaTepuasc pomana Fouom, aeAAMpYeT, IOMUMO APYTHX YYCHBIX,
K IIpaKTHKe 3aXapoBa 10 u3AaHHI0 pomaHa becor.* Takue mepeKAMYKH MOXKHO
HePeYHCcAsTh AOATO. Kak BUAUM, B OCHOBe pELiCH3HPYeMON KHHUTH — HMPOAYK-
THUBHBIII AMQAOT BBIAAIOILCTOCS YICHOTO-00HASIPA CO CBOUMH KOAACTAMH U y4e-
HHUKaMu. V1 B 3TOM — HeocropuMoe CBUAETEABCTBO BaXKHOCTH M aKTYaAbHOCTH
CACAQHHOTO MM 32 HECKOABKO ACCATHACTHH HAyYHOH M HAyYHO-H3AATEABCKOM
ACSITEABHOCTH.

Kuura cocTouT U3 HECKOABKHX PasACAOB: IPEAMCAOBHS, HAIHMCAHHOTO
KOAACTAMH, YYCHHKAMH U APY3bSIMH; ABYX TEMaTHYCCKUX OAOKOB MX HAy4HBIX
cTareii: «/AOCTOEBCKUIL U BOKPYT Hero» (13 aBTOpoB) u «Pycckas auteparypa
XII-XX BeKOB: ONBITHI MHTEPIPETALMHU>» (17 ABTOPOB); XPOHOAOTHYECKOTO
CITHCKA TPYAOB 3axapoBa; IIPHAOXKEHU ¢ mucbMamu K Hemy oT B.H. Tomopoga,
H.A. Harosoii, A.B. MuxaiisoBa. Takast cTpykTypa, yaa4HO HaFACHHASI COCTa-
Buteasmu uspanus A.B. ITuruaeiv u M.C. AHApHAaHOBOIL, MO3BOASET AQTH
roAOC KakK caMOMy BUHOBHHKY TOP)KECTBa (B OOIIMPHBIX LIUTATAX U3 €O MHTEP-

2 Baasumup H. 3axAPOB, “Byksa u ayx pycckoil xaaccuxu’, in Baagumup H. 3AxAPOB,
Tpobuemor ucmopusecxoii nosmuxu: smuosozuseckue acnexmo: (Mocksa: Muapux, 2012), c.
222-229 (222).

3 Cwm.: Braapumup H. 3ax4P0B, “Berasnsie sxanpsr’, in K. IIIEHHUKOB (nop pea.), Jo-
cmoesckutt: scmemuxa u nosmuxa: Caosapv-cnpasounux (Yeasbunck: Meraaa, 1997), c.
145-146.

4 Cwm.: Baapumup H. 3AXAPOB, “Becss: oBa pomaHa, kak uspaBath, in Baapumup H. 3axa-
POB, Hms asmopa — Aocmoesckuii: ovepx meopuecmea (Mocksa: MHAPHK, 2013), €. 317-352.
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BBIO M KHHT), TaK U €IO KOAACTAM M3 Pa3HBIX CTPAaH MHPA U MHOTHX PETHOHOB
Poccun (B 28 aHAAMTHYECKUX CTaThSIX), IPEACTABASCT MATCPHAA B PA3AUYHbIX
CTHMAMCTHYECKUX PETUCTPaX U MHTOHALMsAX (OT cyxoro peectpa my6ankanmii
¢ 6ubAnOrpadUUICCKUMHI AQHHBIMUH AO 3TO-AOKYMCHTOB C HEIIOBTOPUMBIMU
AMYHBIMM HIOAHCAMH), CIIOCOOCTBYET COBAAHMIO OAHOBPEMEHHO IICAOCTHOMH U
MHOTOAMKOH KapTHHBI AUHAMUYHOIO HAYYHOTO COOOLIECTBA, CAOKMBIICTOCS
BOKpyr Baapumupa HukosaaeBuya B TeueHHE ACCATUACTHI €TO ACSITEABHOCTH.
Kpatko oxapakrepusyem KaXKAbII U3 Pa3ACAOB.

B npeaucaoBun, 03araaBACHHOM CAOBaMH CaMoOro o0uasipa: «AAs MeHs
HET Ay4inero obpasoBaHus, 4eM (PUAOAOIHYECKOE!>», — YUTATEAb MOXET II0-
3HAKOMHTBCSI C dTallaMH YEAOBCUCCKOH M HAayyHOH Ouorpaduu 3axaposa B
XPOHOAOTHUYECKOH MMOCACAOBATEABHOCTH; COINPHKOCHYTBCS C TAKUMU TPaHs-
MH €r0 AMYHOCTH, KaK YYCHBIH-HCCACAOBATEAD, IIPEIIOAABATEAD U HACTABHUK,
TEKCTOAOT U PEAAKTOP, M3AATEAb M 3HATOK MHPOPMALMOHHBIX TECXHOAOTHI,
OOLICCTBCHHBIN ACATEAb U OPraHU3aTOp HAyKH, HAKOHCLI, AIOOSIIUI U OTBET-
CTBEHHBIIl CEMbSIHHH — MYXK, OTEL], ACA; YAUBUTBCS LIMPOTE €0 HHTEPECOB U
MHO)KECTBEHHOCTH PEAABHBIX AOCTIDKECHUH, MMEIOIUX MOMCTHHE MHPOBOM
pE3OHaHC.

ITepBblit TeMaTHYECKUI OAOK COCTOUT U3 CTATECH 13 ABTOPOB, MIOCBSICHHBIX
AMYHOCTH M TBOPYECTBY AOCTOEBCKOrO — IAABHOTO IPEAMETA HCCACAOBATEAD-
ckoit Ar06Bu 3axapoBa (ITpesmpcHTa Mexaynapoanoro obmectsa Aocro-
CBCKOTO B 2013-2019 IT.) Ha MPOTSDKCHUM BCe kusHHU. Paspaen obbepuHseT
KaK 3PEABIX KOAAET, cpear koroprix b.H. TI/IXOMI/IPOB, B.B. bopucosa, B.A.
Bukroposuy, b.H. Tapacos, Tak n MoA0ABIX ydeHBIX-pA0CTOeBCKOBeAOB: O.B.
3axaposy, C.C. Illayaosa, M.C. Anppuanosy. PasHoobpasHa u reorpadus
YYACTHHKOB — CTaTbU paspcAa mpucAaansl u3 Mraanu u 8 ropopos Poccun:
Apsamaca, [lerposaBoacka, CaHKT—HCTep6ypra, Mockser, YPb1, baprayaa, Ko-
AOMHBI, EKaTepMH6ypra. Kaxxab1il 13 aBTOpOB BIIACA B 100HAEHHBIH BEHOK CBOH
3aBETHBIN CIOXKET: O MPOU3BEACHUAX U OHOrpadUICCKOM KOHTEKCTE 1840-X IT.
(O.B. 3axaposa, b.H. TI/IXOMI/IPOB), 0 HPO6ACM9.TI/IKC, MMO3THUKE U KOMMEHTU-
posanuu pomana Houom (H.A. Tapacosa, B.B. Bopucosa, C.C. I1laysos, B.J1.
ra6AyAAI/IHa), O TMO3THKE U CIOXKeTax Auesnuxa nucamers (B.A. Komeaes, A.
Kasanua), 06 smucroaspun Aocroesckoro (C. Aa03), 0 MyIIKMHCKOM BAH-
suuu Ha “nerepbyprckuit Texer” mucareast (B.A. Buxroposuu), o MupoBom
3HAYCHUU UCTOPUOCOPCKOM MbIcAM aBTOpa Bpamves Kapamasoswix (B.H. Ta-
paCOB), 0 COBPEMEHHOM APAMATHYECKOM IpouTeHuH “TekcTa sxkxusHu AL Ao-
CTOEBCKOI nocae emeptH ee Beankoro myxka (M.C. AnppnanoBa), o passutuu
CO3AaHHOTO AOCTOEBCKMM >KaHpPa XPHCTUAHCKOIO METAPOMAaHA B COBPEMECHHOIM

pyccxkoit auteparype (H.B. IIpamepyx).
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BTopoﬁ TEMATHYECKUH OAOK c6opHm<a COCTOHT M3 CTaTeH 17 aBTOPOB, CBS-
3aHHBIX MEKAY CO0OI1 HE CTOABKO OOIMM IIPEAMETOM PaCCMOTPEHHUS, KakK B IIep-
BOM Pa3ACAE, CKOABKO CXOACTBOM MHPOBO33PEHHS U HAyYHOTO IIOAXOAA K IIPO-
U3BEACHUSIM PYCCKOH AHTEPATYPHI B €€ THICSMEACTHEM BPEMEHHOM AMAITA30HE,
B COOTBETCTBHU C OCHOBHBIMH HACSIMH 32XapOBa: 3TO «XPHUCTHAHCKAsI CAOBEC-
HOCTb>, OHa «I1ACXaAbHA, COOOPHA U CIIACUTEABHA> , AOCTOCBCKHI — «BEAUKHUI
XPHCTHAHCKHH ITHCATEAD> , BHIPASUTCAD HACH «XPHCTHAHCKOIO PEAAU3MA>, €TO
«TBOPYECTBO OOAAAACT >KAHPOBOHM CHUCTEMHOCTBIO», a IIOITHKA <IIaPaAOK-
CaAbHa», «(aHTACTHYECKOE — [...] BBIPOXKCHME CYUIHOCTH HCKYCCTBAa», 3THO-
[I03THKA «AOAXKHA AQTb OTBET, YTO ACAACT |[...| PYCCKYIO AMTEPATYPY PYCccKoti>,
«Pa3BUTHE COBPEMEHHBIX HHGOPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHOAOTHIT>» OTKPBIBACT « HOBbIE
BO3MOXHOCTH B UAOAOTHHYECKHUX MCCACAOBAHHAX>» M T. A. (CM.: ¢. 11-13). AB-
TOPBI CTATEH PACCMATPHBAEMOTO PA3ACAA — HM3BECTHBIC, IIPU3HAHHBIC YYCHBIE,
OTKAMKHYBIIMECs Ha 106uacit eanHoMblinacHHUKA u3 Cankr-Ilerepbypra, Coi-
KThIBKapa, Mocksrl, Kaaununrpaaa, I;IOHIKap-OAI)I, Psasann, Boaorasr, Bopo-
Hexa, [TerposaBoacka, Beankoro Hosropoaa. I'lepseie 3 craTbu mocBsiieHs! ma-
maATHHKaM ApeBHepycckoit anteparypsl XII-XVII 8B. — Crosy 0 noaxy Heopese
(A.B. Coxonosa), Kasancxoi ucmopun (T.O. Boakosa), [Tosecrnu o Xpucmosom
xpecmuuxe (A.B. ITurun); B 4-#i cratbe — VLA, EcayroBa — auteparypa XVIII .
TPAKTyeTCs Kak repexop oT CpeAHEBEKOBbs K AAABHEHIIUM 3II0XaM PasBUTHS
myTeM mapadpasa, T. €. « “TIepeBOAA” CYLIECTBYIOLIECH [IPABOCAABHON KYABTYPHON
MOAeAH [...] Ha “a3p1K” HoBoro BpemeHH, a Takoke apaAACABHBIN €My “TIEpPEBOA”
HOBOEBPOIIECHCKUX KYABTYPHBIX GOPM HAa CKAAABIBAIOLIYIOCS PYCCKYIO AHTEpaA-
Typy» (c. 331); B CACAYIOIJHX § CTaThSIX TOBOPUTCSA O Pycckoi Kaaccuke XIX B.
— npousseacHusix K.®. Poiscesa (H.IT. XKuauna), H.B. Toroas (H.A. Bunorpa-
aoB), MLIO. Aepmontosa (M.A. Kuceaesa), H.C. Aeckosa (H.H. Crapsiruna),
SLIT. Toaonckoro (T.B. Depoceesa); emie 5 cTaTeil pacCMaTpHBAIOT AUTCPATYPy
anoxu MoaepHusMa — TBopuectBo A.M. Pemusosa (A.M. Ipaucsa), B.B. Xac6-
nuxoBa (FO.B. Posanos), M.A. Bynuna (O.A. Bepanuxosa), B.H. Mypassesa
(AL Tauesa), A.IT. ITaaronosa (M.A. CinpupoHOBa); B 2 CTaThsIX OCBEIIACTCS
nposa nucareacii pycckoil amurpanuu nepoit Boanst — M.C. [Imeaesa (A.T.
Aopodeesa, T.B. Aapuonosa) u I. Taspanosa (A.B. Tepemxuna).

O606mas1, MOXXHO CKasaTh, 4TO Bce 28 crareil cOOpHHKA OOBEAMHEHDI Ay-
XOBHOH HPOOACMATHKON B €BAHICABCKOM KAIOYE M BHHMAHHEM K CIOcoOam
€e BOIAOIICHHUS B XYAOKCCTBCHHOM CAOBE, YTO HA MATEPUAAE OTECUYECTBEHHOM
auteparypst XII-XXI BB. cTaHOBUTCS U3yYEHHEM CBOCOOPasHsl PYCCKOI 3THO-
[IOITHKH.

B xayecTBe HEMHOTOYHCACHHBIX 3aMEYAHUI OTMETHM CACAYIOIIICE: B CTAThe
A. Kasanuu o Aocroeckom u A.C. XOMSIKOBE XOTEAOCH ObI IPOSICHEHUS pas-
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AVMUH MEXKAY «HAPOAHOCTBIO» M «HALJHOHAABHOCTBIO» B BO33PCHUAX 00OUX
MBICAUTEACH, a TAKOKE PACKPBITUSA TEX CAABIHOPUABCKUX B3TASIAOB, OT KOTOPBIX
aBrop becos otkasaacs B 1870-¢ IT. (c. 218-219); B ctatbe H.IT. JKuaunoit bi-
3BIBACT COMHEHUE BO3MOXKHOCTH AAst M.M. XepackoBa OAHOBPEMEHHO “TOYHO”
CACAOBATh ACTOIUCHOMY H3AOXKCHUIO, KaK HU3BECTHO, YY>KAOMY KaKOro-AH60
IICUXOAOTH3Ma, U COCPEAOTOYUBATBCS «HA MPCOOPAKECHUHM M BO3POXKACHUU
Aymn>» nepconaxa (c. 370-371); O.A. BepAHHKOBa TOBOPUT O <« KMBOJ >KH3-
HU> KaK OAHOU u3 yHuBepcaauil CepeOpsiHOro Beka, He 0003HaYasl CBSI3U ITO-
IO KOHICNTA C TBOPYECTBOM AOCTOCBCKOIO, HE3YCAOBHO IKCIIAULMPOBAHHOM
asst anoxu pybexa XIX-XX Bs. (c. 513); MI.A. CrimpuaoHoBa, paccyxaas o
BHCIIHEM U BHYTPCHHEM MOTHBHBIX YPOBHsiX B pacckase A.IT. ITaaronosa Ody-
X0MBopenHbie 4101, HASPIBACT IIOCACAHUI IK3UCTCHI{MAABHBIM, XOTS I1O CMBICAY
OH sBAsIETCA OHTOAOrHYecKuM (c. 598); A.B. Tepemkuna B cBsizu ¢ pacckasom
I TaspanoBa [lanuxuda NPUXOAUT K CTPAHHOMY C TOYKH 3PCHHSI XPUCTHAHCTBA
BBIBOAY O TOM, YTO «KOHEYHA )XU3Hb AHIIb OAHOTO YEAOBEKA — XKU3Hb POAA BO
Xpucre Beuna» (c. 613).

B xoHIle M3paHUSA pasMEIEH XPOHOAOTMYECKHI CIIMCOK TPYAOB 3axaposa,
HACYUTHIBAOIUH 365 [TO3ULMH U BKAIOYAIOIUIL B 051 HECKOABKO aBTOPCKHX
HayYHBIX MOHOrpaduil, COTHH aHAAUTHYECKUX HAYYHBIX CTaTeH, PEAAKTHUPO-
BAaHME U KOHIICITYaAbHBIN KOMMEHTAPHUI K M3AAHHUAM IpoH3BeAcHUi AocTo-
€BCKOTO, PEAAKTUPOBAHNE HHAUBHAYAABHBIX HAYYHBIX MOHOTPadHil KOAACT H
YYCHHKOB, 4 TAKXEC KOAACKTUBHBIX MOHOIPaQUil U TEMATHICCKUX COOPHUKOB,
COCTABACHHE U PEAAKTHPOBAHHE HAyYHOIO HACACAHS 3a0BITHIX AHUTEPATYpO-
Beao (Hampumep, O. ¢pon Illyabna), cAOBAPHO-IHIIMKAOIIEAMYECKHE TPYABL,
yOAMKALMM apXUBHBIX AOKYMCHTOB, TEKCTbl AAsl Hay4HO-OOpPa3soBaTCAbHBIX
3ACKTPOHHBIX PeCypcoB H T. A. Hemaro paboT onybankoBaHO Ha aHTAMHCKOM
A3BIKE U B 3aPYOEKHBIX U3AAHUSIX. TaKUM 00pasoM, MOSKHO BOOYHIO yOeAUTHCsI
B HE3ayPSIAHON MacIITaOHOCTH Hay4HOH ACSATEABHOCTH I00MAsIpa, pasHOOOpa-
3UH €¢ BUAOB, UACHHO-METOAOAOTHYCCKON LICABHOCTH IPH LIMPOTE U Horar-
CTBE PACCMATPUBAEMOrO AUTEPATYPHOIO MAaTEPHAAA.

3asepiuaet kHUry [lpusoycenne — mybauKanys muceM K 3axapoBy BBIAQ-
IOIUXCA YYeHBIX-PUA0AOTOB XX B., C KOTOPBIMU IEPECEKCS €r0 TBOPYECKHIM
IyTh B HAyKE U, K COXKAACHHIO, y)Ke yIIeAHX u3 3eMHoi xusHu. B.H. Tonopos
— OAMH M3 OCHOBATE€AECH 3HAMEHUTOH TaPTYCKO-MOCKOBCKOH CEMMOTHYECKOH
IIKOABI — B 1986 TI. BEICOKO OLICHHA IepByI0 MoHorpaduio 3axaposa Cucmema
weanpos Aocmoescxozo: munorozus u nosmuxa (1985) M CTaThIO C ONPOBEPIKE-
HHEM CTOMKOM CIIACTHH O «KaiMe» Ipu Hanedatanun beduvix awdei B 1846
r., Ao6aBuB: «Onu MHe 6AM3KH 10 cBoeMy Ayxy» (c. 657). OaMH ns opranunsa-
TOPOB U aKTUBHEHIINX AesiTeacit MexxayHapopHoro obmectBa A0cTOEBCKOrO
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H.A. HaroBa, crioco6cTBOoBaBIIasE pasBUTUIO KOHTAKTOB MEKAY AOCTOCBCKO-
Bepamu amapa u Poccuy, B 1988 1. 6aaropapuaa 3axaposa, Hapspy ¢ A.C.
AuxaueBsiM, B.J. Boraanosoit u A.M. Capackunoii, 3a pemaolyio moMolb
B OPraHHU3ALMU IIEPBOTO NPHE3AA AMEPHKAHCKHX YYCHBIX B ropop bpamuves
Kapamaszosvix Crapywo Pyccy, xoropoiit Bo Bpemera CCCP 6b1a “3akpbiThiM’.
baectamuit puaosor-repmanuct A.B. MuxaiianoB OTMETHA TEIABIM ITHCHMOM
U OAATOXKEAATEABHOL PpELECH3NEH B XKypPHAAC Haw COBPEMEHHUK (1991, Ne 3, c.
177-179) BBIXOA TIOATOTOBACHHOTO 3aXapOBBIM H3AQHUS poMaHa AOCTOEBCKOTrO
Becor (IleTposaBoACK, 1990), KOTOPbIE BAOXHOBUAH MOAOAOTO TOTAQ YICHOTO
Ha peaAnsanuio eie 6oaee MacTabHOro npoekta — 1041020 cobpanus couure-
Huii \OCTOEBCKOTO B aBTOpCKOii opdorpaduu u nyHkryauuu (1995- ).

Wrak, xuura Quiosozus kax npussariue MPEAAATACT YUTATEAID HE TOABKO
YCAOBECYCCKUI M HAYYHBIHA [OPTPET 3aMEYATEABHOrO 100uAsipa — Baapumupa
HuxoaaeBnua 3axapoBa, — HO U PEACTABASIET, ITYCTh YACTUYHO, OAMH U3 BaX-
HEHIINX PE3YABTATOB €T0 ACATCABHOCTH — CAOXKHBILIEECS BOKPYT €rO 3aBETHBIX
uAci npodeccHoHaAbHOE HaydHOe coobuiectBo. F, koHeuHO e, peneHsupye-
MO€E U3AAHHE OTHIOAb HE OKOHYATEABHBIH HUTOT, HO OCMBICACHHE IIPOMEXYTOY-
HBIX PE3YABTAaTOB IO 3aBEPIICHUH OOABIIOTO JTalla U B IIEPBYIO OYEPEAD — OT-
KPBITHE HOBBIX TOPU3OHTOB.

Ouvea A. Bozdarnosa
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PAUL J. CONTINO,

Dostoevsky’s Incarnational Realism: Finding Christ among the Karamazovs
(Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2020). Paperback, 322 pp.

ISBN: 978-1-7252-5074-1.

In Dostoevsky’s notebooks for Demons, Stavrogin (referred to throughout as
“the Prince”) distinguishes between Christ’s moral teaching and belief in his
divine incarnation. “Many people think it is enough to believe in Christ’s mor-
al teaching to be a Christian. It’s not Christ’s morality, or his teaching, that will
save the world, but faith in the fact that the word was made flesh. [. . .] What
one must believe is precisely the notion that this is the ultimate ideal of man,
that the word is incarnate, that God has become incarnate” (IZcc 115 187-188).
For Paul Contino, the idea of the incarnation is crucial not only to the Chris-
tological themes of Dostoevsky’s final novel, but to its methodology, which he
labels as “incarnational realism”.

To understand what he means by incarnational realism, we have to start
with the idea of “analogical imagination”: the ability to discern both likeness
and unlikeness, but to do so from both an ‘either/or’ and a ‘both/and’ perspec-
tive. Reality rarely presents itself as either wholly evil or wholly good (thus,
‘both/and’) but at the same time people are free to choose to do good or to
do evil (‘cither/or’). The incarnation affirms humankind’s divinity (its likeness
to God) but God incarnate as Christ is also a constant reminder of our own
sinfulness and imperfections, that is, our distance from God (our unlikeness).
This, Contino asserts, is what is at the heart of Dostoevsky’s messy realism:
“Dostoevsky’s novel represents reality as both graced gift and arduous task; the
world as both sacramentally charged and sinfully fallen; paradise as bozh here
and yet to come; persons as both open in their freedom to change and closed
given the realities of time, interpersonal commitment, consequences of past ac-
tions, and even genetic inheritance”. (p. 8). Dostoevsky’s incarnational realism
recognizes that “quotidian life” offers both “limits and graces” and the ability
to “discern glimpses of transcendent beauty” by practicing prudence and active
love (p. 15). The habits of humility, prudence and self-emptying (kenosis) are
developed in real life and “small time” to prepare us for eternal life in “great
time” (pp. 60, 64). These concepts are essential parts of Dostoevsky’s incarna-
tional realism and are explicated at length by Contino in the first of two theo-
retical chapters, both drawing from a wide range of mostly Western Christian
thinkers, from Augustine, Aquinas and Dante to Rowan Williams and Hans
Urs von Balthasar.
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Chapter two connects the novels concept of beauty with icons, which
provide the means for persons to “recover their divine likeness” by following
Christ (p. 29). Like God, Dostoevsky grants his characters internal freedom:
they are unfinalizable, “finite yet always free to receive this infinite freedom of
divine grace”. This balance between “the open” and “the closed” is integral to
Dostoevsky’s incarnational realism and is “especially embodied” in “dramatic
scenes of confessional dialogue” (pp. 36-37), which help characters move “from
willful assertion to willing receptivity” and fully realize their personhood, dy-
ing to themselves to emerge more fully as their true selves (p. 45). Zosima, of
course, is the novel’s model of the confessional life and chapter three explicates
the poetics of confession that he exemplifies. His journey of confession and
conversion prefigures that of the central characters in the novel, each of whom
“recovers his own voice only after he has passed through a crucible of transgres-
sion, remorse, and — with the necessary mediation of another — confession and
atonement” (p. 52).

The remaining chapters of the book are devoted to Alyosha, Dmitrii and
Ivan. Alyosha figures in chapters four and seven, each addressing three of the
six days over which the events of the novel transpire. Alyoshas first three days
(chapter 4 of Contino’s study) depict Alyosha’s movement from fragmen-
tation to wholeness, during which his attempts at practicing active love and
confessional dialogue initially backfire in the face of nadryv or laceration in
his encounters with Captain Snegiryov, Katerina and even Ivan (p. 139). When
Alyosha himself, however, engages in zadryv in his encounter with Grushenka
— hurting himself “so that he can hurt God” (p. 105) — he is transformed by “the
incarnational pattern of descent and ascent” (p. 103). His attempt at a self-in-
flicted fall is countered by Grushenka’s raising of his soul “from the depths”,
as Alyosha puts it. He returns to the monastery and repeats this descent and
ascent pattern after his vision of Zosima and Christ at the heavenly wedding
at Cana, when Alyosha falls to the earth in ecstatic embrace and rises a new
man. This vision and its aftermath is Alyosha’s ultimate “both/and” moment,
“marked by both joy and pain, wholeness and self-emptying” (p. 114). It is also
a highpoint of the novel’s incarnational realism.

But Dostoevsky’s incarnational realism is more than just a literary method.
It also enables the practice of active love in readers by exemplifying and enact-
ing it textually. It thus shows how a work of literature can make one a “better”
person, which is the departing point of Contino’s study (p. 1). The focus of the
second chapter on Alyosha — chapter seven, arguably the best in the book —
explicates this property of the novel by providing close readings of Alyosha’s
“generative” and “parental” engagement with two “troubled youths, each about
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fourteen years old” (p. 177): Kolya Krasotkin and Lise Khokhlakova. Each
embodies different kinds of “demonic possession” brought on by the secular
rationalism practiced by the novel’s chief tempters of unbelief, Ivan (Lise’s de-
mon) and Rakitin (Kolya’s). Contino carefully lays out how Alyosha’s “available
and attentive” (p. 155) confessant relationship with both of them counters the
“unsuitable” reading that has caused “self-division and destruction” in Lise (p.
180) and “willful atheism” in Kolya (p. 160), ultimately producing a conversion
in Kolya and the beginnings of confession and atonement in Lise.

Contino explicates Alyosha’s role as confessant in the lives of his two broth-
ers Dmitrii and Ivan as well, in chapters five and six respectively. Indeed, con-
fession is central to understanding Mitya, who has other confessants, too: the
peasant coachman Andrei, who drives him to Mokroe the night of the murder
and with whom Mitya conducts a theological conversation; Grushenka, who
becomes “a Christ-bearing image (0braz) that reflects and mediates divine love
and, like the Orthodox icon, is vital to the re-formation of Mitya’s own image
as a person” (p. 135); and, of course, his police interrogators — the least effective
confessants as “their strictly empirical realism leaves no room for spiritual real-
ity” (p. 123). It is Alyosha, however, who is Mitya’s most important confessant,
both at the beginning of the novel as he listens to his brother’s three confes-
sions (in verse, in anecdote, heels up) and at the end, when he blesses Mitya’s
plan to escape to America instead of serving a sentence of hard labor in Siberia:
an ending Contino defends as in keeping with the novel’s incarnational realism,
which does not demand heroic virtue but rather the practicing of active love.
“You are innocent,” Alyosha tells Mitya, “and such a cross is not for you”

Contino’s examination of Ivan in chapter six focuses on the latter’s difficul-
ty in perceiving his own part in the murder of his father. Ivan would rather,
as Contino perceptively argues, “hold up the bold, dialectical extremities of
‘either/or’ than discern within more messy ‘both/and’ territory” (p. 143). Ivan’s
thinking is Euclidean: one is either guilty or not guilty. One cannot be both
innocent and guilty at the same time. Moreover, Ivan is vain: he “would rather
go to court and be perceived by the spectators as a daring nihilist father-slayer,
than admit the more ‘modest’ degree of his guilt in all its shabbiness” (p. 144)
and thus, by extension, acknowledge his likeness to the shabby demon who
visits him in his delirium. Alyosha’s “It was not you who killed father” serves
“as an invitation to Ivan to discern and humbly accept his partial guilt” (p. 149)
but Ivan suffers from an inability to accept his “non-self-sufficiency” (p. 146);
in turning away from Alyosha as confessant, he shuns the humility incarnation-
al realism reveals to be at the heart of the redemptive movement of Dostoev-
sky’s novel.
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In his study’s closing pages, Contino marvels at how the novel’s final chapter
so “symphonically” “recapitulates every tone in the novel: grief, anger, rebel-
lion, yearning, acceptance, hope, humor, joy, love” — “all of the novel’s major
themes and events” (p. 184). It is the great accomplishment of Contino’s close
reading of the novel that we better understand this dense network of associa-
tions and their basis in the author’s Christian poetics, his “incarnational real-
ism”. Contino has created a practical handbook of sorts for those of us wishing
to understand how, indeed, the novel makes us better human beings for having
read it.

John Givens
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MICHEL NIQUEUX,
Dictionnaire Dostoievski (Paris: Institut d”Ecudes Slaves, 2021), 316 pp.
ISBN 978-2-7204-0662-1

O6peMm u BHYTpPEHHEE 60raTcTBO makporekcta P.M. AocroeBckoro, ¢ opAHOM
CTOPOHBI, 4 C APYIOH, — €0 OIPOMHOE 3HAYCHHUE AASL KYABTYP U AUTEPATYp
BCETO MHUPA, 9aCTO MOOYXAAIT IPYIIBI HMCCACAOBATEACH, M AQKE CaMOCTO-
STEABHBIX YYCHBIX K CO3AAHHIO MACIUTAOHBIX CHCTEMATH3UPYIOLIUX TPYAOB:
TEMATHYECKUX CAOBapeil, sHuukaoneaui, ‘Companions’ o ero >XUsHH, OKpY-
JKEHUU U TBOpuecTBe. V3AMIIHE TOBOPHUTDH, YTO LIEHHOCTh MOAOOHBIX paboT
COCTOUT B IIEPBYIO OYEPEAb B TOM, YTO C UX ITOMOIIBIO OTPOMHOE KOAHYECTBO
HAKOIIACHHBIX AQHHBIX O IIHCATEAE, — KaK PAKTUYCCKHUX, TAK U KOHIICIITYaAbHBIX
U HCCACAOBATEABCKHX, — IIPUXOAUT B HEKOTOPBIH AOTHMYECKUII MOPSIAOK. Tax
PE3IOMUPYIOTCS PE3YABTAThl OYPHOH KOAACKTUBHOM AOCTOCBCKOBEAYECKOM Ac-
STEABHOCTH, YTO ACAACT ITU M3AAHUS IIOAC3HBIM 0A30BBIM OPYAHEM AASL AAAB-
HEHIIUX UCCAEAOBAHUI.

A mOcKOABKYy Kaxkpas MacmTabHast paboTa (BKAKOYAsS MHOTAA y4eOHHKH M
KPUTHYCCKUE XPECTOMATHH, Kak Hanpumep cepust «Pro et Contra») tpebyer
BHSTHBIX KPUTCpUEB OTOOpa U OOpabOTKM MaTepuasa, TO IMOAYYACTCs, YTO
B IOAOOHBIX KHMIAaX CHABHO OTPaXKaeTCs KYABTYPHasl CPEAd aBTOPOB U AyX
BpemeHu. Ecau, Hanpumep, snnuxaomneandeckue caosapu nop pea. LK. Ilen-
HHKOBA,' SIBASIIOILIMECS] OTPOMHBIM KOAACKTHBHBIM TPYAOM POCCHHCKHX AOCTO-
€BCKOBEAOB ITOCACCOBETCKOTO IIEPHOAA, PE3IOMHPYIOT 3HAHMS O ITHCATEAC U
HAIIPaBACHHSI HHTCPIIPETALIUIT €0 TBOPYECTBA, XapakTepHble Aasi Poccuu 1970-
X — 2000-X IT., TO aHrAos3br9Hble Companions OTpaXkalT, KaK MPaBHUAO, CO-
BEPIICHHO MHbBIE HCCACAOBATEAbCKHE TpaauLuu. Kopode roBopsi, oT KaxA0ro
TPyAQ HOAOOHOTO THIIA MBI ITOAYYaeM HHPOPMALHIO HE TOABKO O AOCTOEBCKOM,
HO U O KYABTYpaX, B paMKaX KOTOPBIX UM 3aHUMAIOTCSI aBTOPbI-COCTABUTEAH.

He npeacraBasercst nckaodeHreM HoBeimas pabora (paHIysckoro py-
cucta Mumeas Huxo c HesareliauBbiM HaszBanueM Dictionnaire Dostoievski
(«CaoBapp AocToeBckoro» ), uspaHHash mapwxickuM VIHCTUTYTOM CAaBsH-
CKHUX MCCACAOBAHUI. DTa KHUTA — BBEACHHE K TBOPYCCTBY U AUYHOCTH BEAHKO-
IO IUCATEAS] — B TO 5KE BPEMs AACT BO3ZMOXXHOCTb MHOTOE IIOHSTh B UICTOPUH U
OCHOBHBIX TEHACHIIUSIX €ro Bocnpusitusi Bo OpaHuuu.

1 Cwm. IK. IIEHHUKOB, A.A. AAEKCEEB (mop peA.), Aocmoesckuii: scmemuxa u noamu-
xa. Cuosapo-cnpasounux (Yeanbunck: Meraas, 1997); LK. IlenHukos, B.H. Tuxo-
MHUPOB (nop pea.), docmoescxuii: Couunenus, nucoma, doxymenmos. Cro8apo-cnpagosrux
(Cankr-Tlerepbypr: Usa. «ITymkunckuit Aom», 2008).
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KHura BBIrASAUT KOMITaKTHBIM (316 cTpaHuy Heboapmoro ¢popmara) my-
TEBOAUTECACM AASL CTYACHTOB M ACIIMPAHTOB, a TAKXKE AASL AIOOHTEACH TBOp-
gectBa AocToeBckoro. AAst TAKOM IjeAM OHA M IIPHAYMaHa, IO YTBEPXKACHHIO
camoro aBropa. «C d4ero Hayarh? — 4acTO CIPAIIMBAIOT CTYACHTHI, a 0e3
COMHEHHUII OHU HE CAUHCTBCHHBIC, KTO KOACOACTCS IIepeA TEM, Kak BOWTH
B CAOXKHBIH POMAaHHBI M HMHTCAACKTYaAbHBI MHUP, CIIOCOOHBIH Iyrarh u
nyTatb», — dutacm B [Ipeancaosuu (c. 7). CxaxeM cpasy, 4ro Gaaropaps
HAY4YHOH CKPYIIyAC3HOCTH aBTOpA, KHHUIA LIEHHA U AAS IPOQPECCHOHAABHBIX
YUTAaTEACH, TaK KaK B CHHTETHYECKH CXXKAaTOM BHAC OIMCHIBACT OCHOBHBIE
TEMBI, KAACCHYECKHE MHTEPIPETauu U 0asoByto 6ubanorpaduio, HeobxoAU-
MyI0 AAsL 6OACE TAYOOKOTIO CAMOCTOATEABHOTO M3YICHUS OTACABHBIX ACIICKTOB
TBOpYeCcTBa AOCTOECBCKOTrO.

I'To cBoelt CTPYKType KHHMIa CACAYET MOACAU IHIIMKAOIEAUYECKOTO CAOBA-
psi. Crincok cBOMX MpPEAIIECTBEHHUKOB aBTOp HasbiBaeT B IIpeancaoBun — B
HEM YKa3aHbl OCHOBHBIE PYCCKO- M aHTAOSI3BIYHBIE AOCTOEBCKHE SHIJUKAOIIE-
AMH: TIOMUMO YK yrnoMsaHyTbix pabor Illennukosa (mpaspa, aBropom ymo-
MSHYT TOABKO IEPBbIN CAOBapb, n3paHHbIH IIleHHUKOBBIM B 1997 TI. BMeCTE C
A.A. AxexceeBBIM, a HE BTOPOH, UM K€ IIPUTOTOBACHHBIM B 2008 I. BMECTE C
B.H. Tuxomuposbim), ¢urypupyor He McHee u3BecTHble paboTsr Hukosas
Hacepknna u sanonckoro uccaeposareas Haxamypsr Kannocks u ABa aHrao-
S3BIYHBIX TPyAQ — AaBHUH Curosape Aocmoesckozo Pruyapaa Yanmaa u coBcem
HepaBHui ‘Companion’ mop peaaknueii Koarpun bayepe, Konnopa Aok u
Kaiir Xoanranp.

CaoBapp cocTaBACH U3 118 CAOBAPHBIX CTAaTEH, NMPEACTABACHHBIX B aAda-
BUTHOM IOPSIAKE 0€3 MOAPASACACHHI: aBTOP PCIIMA HE PaCIPEACAATH IO
OTACABHBIM Pa3ACAAM CTaTBU-ITYTEBOAUTEAH 11O TAABHBIM IIPOU3BEACHHSIM Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO, CTATHU O KAIOYECBBIX KOHIIEIITAX ITHCATEASI M €O XYAOXKECTBEHHOTO
MHpa U, HAKOHEL, CTaTbi 06 MHTepTeKcTe AOCTOCBCKOTO (MOCACAHNE, KCTATH,
KACAIOTCS HE TOABKO ITHMCATEAEH, OKa3bIBABIIUX BAUSHUE HA HEro, HO U TeX, B
YbEM TBOPYECTBE OYCBUAHO €TO COOCTBEHHOE BAMSHUE).

Kax npaBuao, nepBblit BUA CAOBApHBIX CTATCH HAUMEHEE HHTEPECEH AAS HC-
CAEAOBATEACH: 3ACCH PEBIOMUPYIOTCSI CIOXKETBI POMAHOB U ITOBECTEH ITHCATEAS,
CHCTEMA IIEPCOHAKEH U TAABHBIC MOTHBBI; AAIOTCS KPATKHE OTCHIAKM HA KAAC-
CHYECKHE HHTEPIPETALIUH.

2 Huxonait HACEAKMH, Jocmoesckuti. Inyuxaonedus (Mocksa: Aaropurm, 2003); Haka-
mypa KaHHOCKD, Cuosaps nepconaxceii npoussedenusi O.M. Aocmoescxozo (Canxr-ITe-
tepbypr: Tunepuon, 2011); Richard CHAPPLE, A Dostoevsky Dictionary (Ann Arbor:
Ardis, 1983); Katherine BowEeRrs, Connor Doax and Kate HoLLAND (Ed.), 4 Dostoevskii
Companion: Texts and Contexts (Boston, MA: Academic Studies Press, 2018).
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MaAo OpUTrHHAABHOTO HCCACAOBATEAb HAUACT M BO BTOPOH KAaTCTOPUM CTa-
TeH, KOTOPasi, OAHAKO, IIPEACTABASIET COOOM OTANYHBIA MHCTPYMEHT AAS HAYH-
HAIOLIMX YICHBIX U CTYACHTOB.

Tperbst ke KaTeropusi, ACHCTBYsl B IPOCTPAHCTBE KOMITAPATUBUCTHUKH, aK-
LICHTUPYET COOTHOWICHHUS (pPaHIy3cKo# KyAbTyphl ¢ AocroeBckum. B artom
U ecTh 0c00asi LICHHOCTb KHUIH: ONITHKA aBTOPa NPUOAMXKACT HAC K HE BCETAA
OYCBUAHBIM ACTAASIM PPAHIIY3CKOTO AOCTOCBCKOBEACHHSI U PELCIILIUH PYCCKO-
ro nucareas Bo Opannun. Takum 06pasoM, psAOM ¢ 0KHAACMBIMH UMECHAMHU
baasrsaka, Kamio, @ypse, XKupa, Itoro, Hamoaeona umurareasr BcTpedaer ot-
HOCHUTEABHO HOBbIC B KOHTEKCTE AOCTOCBCKOBeacHUs umeHa [loas Kaoaeast u
Anppe Maaspo. MHoro ¢paniysckoro Mareprasa 0000LICHO B elie ABYX CTa-
thsax: “Dostoievski dans les lettres frangaises” («AoctoeBckuit B dppaniysckoit
caoBecHocTn» ) u “Traduire Dostoievski” («ITepeBoputs AoctoeBckoro» ).
HexoTtopsie us nomenieHHbIX B KHHTe cTaTell (Hampumep, ctaths o baese [Ta-
CKaA€) ACMOHCTPHUPYIOT BBICOKHE AOCTHIKCHHS QPaHIIy3CKOTO AHTEPaTypOBe-
ACHHSL, YaCTO MAAOM3BECTHBIC BHE CTPAHBIL.

IlepBoe mpusBaHue KHUIH — OBITh IIOACSHBIM PYKOBOACTBOM K TBOPYECTBY
AOCTOEBCKOTO AAS MOAOAOTO IOKOAEHMS — obecrednBaeTcs OOABIIUMM H300U-
AVIEM HAAIOCTPALIMH H TIHATCABHO IIOATOTOBACHHBIM CIIMCKOM MMEH U CIOXKETOB.

[Topo6HBIE pabOTEI, B KOTOPBIX, HA IICPBbIN B3IASIA, IIOBTOPSIOTCS 00ICH3-
BECTHbIC (aKThl AOCTOCBCKOBEACHM S, CKPBIBAIOT B Ce0¢ HEMAAO XOPOILHX CIOP-
IPU3OB AASL KOMIIAPATHBHCTOB H, B OOIIEM, AAS CIICLIHAAMCTOB 110 TBOPYECTBY
pycckoro mucareas. B upcaabHoM Mupe MOXHO OBIAO ObI MedTaTh O HAAUYUH
XOTs1 GBI OAHOTO IIOAOGHOTO CAOBapsi B KAXKAOU CTPAHE; 3TO ITO3BOAUAO OBl CO-
Gupatb caeAbl 0cOObIX co3Byunii ¢ reaneM Oepopa MuxaiiaoBuYa B pasANYHBIX
KyAbTypax u Tpapunusx. Ppannus ¢ paboroit Mummeass Huko moayumaa sa-
BUAHBII [IOAQPOK K I00MACIO pycckoro kaaccuka. He Oyaer anmnum A06aButh
HAITOCACAOK, YTO KHHIA IIOCBALICHA NAMATH OAHOTO U3 BEAMKAHOB (paHIlys-
ckoro poctoeBckoBepeHust — JKaky Karro.

Stefano Aloe
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ANDREA OPPO,

Lev Shestov: The Philosophy and Works of a Tragic Thinker
(Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2020). Hardback, xvi + 329 pp.
ISBN: 9781644694671.

Having settled in France after leaving Russia in 1920, Shestov became one of
the most important thinkers of Russian origin in terms of impact and read-
ership. In comparison to other émigrés, he was probably rivalled by Berdiaev
only, but in contrast to Berdiaev, Shestov was not an equally central figure of
the Russian émigré community. Although he did publish in their venues, he
was, as noted in the book under review here (p. 157), not particularly con-
cerned with maintaining his lost homeland Russia in exile. To this reviewer,
he seems to have more in common with thinkers such as Alexandre Koyré and
Alexandre Kojeve, who integrated into French academic life. Similarly, while
belonging today to the canon of Russian religious philosophy, Shestov has
nevertheless been considered some kind of ‘lonely figure} and rightfully so, not
least because it is debatable to what extent he was a “religious” thinker. More-
over, his ideas did not develop within the idealist paradigm that was so widely
shared, from the Slavophiles via Solov'ev to the post-Solov'evian generation,
to which Shestov otherwise belonged. ‘Idealism, meaning a firm ground from
which you can develop your reasoning and even system, was one of many tar-
gets of Shestov’s writings. Shestov’s thinking was, in his own words, an “apothe-
osis of groundlessness”.

Andrea Oppo’s new monograph on Lev Shestov is a remarkable achieve-
ment. The author has managed to write a clear, coherent and focused narrative
of Shestov’s development, readable and comprehensible to those who are in-
terested in familiarizing themselves with this paradoxical figure. Meanwhile,
the book is also heavily footnoted, for which Oppo reserves discussions about
issues that are mainly for the specialists, which means that both groups will
find this book rewarding. Oppo’s book is a combination of philosophy, that is a
discussion of philosophical claims and arguments, and intellectual history, that
is the broader contexts in which they were put forward. The book is broadly
researched — Oppo has not only studied Shestov’s major works, but also his mi-
nor ones as well as texts and thinkers that make up Shestov’s contexts.

When I characterize the book as ‘coherent) I mean that Oppo has a keen eye
for the main continuities and discontinuities, and in the following I will out-
line some of these for the readers of Dostoevsky Studies. The book is chronologi-
cally organized, its first part being “Shestov in Russia” and the second “Shestov
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in France” It also contains three appendices: “Shestov and Husserl”, “Shestov
and Berdyaev” and “Shestov and Fondane” Oppo’s approach takes into consid-
eration the philosopher’s biography, but this is first and foremost a reading of
Shestov’s ocuvre. It is a through engagement with Shestov’s primary texts, and
involve other commentaries when necessary.

The first part, “Shestov in Russia’, focuses on the philosopher’s main works
of the period 1898-1905: on Shakespeare (and his ‘critic’ Brandes), Tolstoy,
Nietzsche and Dostoevsky, but Oppo also provides a separate chapter on
Shestov’s lesser known readings of literature, where he makes it clear that also
Anton Chekhov had a profound significance for Shestov. Whereas Dostoevsky
and Nietzsche exposed the “deceit of morals and philosophy”, Shestov uses
Chekhov to “unmask the deceit of art’, portraying him as the “poet of hope-
lessness” (p. 87). Chekhov’s characters experience the tragedy, but they do not
die, they live on, rejecting and yet accepting their situation. They try to create a
meaningful life “from nothing” but ultimately fails.

In Shestov’s books on Tolstoy, Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, the focus is on
the “transformation of convictions” (p. 28), that is when the two latter com-
pletely rejected their former, “idealist” beliefs in the experience of tragedy.
In his reading of Tolstoy, Oppo shows, Shestov works with the opposition of
“God” (standing for the absurd) and “religion” (human, rationalist sense-mak-
ing of the absurd). The paradoxical conclusion of Shestov’s interpretation of
Tolstoy versus Nietzsche, which involves not only their texts but also psychol-
ogy — Shestov used biography as a “psychological method” (p. 52) — is that
Tolstoy was in a sense an atheist; Nietzsche a “believer”. For Shestov, God is the
“other” of reason (p. 38). On the other hand, Oppo also shows that the oppo-
sition between the two thinkers is not as clear-cut. As for Nietzsche, neither
he was free form preaching, for instance in the doctrine about the superhuman
(p- 38). What mattered most to Shestov in Nietzsche was his struggle against
Enlightenment ideals. As Oppo explains, Shestov’s Nietzsche was not the
Nietzsche of the symbolists (p. 40), though Shestov, too, had a huge influence
on the reception of Nietzsche in Russia. Tolstoy, meanwhile, was also not mere-
ly a preacher, although this may be the first impression when reading Shestov’s
description of him. In The Death of Ivan Ilich, Shestov finds a true exposition of
the tragic.

Dostoevsky was one of Shestov’s main heroes. Famously, Shestov appreci-
ated “dark characters” such as the Underground Man, Raskolnikov and Ivan
Karamazov, all of whom recognized the tragedy of life. To focus on these fig-
ures as Dostoevsky’s main heroes was not uncommon in the early reception of
Dostoevsky: Rozanov had already done something similar, and he discovered
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in Ivan Karamazov a positive ethics, despite his “rebellion”. Shestov, meanwhile,
continues Nikolai Mikhailovsky appreciation of Dostoevsky’s “cruelty”. Like
Tolstoy, Dostoevsky too could preach “idealism’, be it in his “positive” charac-
ters (Myshkin, Alyosha) or in his political essays and journalism, where he left
tragedy out of sight altogether. Dostoevsky’s journalism was not the topic of
Shestov’s Dostoevsky and Nietzsche of 1903, but Shestov did turn to them later,
and, not surprisingly, was quite critical of the preaching encountered there. But
also in his 1903 book, there is, Oppo argues, “an authentic, ‘cruel’ Dostoevskii,
and the Underground Man speaks on his behalf, and there is a less authentic
writer who expresses himself in all his humanitarian novels and characters
and in his ‘prophetic speeches’ and writings” (p. 48). One point in Shestov’s
Dostoevsky analysis that Oppo does not bring up, but which seems relevant in
light of his subsequent discussion of the philosopher’s later engagement with
the Bible, is the role of the Gospel in Dostoevsky, which Shestov opposed to
that of Tolstoy: It is not about ethics and morality but a promise of a new life
(zalog novoi zhizni) that rejects science, as exemplified by miracles such as the
irrational resurrection of Lazarus that Sonia reads for Raskolnikov.’

A remarkable feature of Shestov’s texts, as Oppo discusses several times with
great clarity, is that despite his rebellion against science, rationalism and even
religion his style was in fact very clear and in a sense ‘rational’. He did not write
in the rhapsodic, paradoxical style of Nietzsche or Rozanov. Moreover, this
was not only a question of ‘style’: Shestov is for Oppo a philosopher, despite
his contempt for ‘philosophy’. An exception is perhaps the work that followed
Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, the 1905 Apotheosis of Groundlessness, which consists
of a series of aphorisms, and where Shestov explained in the foreword that it
was impossible to treat his subject otherwise (p. 61). And yet he returned to his
quite rational style later on. What Shestov found necessary to treat ‘aphoris-
tically’ was above all the notion of the tragic. In a sense, the notion of tragedy
in Shestov seems straightforward and simple: it refers to the tragic events in
your life that you cannot prevent, that in reality is the truth of life, and against
which reason has nothing to offer. As Oppo shows, however, the philosophy
of tragedy comprises more — it was Shestov’s theory of knowledge. Shestov’s
idea of tragedy is “an active impossibility of logos set by logos itself” (p. 64).
Drawing on Schelling and Nietzsche, Shestov saw tragedy not as grounded in
an “error” (cf. Aristotle) but in necessity and yet as intolerable to reason. It is
therefore characterized by contradiction or aporia, for which there is no ra-

1 See Acs IIIECTOB, docmoescxuti u Huyme (urocopus mpazedun) (Canxr-Iletepbypr: Tu-
norpadust M.M. CracroaeBuya, 1903), C. 125.
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tional solution, only revolt. In Oppo’s interpretation, “The only way to achieve
this overturning and to really rebel against the tyranny of necessity is to remain
in the contradiction — to live in the aporetic nature of truth and never detach
oneself form it” (p. 67). As Oppo goes on to observe, this places Shestov along-
side Nietzsche and Heidegger in the history of Western thought, but one of his
merits was to bring in Russian thinkers and writers in this regard, most notably
Tolstoy and Dostoevsky. Dostoevsky was inscribed in his canon of those of
“rebel against the logical, ‘binding’ power of reason” (p. 123), together with St
Paul, Plotinus, Luther (cf. his So/a fide), Pascal, Kierkegaard and others.

In turn, this leads to a key question in Oppo’s discussion: whether the an-
ti-philosophical Shestov is nevertheless a philosopher. Rejecting the founda-
tional principles of philosophy — necessity and noncontradiction — Shestov
found his definitive place and his role as a philosopher opposing ‘official’ phi-
losophy, not but nonetheless a philosopher”, Oppo writes (p. 128). The thinkers
of Shestov’s canon, and this was also what Shestov tried to do himself, “used
logos to question logos itself” (p. 133), which leads to the philosophy of tragedy
for many of them. The recognition of the tragic was first and foremost charac-
teristic of the modern thinkers he appreciated, but Oppo also shows that one
of main heroes, Plotinus, accomplished a “revolt of philosophy against itself”
(p. 151).

The preoccupation with the limits of reason represents the continuity of
Shestov’s thought, from his prerevolutionary to his émigré writings. But what
were his shifts and developments? On significant change that Oppo reveals is
that from “morality” (Tolstoy versus Dostoevsky and Nietzsche) to theory of
knowledge and to fzith as the alternative to knowledge. It is in this context that
the Bible, that is the Jewish Bible (or Old Testament), became so important to
him. Abraham and Job were faced with situations where reason had nothing
to offer, they encountered the absurd, but nevertheless demonstrated “un-
conditioned faith” (p. 194). Their God was for Shestov firmly opposed to the
God of Spinoza. The influence of Kierkegaard here is obvious, but Dostoevsky
remained essential to Shestov in his later thought as well, as can be seen in
émigré texts from 1922 (“Overcoming Self-Evidences”) and 1937 (“On the ‘Re-
generation of Convictions™ in Dostoevsky”). In the former Shestov plays Dos-
toevsky out against not Tolstoy but Aristotle and Husserl, in a “fight against
self-evidences of science” (p. 138). Crucial in this respect is the “absurd logic”
of the Underground Man (2+2=s). The 1937 article, Oppo notes, is very much
in line with his 1903 book on Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, where “regeneration
of convictions” played a key role. Now, however, Nietzsche is replaced by Pas-
cal, whereby Dostoevsky rebellion is portrayed as a “fight against science” (p.
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140). To the end of his life, Shestov claimed that the “essential” Dostoevsky is
to be found in Ivan Karamazov and the Underground Man, not in his positive
heroes. However, also Christ of the Grand Inquisitor story counts among Dos-
toevsky’s representatives of the absurd, due to his rejection of the inquisitor’s
logic’.

And yet Shestov does not abandon the very concept of knowledge as such.
He operates, Oppo maintains, with a distinction between a “theory of knowl-
edge” (the “Western logos”) and a “metaphysics of knowledge”. And Shestov
committed to the latter, looking for “an alternative domain of knowledge itself
— a domain that may possibly include the ‘principle of contradiction” and the
lack of foundation (bespochvennost)” (p. 160). In Oppo’s apt characterization,
Shestov’s looks for the “exit door” from the paradigm of rationalism, which
was nevertheless the “ultimate door of logos” (p. 162). By implication, as Oppo
argues, Shestov’s thought did evolve from despising metaphysics to acknowl-
edging it, though always in opposition to rationalism and necessity. His meta-
physics was the philosophy of tragedy, “which is, ultimately, a biblical religious
philosophy” (p. 204). But not a religious philosophy, this reviewer would add,
in an idealist sense. Reason, meanwhile, is not wrong, but it cannot claim to be
absolute. Shestov was concerned with “the logical limit of reason”, which is “a
necessary limit because it is not placed on the same level as reason but instead
placed before it, as it were” (p. 237).

This brings us finally to Shestov’s well-known opposition between “Athens
and Jerusalem” (reason versus faith), and one of the merits of Oppo’s book is
his detailed explanation that this is not a mere opposition; Shestov’s “original-
ity lies in the fact that Athens and Jerusalem do not stand on the same level,
there is a discontinuous relationship between them: Athens is the truth in
opposition to the truth behind it - Jerusalem” (p. 238). That both are true may
illustrate also, I think, the very issue of contradiction, which was so crucial for

Shestov and which is brilliantly explained by Andrea Oppo.

Kire Johan Mjor
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SLOBODANKA M. VLADIV-GLOVER:

Dostoevsky and the Realists: Dickens, Flaubert, Tolstoy (New York: Peter Lang,
2019). (Monographs). Hardover, XIII-216 pp.

ISBN 9781433152238.

Studies of the Russian novel often operate under the paradigm of a one-way
influence: Russian novelists of the ‘realist’ tradition (Turgenev, Dostoevsky,
Tolstoy) read their West-European counterparts (Dickens, Flaubert, Zola,
Eliot, and others) and then, influenced by their methods, turned to the spec-
ificities of the Russian context. This has been especially seen in discussions of
the realist novel: scholars have shown how Russian novelists, inspired by the
West, then responded to the special social, cultural, and theological situation
of Russia in the 19" century. In this recent book, Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover
offers a revision of this paradigm. Through the readings of several novels in the
context of Dostoevsky’s work, Vladiv-Glover demonstrates that Russian experi-
ments in realist technique were not entirely the result of this one-way influence
of the West-European novel on the Russian tradition. Nor did novelists merely
respond to the special ‘Russian’ condition in their novels. Rather, the realist
paradigm of Dostoevsky (and of Tolstoy as well) emerged as a result of a com-
mon philosophical tradition grounded in the West-European phenomenology
of Kant and Hegel: realist concepts were derived from the phenomenological
understanding of perception and knowledge, and that these shared origins
may unite discussions of Russian and West-European realist modes. What
is important about this argument is twofold: it shows that Russian novelists
contributed on an even-footing with their West-European counterparts, and
that Russian realist modes may be read not as a side aberration of a West-Eu-
ropean paradigm but rather as a product of similar secular intellectual roots.
In the end. Vladiv-Glover links these phenomenological origins of realism to
an emergence of proto-psychoanalytic modes of the unconscious, a broad phe-
nomenon across national boundaries leading far beyond the 19 century.
Vladiv-Glover’s analysis begins with the classic manifestoes of realism from
the 1830s and 1840s — The Heads of the People, or Portraits of the English (1838),
Les frangais peints par eux-mémes (1840) and Hawn, cnucannsie ¢ namype:
pycckumu (1840-41) — which help to frame the concepts of realism not, as she
calls a “general” term that may be applied broadly but as one emerging as a
“historical” phenomenon from novelists’ response to the philosophical tradi-
tion of German romanticism. The study proceeds through the close reading
of Dostoevsky’s novels that follow this phenomenological trajectory (or as
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she calls it, “gencalogy”) for analyzing realist techniques and uncovering the
shared philosophical origins of Russian and Western writers alike. Of special
note is the treatment Dostoevsky’s novel 7he Possessed, in particular her reading
of the concept of pochvenichestvo, or “return to the native soil”. While scholars
have tended to focus on pochvenichestvo through the lens of Russian specificity,
Vladiv-Glover re-reads this concept as, in her words, a “doctrine of identity and
difference or, speaking through Hegel’s phenomenology, a doctrine of identity
as difference” (p. 57). Importantly, Dostoevsky’s realist paradigm and especially
his focus on the idea of pochvenichestvo had as its basis the same philosophical
tradition that gave way to realism in the West: a concept close to ‘Russianness’
(pochvenichestvo) may be seen as originating in the phenomenology of Kant
and Hegel and a philosophical approach to identity and difference.

From these chapters Vladiv-Glover then turns to other examples, notably
Dickens’s David Copperfield, Flaubert’s Bouvard et Pécuchet and Madame Bo-
vary, and finally Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina. In the case of Dickens, she demon-
strates in a psychoanalytic reading how the novel is at once dislocated from
historical events of the time and yet remarkable for its portrayal of the psy-
chological depths of the characters. She reads this as a reflection of Dickens’s
understanding of identity in his portrayal of characters, which is founded in
phenomenology and prefigures Freud’s concept of the unconscious. A similar
issue is seen in Flaubert. Turning to Bouvard et Pécuchet and Madame Bovary,
Vladiv-Glover argues that the French novelist’s realist mode is focused not on
the “positivistic portraiture of types of the nation,” but rather how the novel
“probes the ‘unconscious” physiognomy of the times” (p. 138). Finally, in the
case of Anna Karenina, Vladiv-Glover reads this novel through Tolstoy’s later
treatise, What Is Art She demonstrates how Tolstoy stages different versions of
perception and the gaze, where aesthetic (rather than positivistic) vision offers
a totally separate epistemological plane from observation in the positivistic sci-
ences.

In the end, Vladiv-Glover’s study brings Russian realism closer to West-Eu-
ropean novelists, showing how a study of Dostoevsky may shed light on
Flaubert, Dickens, Tolstoy, and others. This is an often-ignored direction in
comparative studies of Russian and European novelists: what may Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy reveal about the West-European novel? In the end, it is Dostoevsky
who may shed light on the origins of realism and, importantly, on the long
shadow these novelists cast, far beyond their age.

Brian Egdorf
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Bicentenary events in North America

The North American Dostoevsky Society has facilitated many bicentenary
events through a virtual speaker series, a virtual outreach program, and a blog
series. The 2020 online pivot caused by the Covid-19 pandemic created an
opportunity for collaboration and discussion using video conferencing soft-
ware. In the 2020-21 academic year, we launched our Bicentennial Speaker
Series, a series of virtual talks co-hosted with academic units at universities.
The events are held online, feature Dostoevsky scholars speaking about their
research, and are promoted both by the hosting unit and across NADS’s so-
cial media and blog. In the first year, we co-hosted talks with Harvard Uni-
versity, the University of British Columbia, the University of Toronto, and
Fordham University featuring talks by Jonathan Paine, Barbara Henry, Kath-
erine Bowers, and Paul J. Contino, respectively. The Bicentennial Speaker
Series continues in 2021-22 with virtual talks by Chloé Kitzinger, Andrew D.
Kaufman, Kate Holland, and Vadim Shneyder, co-hosted by the University
of Toronto, Brandeis University, the University of Bristol, and the University
of British Columbia, respectively. Registration links for all upcoming talks
are available on the Society’s blog, Bloggers Karamazov (https://blogger-
skaramazov.com/) and all the past talks are recorded and available on the
NADS YouTube channel.

A major NADS-sponsored bicentennial outreach program, “Dostoevsky
at 200", was organized by Bowers and Holland in collaboration with Sarah
Hudspith, Katya Jordan, and Sarah J. Young, with support from a Connection
Grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.
“Dostoevsky at 200” includes public roundtables where scholars share con-
temporary research on Dostoevsky, one focused on the recent book Dostoevsky
at 200: The Novel in Modernity (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2021),
co-edited by Bowers and Holland, and a second on Dostoevsky and Nation-
alism in the Global Era coming up in late November as well as two student
research panels focusing on graduate and undergraduate research, respectively.
In addition to these scholarly events, “Dostoevsky at 200” includes an open
call for blog posts on the topic “Global Dostoevskys: Influences and Recep-
tions”. Posts in the series will be published on Bloggers Karamazov later this
year and continuing into 2022. A major event in the bicentenary program is
a virtual birthday party for Fyodor Mikhailovich, taking place on Zoom on 11
November 2021. The birthday party will include fan art, fan poetry, readings of
favorite passages from Dostoevsky’s works, video tributes, testimonials, and a


https://bloggerskaramazov.com/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/
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celebratory toast. The full schedule with all of the NADS bicentennial events
can be found on Bloggers Karamazov.

Beyond the NADS-sponsored events, there are a number of other events
organized across North America to mark the bicentenary in 2021. The confer-
ence Funny Dostoevsky, co-organized by Irina Erman and Lynn Ellen Patyk and
held virtually at Dartmouth College in May 2021, brought scholars to come
together to focus on humor in Dostoevsky’s works. Throughout 2021, Anton
Fedyashin at the Carmel Institute of American University has hosted a series of
virtual book talks to mark the bicentenary, featuring talks by Thomas Gaiton
Marullo, John Givens, Susanne Fusso, Kitzinger, and Holland.

Katherine Bowers
University of British Columbia
&

Kate Holland
University of Toronto
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The Dostoevsky Bicentenary in the UK

The bicentenary of the birth of Dostoevsky was marked in the UK by a number
of public events and media broadcasts. Here are some of the highlights.

Public events

In February the Russian cultural centre Pushkin House in London hosted Alex
Christofi in conversation online with Sophy Roberts (author of 7be Lost Pianos
of Siberia) about his new book Dostoevsky in Love.

May saw two online events: On 6 May, Sarah Hudspith and Olivia San-
tovetti gave a presentation for the Ilkley Literature Festival on the resonances
between Dostoevsky and contemporary Italian author Elena Ferrante, entitled
“Illuminating the Chaos and Obscurity: Dostoevsky and Ferrante in Dialogue™
The presentation is available to watch on YouTube.

Then on 24 May St Antony’s College, Oxford hosted an online roundtable
on the theme “Dostoevsky at 200”, with speakers Yuri Corrigan, Lynn Ellen
Patyk and Alex Christofi, with Caryl Emerson as discussant and Oliver Ready
as chair.

Several public online events took place at the School of Slavonic and East
European Studies, University College London (UCL-SSEES). The first of
these was a graduate student panel, co-hosted with the University of Toronto,
on 28 October, and co-chaired by Kate Holland and Sarah Young. The speak-
ers were Kristina Polakova, presenting her research into the pathic aesthetics
of rain in Dostoevsky’s works, Rachel Sims analysing spiderly forms and the
panopticon in Notes from a Dead House, Christina Karakepeli discussing do-
mestication as re-creation in Greek translations of Dostoevsky, and Dmytro
Memari Fard speaking on aspects of politicization in the first full translation
into German of Dostoevsky’s complete works. It is available to watch on You-
Tube.

This event was followed by a roundtable on 29 November devoted to “Dos-
toevsky, Russia and nationalism in the global era’, co-hosted with the Univer-
sity of Leeds and featuring panellists Ani Kokobobo, Lynn Ellen Patyk, Vlad
Strukov, Vera Tolz and Jennifer Wilson. The co-chairs were Sarah Hudspith
and Sarah Young. A week later the UCL-SSEES graduate student Saffy Mir-
ghani presented her research on Dostoevsky’s influence on 20™ Century Afri-
can American writers.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Nx3XDu4Iq9g&t=1382s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i8fGFmbsVb4&t=3505s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i8fGFmbsVb4&t=3505s
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On 9 November the British Library hosted an online panel on the subject
“The Living Dostoevsky: Adaptation and Translation”, with Alex Christofi, Viv
Groskop, Elizabeth Newman and Oliver Ready.

Finally, the University of Bristol hosted Kate Holland in a public lecture on
“Temporality in Dostoevsky’s Imperial Imagination”. This talk is available to
watch on YouTube.

Dostoevsky on the radio

The BBC featured three radio programmes on Dostoevsky in November,
which are all available to listen online. The first was an edition of the BBC
World Service programme The Forum, discussing 7he Devils, with guests Carol
Apollonio, Sarah Hudspith and Tatyana Kowalewska. Next, BBC Radio 4’
flagship arts programme Front Row examined Crime and Punishment with
guests Kevin Birmingham and Sarah Hudspith. On the day of the bicentenary
itself, BBC Radio 4 broadcast a programme entitled “Dostoevsky and the Rus-
sian Soul’, presented by former Archbishop of Canterbury Rowan Williams
and featuring a number of British scholars including Sarah Young.

Sarah Hudspith
University of Leeds


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sL_lgcrWTtk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sL_lgcrWTtk
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/w3ct1rm1
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m0011cqw
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m0011c4z
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m0011c4z
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Aocmoescxuii u Umarus'

B mpoexre «Aocroesckuit u HMTasnsa>» NpUHAAM aKTUBHOE y4acTHE IIPaB-
Hyk Pépopa MuxaiiaoBuda — AMuUTpHIl AHAPEEBHY U IIPANIPABHYK MHCATEAS
Anexceit Amutpuesud. Msydenne ucropuu ceMpu - mHUpe — HUCTOPHU POAQ
AocroeBckux — cemeiiHas TpaauLusa noroMkoB. CoBpemenHble AocToeBckue
— IPOAOAYKATEAU MPSIMOM MY>KCKOHM AMHHH, HAYILEH OT BEAUKOTO PYCCKOTO ITH-
CaTeAs], 9YTO HE TAKOE YK YACTOE SIBACHHUC B TCHEAAOTHH, [IO3TOMY XOTEAOCH OBl
3TO MOAYEPKHYTh 0c0OeHHO. CHCTEMATHIECKH U OOCTOSITEABHO U3y4aTh TBOP-
4eCTBO U >KUSHEHHBIN IyTh He ToAbKO PEépopa MuxaiiaoBuya Aocroesckoro,
HO M 9ACHOB €TI0 ceMbH cTaa nepBbiM AHapeit Pépoposuy (1908-1968) — BHYK
nucareas U ero keHsl AHHBI [puropseBnsl. B LleHTpaspHOM rocypapcTBeHHOM
apxuBe auteparypsl u uckyccrsa Cankr-Ilerepbypra xpanurcs apxus AHApest
DépopoBuya — GpoHa 85, onucs 1. B cBsA3u ¢ TeMoi Halero npoexTa obpaTUMcs
x nucbmy “Munucrepcrsy nnocrpanssix oca CCCP (o Apxusy Munucrep-
ctBa 32 XIX Bek)”, B KOTOPOM BBIpaKEHA CACAYIOIIAs TIPOChHa:

B cBs3H ¢ U3BICKAHHUSMH HOBBIX OHOrpaHYECCKUX CBEACHMI U3 PAHHETO NECPH-
0Aa xusHU 1840-1843 r.I. B [Terepbypre Pépopa MuxariroBuda AocTOEBCKOTo
- B OyAyIeM BEAHKOTO pycckoro mucareast, Beaymumucs A.D. Aocroesckum u
A.C. BypMHCTPOBBIM, IIOSBUAACH HEOOXOANMOCTb AOCTOBEPHOTO 3HAHMS aApe-
coB npoxusanus B [lerep6ypre (3a 1840 — 1843 .. MAM GAM3KOTO K HUM) CACAY-

IOLMX AHL] AUTTAOMATHYECKON IPUHAAACKHOCTH. ..”

Cpeau unrepecyromux Anapess Pépoposuua pumaomaros — Kowcya
Heanoautancknit Kapa Aann. OueBupno, 4ro HHTepec Moaoporo Ao-
croeBckoro K HeamoanTanckoMmy KOHCYAy OBIA BBISBAaH €rO0 AQBHULIHCH U
CTpacTHOH Me4To# O moe3ake B Mraanio. MHOro mpexae HmyTemecTBUs B
3Ty CTpaHy, B 1846 rOAY, KOTAQ YXKE COCTOSIACS €IO YCICIIHBI ACOIT — BOC-
TOPIKCHHBIH OT3bIB O poMaHe bedusie 41001, KOraa OH MEPEKUA XOAOAHOCTD
KPUTHKH M YUTATECACH, C KAKOIO ObIAQ BCTPEUYCHA €TI0 NOBECTb JB0UHUK, KOTAQ
3aAYMBIBAAMCh M CTPOHAMCH HOBble maaHbl, Pérop MuxaiiaoBud mumer
Opary Muxauay: «A s B Mtaanu, Ha pAocyre, Ha cBOOOAE XOYY IIHCATh POMAH
aast cebs...» (ITcc 28 5 19).

1 HMccaepoBanue BoimoaHeHO npu ¢rHaHCOBOM noaacpxke POPH B pamkax HaydHOro mpo-
exta N? 18-012-90034 AoctoeBckuil « AocroeBckuii u Mraansa».
> HT'AAU CII6., ponp 85, o1 1, A. 64 A. 1.
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Pasnoobpasusie Matepuaabl us cemeitnoro apxusa A.Q. Aocroesckoro
ceropHst HaxopsTcst He Toabko B LITAAM CIT6., onu 6epexxHo U ¢ orpoMHON
6AaI‘OAapHOCTb}O xpansaTcsa B Mysesx Aocroesckoro B Mockae, HeTep6ypre,
Crapoii Pycce. B 1960-¢ ropsr Auppeit PEA0poBHY aKTHBHO y4aCTBOBAA B 3a-
cepanusx paboucit rpynnst MuctutyTa pycckoit auteparypst (“Ilymxunckuit
A0M”) IO OATOTOBKE aKaACMHYECKOTO 1104020 cobpanus covunennsi \OCTOECB-
ckoro. B atom uspanuu Brepsbie ObiAu OITyOANKOBaHBI HANOOACE IOAHO XYAO-
)KECTBEHHBIE TEKCThI, YEPHOBHUKH, IHChbMA Iucateasd. Ao CHUX IOp 3TO U3AAHHE
SIBASICTCSL ABTOPUTETHBIM, M B HAlICH paboTe MbI HE pa3 K HEMy O0paljaAnch.
HeBoamokHo mepeorjeHUTh poab, KOTOPYIO chirpas AHppeit PépopoBuy aast
cospanus Myses Aoctoesckoro B Aenunrpase (ITerep6ypre). Ho cambim
TAQBHBIM ACAOM JKM3HH OH CYMTAA HMCIIOAHCHHE 3aBCIJAHHs CBOCH 6abymikn
Annpl [puropbeBHsl AOCTOEBCKOI — OBITH TIOXOPOHEHHON PSIAOM € MyxeM. B
1968 rOAY COCTOSIAOCH IEpeHeceHHe e nmpaxa ¢ AyTckoro kaapbuia B SJare Ha
Tuxsunckoe kaapbume Asekcanapo-Hesckoit aaBpsl B AeHHHTpaae.

Anna I'puropseBa AocrtoeBckast — Bropas sxeHa Pépopa MuxaiiroBuya.
Onu Benyaaucs B ITerepbypre 15 PpeBpans 1867 ropa B cobope Casiroit XKu-
BoHavaAbHOH Tpouwst Aeit6-IBappun Msmaiirosckoro noaka. Heocropumpivm
CBMAETEABCTBOM AIOOBU IHCATEAS K CBOEH JKEHE SIBASETCS MOCBSAILIEHUE €H €ro
raaBHOTro poMaHa — bpames Kapamasosst. Ilocae cmeptu AocroeBckoro AHHA
IpuropneBHa Mpokuaa em€ 37 ACT, B TCYCHHE KOTOPHIX M3AABAAA €TO IIPOU3-
BeACHMs, Oblaa ero 6ubAnOrpadoM, MEMYapUCTOM. CO3AATEACM IIEPBOTO My3est
Aocroesckoro — B Mockse B Mcropudeckom mysee. B cBoux Bocnomunanusx
OHa IUIICT, IIOABOAS UTOT HX IPeOBIBAHUIO 32 TpaHuLeil. Bpems, mposeaéuHoe
B pasHbIx cTpaHax EBpomnst u ocobenno B Mraanu, oHa canTaer 6AarocaoBeH-
HBIM, TAOAOTBOPHBIM M CYACTAHBBIM:

3akaHYMBas 3arPaHMYHBIA [IEPHOA HAILICH SKU3HH, CKAXY, YTO BCIOMUHAIO €IO
¢ ray6ouarimero 6aaropapHocTsio cyabbe. ITpaBaa, B TedeHHe YeTbIPEX ¢ AMILKOM
ACT, IPOBEACHHBIX HAMHU B AOOPOBOABHON CCHIAKE, HAC IIOCTHIAH TSDKKHE HCIIBI-
TaHMs: CMEPTh Hawel crapmeii Aodepy, 6oacsup Pepopa MuxaiiroBuua, Ha-
112 IIOCTOSIHHASI ACHEXKHASI HY>KAQ M HeOOECIIeYeHHOCT B paboTe, HecyacTHas
crpacts Gepopa MuxaiiaoBuda K Urpe Ha PyACTKE M HCBOSMOXXHOCTD BEPHYTHCS
Ha POAMHY, HO HCIIBITAHUS 3TH [IOCAY)KHAHM HaM Ha [IOAB3Y: OHH COAMDKAAM HAC,
3aCTABASIAM Ay4ILE IOHUMATb U LICHUTb APYT APYTa H CO3AAAH Ty IIPOYHYIO B3a-
MMHYIO IIPUBS3aHHOCTD, 6AarOAAPsI KOTOPOH MbI OBIAM TaK CYACTAMBBI B HALIEM
cynpyskecTe. AASL MEHsI )¢ AMYHO BOCIIOMHHAHHE O TEX TOAAX IIPEACTABASIETCS
SIPKOIO, KPACHBOIO KAPTUHOK. MBI KMAH M IIOCETHAH MHOTO IIPEACCTHBIX TOPO-

AoB 1 MectHOcTel (ApesacH, Bapen-Baaen, JKenesa, Muaan, ®aopennus, Be-
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Henust, [Ipara), u pes MONMH BOCXMIEHHBIMH TAQ3aMH OTKPBIACS LICABIH, MHE
HEBEAOMBIH AOCEAE MHUP, U MOsI I0HAasI AI0OO3HATCABHOCTH ObIAQ BIIOAHE YAOB-
ACTBOPCHA MOCCIICHUEM COOOPOB, My3eeB, KAPTHHHbIX FaACpEii, 0COGECHHO KOT-
A2 IIPUXOAHAOCH OCMATPUBATH UX B OOIICCTBE AOOMMOIO YCAOBECKA, KaXKABLH
PAsroBOpP C KOTOPBHIM OTKPBIBAA AAS MEHS 4TO-AUOO HOBOE B UCKYCCTBE AU
B xusHH. Aast Pepopa MuxaiiaoBuda Bce 3TH IIOCEIAEMBIC HAMH MECTHOCTH
HE TIPCACTABASAM HOBH3HBI, HO OH, 00A2Aasl TAyGOKO PasBUTBIM XyAOXKECTBCH-
HBIM BKYCOM, C HCTHHHBIM HacAXAcHHEM mocemaa ApesaeHckyo u Paopen-
TUHCKYIO KAPTHHHBIC TAACPEH U YacaMH OcMaTpuBaa cobop cB. Mapka u ABop-

ubl Benenun.?

Ilpasuyx Anusr Ipuropsesusr u OPépopa MuxaiisoBuya — Amurpuit An-
ApeeBud AoctoeBekuii (poA. 1945) B MyOAHMKALMAX, AOKAAAAX Ha HAyYHbIX
KOHEPEHIIHAX, IKCKYPCHUAX U BCTPEYAX C YUTATEASIMH AOCTOEBCKOTrO YBAEKa-
TeAbHO pacckasbiBacT 0 PEépope Muxaitrosuue, Aune IpuropseBHe n nx AeTsX.
Ero pacckasbl OCHOBBIBAIOTCSI HA TAYOOKOM 3HaHUM, KOTOPOE OH NIPUOOPEA,
paboras B pykomucHoM donae Mucruryra pycckoit aureparypst (“Ilymxnn-
ckuit aoom”). Hanboaee nennoit qactoio $oHAQ AOCTOCBCKOTO SBASICTCS APXUB
Annpt [puropbeBHbl — $pOHA 100, nepeaaHHbIN B 1921 roay O6AacTHBIM OTAC-
AOM ITO ACAAM MY3€€B M OXpaHE MaMATHHKOB HCKyccTBa U crapuHbl [ loMumo
aBTorpadoB AOCTOEBCKOTO, B POHAE XPAHATCSA AOKYMEHTBI M MaTEPUAABI, HME-
olKe oTHoLIeHHE K caMoil AuHe [puropbeBre u yaeHam e€ cembu. Hauboaee
3HAYMMBIE AAS HAILIETO IIPOEKTA — IucbMa Aouepu Aobosu DEépopoBHE U ChIHY
Dépopy PépopoBuuy.

B crarbe, HanMCaHHOM AASL KOAACKTHBHOM MOHOrpaduu mpoekra «Aocro-
eBckuil u Mraausi», Amutpuit AuppeeBud BHOBb Bo3Bpaiaercsi K Anne ['pu-
TOPLEBHE, HO Y>KE C APYTOM, Ha IIEPBBIN B3TASIA, HEOXKMAAHHOM CTOPOHBI:

Ecau xoraa-Hu6yab cobepyTes cusatb ¢uabm o noespxe eaopa Muxaiirouaa ¢
MOAOAOI skeHOI AHHOII B EBporty, To MHE IIpeACTaBASIETCS, YTO HAAO HAYHHATD
co IIBeiinapun, TAc OHM IOTEPSAM OT “3TON NPOKAATONH GU3bI” CBOEIO IEp-
BeHa — MuAYI0 COHEUKY, y>Ke Y3HABABILYIO CBOCTO OTLA M YABIOGABLIYIOCS €My.
Brepssie Anna Ipuropsesna Buput caéser u ckop6p Myxa. O6HuMAast 1 yremast
€ro, oHa IPEAAATACT Ha 3UMy Iepebparbest B Mraamo, B aTy Tenayro u nBery-
YO CTPAHY, TAC, OHA YBEPCHA, OH CMOXKET IICPEXKUTb YTPATy, U OOPETET BHOBb

TBOPYECKYIO CHAY.*

3 Anna . AOCTOEBCKASL, Bocnomunanus. 1846-1917 (Mocksa: Bocaen, 2015), c. 251.
4 Mpuna B. AEPTAYEBA u Ap. (moa, peA.), Aocmoescruii u Hmanus. KoarexTuBHast MOHOTpa-
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VmeHHO B KHMHO BHAHT IPaBHYK BEAHKOTO ITHCATEASI BO3MOXKHOCTD IIEpe-
AaTh TPAareAHI0 M IOCACAYIOIECE 3a HEH BO3POXKACHHE AyIIH AOCTOEBCKOrO.
bBesycaoBHO, 3TO BrieyaTACHHSI ACTCTBA — BIICYATACHHS OT UTAABSIHCKOTO KHHE-
Matorpada:

Moit untepec k Mraaun nposiBUACs €€ B IKOABHBIE TOABI, KOTAQ Ha 9KPaHAX
HAIIUX KUHOTEATPOB MOSBUAMCH GUABMBI TAK HA3BIBAEMOIO UTAAbSHCKOTO He-
opeaausma [...]. Koneuno, s He Mor ray6oko BocnpuHMMATh 3TH “B3pOCAbIe”
QUABMBI, HO LIENKAasl ACTCKAsl MAMSTh M HEIOCPEACTBEHHAS PeaKlMs Ha IPO-
HCXOASIIEE HA IKPAHE HCIIOABOAb pOPMHPOBAAH BO MHE HEKYIO IOATOTOBKY K
BOCIPHATHIO IpousBeacHuil Aocroesckoro. Tpareaus reposi, €ro skusHs, mOA-
Hasl APaMATHYECKUX KOAAM3UI, KOHPAMKT MEXAY HHTCPECAMH YaCTHOTO AMIIA
1 0OLIeCTBCHHON XU3HH IIPUCYTCTBYET U B POMAHAX IIHCATCAS, U B pUABMAX
HUTAABSHCKUX PEXUCCEPOB, TAKUX, KaK Po6epTo Pocceannu, Aykuno Buckon-
¢, Burropuo ae Cuxa. Aurudammcrckuit puabM “Pum — oTKpsITHIIT TOpOA”
34CTABHA MCHS IIPEKPATUTh MIPATh B “BOHMHYIIKY CO CBOUMH CBEPCTHHKAMH

BO aABOpeE.®
U paabie — AI06OIBITHOE 3aKAIOYEHHE:

JKaab, 410, K COXaACHMIO, BO BpeMeHa AOCTOEBCKOTO elé He N300peAr KHHE-
Matorpad, Tak Kak, 110 HabaopeHnsaM Hukoaas Crpaxosa, B3rasp AocToeBCKO-
IO B MX COBMECTHOM IIOE3AKE 32 TPAHULY «ObIA YCTPEMACH Ha AIOACH, U OH CXBa-
TBIBAA TOABKO UX IIPHPOAY M XapaKTephl, A passe obljec BIECIATACHHE YAMYHOM

o 6
JKM3HH>» — BOT BaM IOTOBBIN CIICHAPHCT 1 AQXKC PCKHCCEP HCOpCaAH3Ma.

OcobeHHO BHUMATEABHO AOCTOCBCKHMI BIASIABIBAACS B AIOACH, KOTOpBIC
[IOPaXXaAU €IO OPUTMHAABHOCTBIO MBILIACHHS, HCOOBIKHOBCHHBIMU IIOCTYII-
KaMH, BBIAQIOIUMUCS CIIOCOOHOCTAMU. Takum, GesycaoBHo, Obia Askysemme
Tapubaabpu — aupep PucopaxumenTo, HalpoHaAbHBL repoil Mraaun, o xoro-
poM B 1860-X roaax, 3Hasa Bcsi EBpoma. BosmoskHo, criopHyio, HeOXXHUAAHHYIO,
HO HCEOC3BIMHTEPECHYIO BEPCUI0 TOIO, KaK OTPasHACS 00pa3 MTAABSIHCKOIO
peBoaoLoHepa B poMane Houom, npepcrasusa H.B. IlIsapu. Baumareastoe
YTCHHME paccKasa reHepasa AppasnoHa AAeKcaHApoBuda FIBoarmHa o ToM,
4TO €r0 PaHEHHE ACUYUAH ABA BhIAAIOIIMXCA Bpaya — ¢ppannys Orioct Heaaron

$ust (CaHKT-HCTcp6ypr: Anereiis, 2021), . 1L
s Ibidem,c.8.
6 Ibidem,c.o.
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u pycckuit Hukoaait Iluporos, u usydyenue peasuii paHeHus I‘apn6aAbA1/I B
OuTBe oA ACIPOMOHTE 29 aBrycra 1862 I., TAC OTPSIABL BOAOHTEPOB II0A €TO
KOMAaHAOBAHUEM IOTEPIIEAH ITIOPAKEHUE OT MPABUTEABCTBEHHBIX BOMCK, a CaM
ITOAKOBOAEI] OBIA B3SIT B IIACH, 2 TAKOKE OOCTOSITEABCTB €TO HU3ACUYCHHUS. AAIOT
HEOXKHAAHHBIN 3¢ PeKT — 3P PeKT IIOHUMAHHS TOTO, YTO HCTOPUYECKHUH CIOXKET,
nepepa60Taan71 TBOPYECKOM cl)aHTa31/Ieﬁ MHCATEAS], IPEBPATUACS B AUTEPATYP-
Hbi croker! [IpuMepHO ¢ 3THX >Ke MO3UIMI PacCMOTPEHA BO BTOPOH 4acTH
CTaThU 3arapKa, KOTOPYIO IIOKa HE IPEACTABASICTCSI BO3MOXKHBIM pasrapats. B
muceMe Aocroesckoro maemsanauie Codore Aaekcanpposre Mpanopoit BbI-
MapaHO CAOBO, KOTOPOE, KaK CYHTAET UCCACAOBATCABHHUIIA, SIBASETCS YBHUM-TO
umereM. Ho 1€ 310 MMs 1 mouemy oHo rycro 3au€pkuyTo — Bonpoc? Kakue
emjé BONMPOCH BO3HHUKAIOT IPH YTCHHM OYEBUAHO IyTAHBOH $paspr Pépopa
MuxaiisoBuya? Mx muoro. OTBeThl Ha HUX, HECOMHEHHO, MOTAU OBl OOBsic-
HHUTb B3TAIABI AOCTOEBCKOTrO Ha Ipoucxopsmiee B Mrasuun: B muceMe ynomu-
HAIOTCSI UCTOPUYECKHE TTepcoHaxu — lapubaapan, kapaunaa Anroneaan. Ce-
MeHHbIE OTHOLICHUSI, TOAPOOHOCTH 061eHNs] AOCTOEBCKOTO € ACTBMH CECTPBI
Bepsr MuxaitaoBHBI TOXE ObI cTaAU ObI 60ACE IIOHSTHBIMH.

Heb6oabmoe acce Aaexcest AmurpueBnda AOCTOEBCKOTO, OTKpPBIBAKOLICE
KOAAEKTHBHYIO MOHOTPa¢HUIO, Ha IIEPBBII B3rAsIA HE HMEET IPSMOrO OTHOIIE-
HHS K TEME HAIIETO HCCACAOBAHUA. O 3TO TOABKO Ha IEpBBIH B3TASA. ..

2019 roa. [Tanaemust. HecabixanHas u HeBupanHast MopoBast s138a. CAOBO B cAO-
BO — CTpaHsIif coH PackoabHukoBa. [...] TyT u ncrounuk 60aesHu — OHA HAET
“us rayOunsl Asun’, a yx uto ApesHee u raybxe Kuras? M naér “na Espony”
— 2 BOT U €BPOIICHCKOE HAYAAO SIMUACMUH, CTpalIHas Tpareaus Kraauu, atoro
CPEAOTOUHS IIPEKPACHOTO, HCTOYHUKA KYABTYPBI, HCTOPHYIECKOIO CEPALIA COBpE-

MenHo# Epormsr.”

Ceroansa B omacHoctu Kpacora — Kpacora ayxa, kxpacora Bepsl, Kpacora
MeyTsl... [ lopoit kaxercs, uTo o6pa30BaAocx>

...HATPOMOXKACHHUE PaspyLIHTCABHBIX IOMBICAOB, CMCIICHUE AOOpa U 3Aa, POAU-
Ha 4CAOBEYECKOM MOrNOEAH, O 9€M MEUTAIOT AYXH 3A00bI TOAHEOECHOH He mep-
BOC THICSICACTHE, O YEM XAOMNOYYT U MHOTOYHCACHHBIC TPUXHMHBI, [OCAQHHBIC

“na EBpory” nctpebuts B ueaoBeke BCE A0GpoOe, BcE HPaBCTBEHHOE U qucroe.’

7 AEPTAYEBA U Ap. (roa, peA.), c. 6.
8 Ibidem,c. 7.
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Ho s1o Tospko kaxercs, moromy 4yro Kpacora, mo caoBy AocToeckoro,
cracét celst U Mup...

B mocaepnme AccATHACTHSA B PHAOAOTHYECKOH HAYKE CTAAO IOMYASIPHBIM
U3YYCHHE TEKCTOB C TOYKM 3PEHHUS UX IPHHAAACKHOCTU K OIPEACACHHOMY
aokycy”? Tak u yyactHuku npoekra «Aocroesckuii u Mraausi» nocraBuan
CBOCH IIEABI0 KOMIIACKCHBIM aHAAM3 HMTAABSHCKOIO TeKCTa AOCTOEBCKOro ¢
Y4ETOM AOCTIDKCHHH OTECYECTBEHHOTO U HUTAABSHCKOTO AOCTOEBCKOBEACHUS
XIX-XXI BB.”

AAsL yCIIEIHOTO pelIeHNsE 324, IIOCTABACHHBIX BHIOOPOM TEMbI HCACAOBA-
HUs1, TOTPeOOBAAOCH H3YYCHHE TPEX e pYHAAMCHTAABHBIX ACIIEKTOB: — «Ao-
croesckuil B Mraaun», «O6passl Mraauu B TBOpuecTBe AOCTOEBCKOrO>,
«Penenmus xyaoxecrBenHoro Hacaeaus Aocroesckoro B Mrasnn>.

Briepseie AoctoeBckuii mocetua Mraaumo B 1862 I. BO BpeMsi CBOEro mep-
Boro sarpanudxoro mnyreumectsust. Buecre ¢ H.H. Crpaxossim onn nobsisasn
B TypHHe, Dropennyn, Muaan, Benenuro. Bropoit pas mucareas mpuexaa
B Uraauo ¢ A.I1. CycaoBoit. C ceHtsibpst o oktsi6pb 1863 I. OHU MOCETHAU
Typun, Pum, Heanoas u Ausopno. Tperbe, camoe pauteabHOe npebbiBanue B
Wraanu c cynpyroit AHHo# IpUropbeBHOI, AAUAOCH OKOAO TOAA — C CCHTAOPS
1868 1o aBrycr 1869 1. ABa Mecs1]a OHU MPOXUAU B MuAaHe, 3aTeM IOAToAa
Bo Onopenuun, raec AocroeBckuii 3aBepmua pabory Hap pomanom Hduom n
00AyMBIBaA IIAQH HecoCTOsBLIErOCs poMana Ameusm. Ha obparnom nmytu Ao-
cToeBckue nocetuau Benenuro u boaonsio.

B umcae OCHOBHBIX HCTOYHHKOB O IyTemiecTBHsX mucareas mo Mraauu
MO>KHO IEPEYHCAUTD IHCbMA U BOCIIOMUHAHH CAMOrO AOCTOEBCKOTO, YACHOB
ero cempu U Apyseit: D.M. AOCTOEBCKU, [loaroe cobpanue couunenuis, B 30
T. (Aenunrpaa: Hayka, 1972-1990), TT. 28-30; Auna I. AOCTOEBCKAS, Bocno-
munanus (Mocksa, 1987); Auna I. AOCTOEBCKAS, Cosnye moeti ycusuu — De-
dop Aocmoescxuti. Bocnomunanus. 1846-1917 (Mocksa: Bocaen, 2015); Bpsanka
MAPABUHH-LIEITEAEP, Muxaua TAAAAAT (mop pea.), Awboss D. Jocmoes-
ckas (Canxr-Tlerepbypr-Boasnano: Msa. Myses Aocroesckoro (Iletep6ypr),
Accoumanus «Pycp», 1999); Awbosp O. AOCTOEBCKAS, Moii omey Pedop
Aocmoescxuii [nepesoa ¢ dpp. H.A. Ilaxosckoit] (Mocksa: Bocaen, 2017); Hu-

9 Cw.: Mpuna B. AEPTAUEBA, Eacna K. Co31HA, “FO6uaciinbie cbopruxu — pro et contra’,
Quaestio Rossica, Exatepunbypr, Ne 8 (3), 2020, c. 1070-1086, doi 10.15826/qr.2020.3.514

10 B npoexre yuactsosasu Vpuna B. Aeprauesa (pykososureas mpoekra), Aaekceir A. Ao-
croesckuit, Eaena A. Aursun, Cetaana M. Maxmyaosa, Mapus B. Muxaiiaosa, Hataabs
B. IIBapy. Y4acTHHKH KOAACKTHBA BBIPaXalOT raybokyro 6aaropaprocts A.A. Aocroes-
cxomy u M.I. Tarasaro, ykpacusmum monorpaduio Jocmoesckusi 6 Hmaiuu cBouMy LicH-

HBIMHU UCTOYHHUKOBCAYCCKHMMHU TCKCTAMHU.


http://dx.doi.org/10.15826/qr.2020.3.514
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xoaait H. CTrAX0OB, “Bocnomnnanns o ®.M. Aocroesckom (Buorpadus)’,
B: buozpagus, nucema u samemxu us sanucroi xuuxcku D.M. Aocmoescrozo
(Canxr-Tlerepbypr, 1883), c. 179-329; Anoasunapus I1. CYCAOBA, 100b: 6au-
socmu ¢ Aocmoescxum: Anesnux-nosecmo-nucoma (Mocksa: Msa. M. u C. Ca-
GAIIHUKOBBIX, 1928).

Hosbie pannbie o npedsiBannn O.M. Aoctoesckoro Bo Paopeniyn B 1868-
1869 IT., OCHOBAaHHbIC Ha U3y4YCHHU APXUBHBIX MATCPUAAOB, IPEACTABUAA B CBO-
ux paborax Baaenruna Cymuno: Valentina SUPINO, I soggiorni di Dostoevskij
in Europa e la loro influenza sulla sua opera (Firenze: LoGisma, 2017), 134 pp.;
V. SuriNo, “Nuove scoperte sulle dimore fiorentine di Dostoevskij”, Antologia
Vieusseux, nuova serie, vol. 22, N¢ 66, 2016, pp. 21-31, doi: 10.1400/250179;
B. CyniuHO, “@aopenruiickue appeca Aocroesckoro’, Heussecmuviii Ao-
cmoesckuti, 1 (2019), c. 10-27, http://unknown-dostoevsky.ru/files/redaktor
pdf/1554207056.pdf; B. CyniHO, “Koraa cBerur coanne, ato moytu pair,
Aotk u mexcm, 1. 8. N2 1, 2021, . 69-75, doi:10.17759/langt.zouo80108.

HccaepoBanust o myremectBusix AocroeBckoro mo Mraauu mocsimeHsI
OTACABHBIM UTaABSHCKHM FOPOAAM B TBOPYECTBE PYCCKUX ITHCATEACH U ITOITOB
U “urasbsHCcKOMy MUY~ B pycckoil Kyabrype B neaom: Huna E. MEAHMC,
Beneyus 6 pyccxoii aumepamype (Hosocubupcx: HI'Y, 1999); Aackceit A.
Kara-Mypr3a, 3namenutsie pycckue o Pume (MOCKBa: Hesasucumas Iasera,
2001); A.A. KAPA-MYP3A, Snamenumaote pycexue o Heanone (Mocksa: Hesasu-
cumas [asera, 2002); Mapuna I'1. IPEBHEBA, Kouyenmocpepa propenmuiicko-
20 mugpa 6 pyccxoii crosecrocmu (Tomek: Tomckuit yHUBEpCHTET, 2009).

Apyrue paboTbl aHAAUSHPYIOT OTACABHBIC JITM30ABI U3 )KU3HH AOCTOCBCKO-
ro: Mapus V. BpycoBAHU, “3arpanuunsie nyremectsust P.M. Aocroesckoro
1862 u 1863 11., Aocmoesckuil: Mﬂmepuﬂ/lbt u uccredosanus, 1. 8, (ACHI/IHI‘paA:
Hayxka, Aenunrpasckoe otaeacHue, 1988), c. 272-292; Kaayaua OAUBBEPH,
“Aocroesckuit B Mtaauu. Croserne KpuTnieckoil Mbican, Jocmoesckuii u XX
sex (Mocksa: UMAU PAH, 2007), c. 553-556; A.H. TEAPOIILIL, “D.M. AocTo-
eBCKUH — abOHeHT PAOPEHTHIICKOH anutasbHy, Jocmoescruii: Mamepuanrv.
u uccredosanus, 1. 4 (Aenunrpas: Hayka. AeHunrpasckoe otaeacnue, 1980);
H.IT. I'Troroxus, “Aocroesckuii Bo Propeniuu B 1868-1869 rr., Jocmoes-
ckuii. Mamepuaros u uccredosanns, 1. s (Aenunrpas: Hayka, Aenunrpasckoe
OTAEACHHE, 1983), . 204-208; M. MARCOVITCH, “EM. Dostoevski I'Ttalie et
Florence”, Rivista di letterature moderne e comparate, nn. 3-4, 1958, pp. 245-259.

Y4acTHUKM NPOEKTa U3YYHAM APXUBHBIC AOKYMEHTHI O OHOrpaduyueckux
M TBOPYCCKHMX aCICKTaX MTAABSHCKHMX IyTemecTBuil mucareas (1862, 1863,
1868-1869 rr.). A.A. AocroeBckuii, mpanpaBHYK nucareas, cobmectHo ¢ H.B.
[IBapy; BBeA B HAy4HBIH 060POT AOKYMEHTHI U3 L]eHTpasbHOrO rocysapcTBeH-


http://unknown-dostoevsky.ru/files/redaktor_pdf/1554207056.pdf
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Horo ucropuieckoro apxusa Cankr-Ilerepbypra (MMeHHBIC KHHTH, BEAOMO-
cTu 06 ycrexax M MOBEACHHH H AD.), COACPIXKAIME CBEACHUS 06 yuebe AcTeil
®.M. Aocroesckoro: Awbsl — B AuteitHoit rumHasuu, Peau — B ruMHa3UH
®.P. Brruxosa (c 1883 r. SL.I. I'ypesuya). Bnepsoie onybankoBans nncema,
cBsizaHHble ¢ obydeHnem Aereit AocroeBckux: Awbpr u Peau k Marepy;
yaureapunsl B. Msanosoit k A.I. Aocroesckoii. HafiaeHHbIE apxuBHEIE AO-
KYMCHTBI II03BOAUAU OOHAPYXKUTH IIPEEMCTBCHHYIO CBSI3b MEXAY AOMALIHUM
BOCIIUTAHUEM M OOpa3soBaHHUEM CAMOIO IIUCATEASl U €IO ACTEH U PacKphITh
poas A.I. AocroeBckoit B peaausanuu Meutsl Pepopa MuxaiiroBuya: AaTh
uM xopouiee obpasoBanue. AoMaiHee 00y4eHHE, B KOTOPOM Ba>KHOE MECTO
3aHMMaAa CAOXKHMBIIASICS TPAAMLIUS CEMEHHOTO YTeHHs, KoTopoMy Aocroes-
CKHE BCETAQ YACASIAU OOABIIOEC BHUMAHHE, TO3BOAHAO AI06¢E B TPHHAALIATD ACT
HOCTYIIUTh B THMHA3UIO, MHHYS ABA HAYaABHBIX KAACCA, U YCIEIIHO AOYYHTh-
Cs1 AO BTOPOTO, NPEABBITYCKHOTO, Kaacca. Ee opHokaaccHunamu 6siam ALIT
Octpoymosa (Acbeacna) n H.A. IToronckas (Eaaumd), urpasmme Briocaca-
CTBHM 3HAYUTEABHYIO POAb B KyAbTYpHOI Hctopun Poccun. IloayuenHoe B
IMMHA3UH 00pa30BaHHE IOMOTAO AOYCPH IHCATEASI B TOAB IMUTPALIMU CTATh
pycckoit mucareapHureii B Mraaun, npeacraBasars Hacaepne AOCTOEBCKOTO
B EBpore, ycremno BecTH IPOCBETUTEABCKYIO U KYABTYPHYIO AESITEABHOCTb
B Mraanu. Cein nucareass ®epst, npoyuusmncs B Cankr-IlerepOyprekoit
rumuasun P.P. berakosa ¢ 1882 mo 1889 r., B 1890 I. MOCTYMHA Ha IOpUAUYE-
ckuit ¢axyasrer Canxr-ITeTepOyprckoro MMmIepaTopckoro yHUBEPCHUTETA, B
IIOCACAHHUE TOABI KU3HU CHI'PAA OOABILIYIO POAb B ACAC COXPAHEHHSI PYKOIIUC-
HOTO HaCAEAMS IIHCATEAS.

H.B. Isapy B crarbe “IIpeacTaBUTH CIIHCOK PYCCKUX IIPABOCAABHBIX
LICPKBEIl 32 TPAHMICI0 U CBSIICHHOCAY)KUTEACH IIPU OHBIX... BBEAA B Ha-
YYHBI 060POT AOKYMEHTHI POCCHIICKOTO rOCYAQPCTBEHHOTO HMCTOPUYECKOIO
apxusa (PTMA) u LlentpasbHoro [ocyAapcTBEHHOTO HCTOPUMECKOTO apXuBa
Cankr-Tletepbypra (LITMIA CII6.) 0 CBAICHHMKAX, CAY)KMBIIMX B PYCCKHX
npaBocaaBHbIX IepkBsx B Mraaun B 60-¢ roasr XIX Bexa. Mimenno toraa He-
armoab, Paopennuio u Pum mocemaa O.M. Aocroesckuit. Ero myremecrsus
COBIIAAU C IEPUOAOM TAYOOKOIO NpeoOpasoBaHusl CUCTEMBI YIIPABACHUSI 3arpa-
HHUYHBIMH LIEPKBSIMU U IIEPECMOTPA LWITATHOIO PACIIUCAHUS IIPHYTOB, [IPU BbI-
6ope KOTOpbIX 0c0b0C BHUMaHUE YACASIAOCH UX oOpasoBaHuw. Ha ceropmsiu-
HUI MOMCHT AOKYMEHTAABHBIX AOKA3aTCABCTB AMMHOTO OOIICHUS TIHCATEAS CO
CBSILICHHUKAMH HET, HO [IPOAHAAUSHPOBATh IIOAOXKEHUE H ACATEABHOCTH PyC-
CKHX IIPAaBOCAABHBIX LICPKBCII 32 IPAHHULICH IIPEACTABASICTCS LIEACCOOOPA3HBIM,
IIOCKOABKY HHTEpec AOCTOEBCKOTO KO BCEMY, YTO IPOUCXOANAO B MTasuy, 6bia
BECAUK Ha IPOTSDKCHUHU BCEH €r0 SKU3HU.
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AAst TOro, 4TOOBI PaCKpPBITh IPEACTABACHHE IHcaTest o genius loci Pao-
peHLUH, TaKk TAYOOKO MMIAHLIUTHO OTPa’KCHHOH B TeKcTe pomana HMduom,
M.B. AcpraucBa omybAnkoBasa apXHBHbIC MAaTCPUAABI 00 MCTOPHU PYCCKOTO
npaBocaaBHoro xpama Bo Paopennyn. O6passl mpaBocAaBHOrO XpaMa, ra¢ B
AUTYPIUYECKUX TEKCTAX CBSICHHUKH HCTOAKOBBIBAIOT O0pasbl MHOTO MHpa,
SIBASIIOTCSL Loci communes B TBopyecTBe AOCTOCBCKOIO: CAOBA LICPKOBb, XPaM,
cobOp SIBASIIOTCSI YACTOTHBIMU B €TO XYAOKECTBECHHBIX TEKCTaX, a 00pasbl mpo-
CTPaHCTBA XpaMa CBSI3aHbI C TEMAaMH CYAbOOHOCHBIX BCTPEY I€POECB, OTICBAHUS
(TaHATOAOTMYECKHIT AUCKYPC) HAM BECHYAHHS.

[To samucu ®.M. AocroeBckoro B 4uTasbHOM 3asc Gubamorexu Boecce
aaen MOA A.H. Teppoiiny (Bproccean) B 1974 T. ycTaHOBUA aApec, IO KOTOPO-
My IHcaTeAb NpoxuBaA BO PAopeHLUM BO BpeMsi CBOCIO IIEPBOTO NpebbIBa-
uust. [lepeBoy aroit samucu onybauxosan: “@epop Aocroesckuil. 3anaaueHO
3a Hepeato. Apapec: [lIBeitnapekast roctuauna. N2 207" 3amuch Takoke yKasbiBa-
eT Ha TO4HYI0 AaTy npebsiBanust mucrareas ¢ H.H. Crpaxossiv Bo Paopennun
B 1862 I.: «C I5-16 IO 2I-22 aBrycTa (T.€. ¢ 3-4 o 9-10 aBryCTa CT. CTHASI»."
A.A. Kapa-Mypsa yxazaa, uro B coBpeMeHHOE Bpems maHcuoH Ilseiinapus
ObIA IEPEUMECHOBAH B OTCAb AAGEProTTO.

Bo Bpemst npebpiBanus Bo PaopeHunn B Mae 2019 I. HAM YAAAOCh YCTa-
HOBHTb, YTO HACTOsiLjee BpeMsi OTeAb Albergotto pekOHCTPyHpPOBaH HOBBIM
MCIIAHCKUM BAAQACABLIEM U IICPCHMCHOBAH B YCTHIPEX3BE3AHBIHA oTeab [sabella.
Aapec oreast octaacst npexxauM: Via Tornabuoni, 135 — 0123 Firenze. K coxane-
HUIO, HOMep, B koTopoM Aocroesckuit 1 H.H. Crpaxos xxuau B mancuose, A0
HAIIIErO BPEMEHH B IIEPBO3AAHHOM BUAE HE COXPAaHHMACH. AO CHX IOp Ha AOMe
OTCYTCTBYET Kakoe-AMOO yKasaHME HA HPOXXHBAHUC 3HAMCHHUTOIO PYCCKOIO
MIHCATEASL.

B Vcropuaeckom Apxuse Paopennuu (Archivio Storico di Firenze) n To-
cyaapctennoM Apxuse Onopenunu (Archivio di Stato di Firenze) B mae 2019
I. AOKYMEHTbI, Kacaloluecsi noAuLeickoro Hapsopa 3a .M. AocroeBckum,
obHapyskensl He Obian. Msyuenne Ponpos Ksecryps (Questura di Firenze) u
Ipedexrypst (Prefertura di Firenze) pAan0 OTPULIATCABHDII PE3YABTaT O BO3-
MOXXHOM IIPUCYTCTBHU COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX AOKYMEHTOB B ykaszaHHbIX PoHaax,
BEPOSITHO, ITIOTOMY, 4TO B AaHHBIX DOHAAX MMEIOTCS AaKYHBIL 1ak, Hampumep,
B [ocypapcreennbiit Apxus He nomaau AokymeHTs u3 Kabunera (Gabinetto)
AaHHBIX yupexaeHuil. [Tocae coxpamnjenns Apxusa B 1930-€ FOABI COXPAHUAHUCH
AMIIb OTACABHBIC manky, Aokymentst noaunuu (Carte di Polizia), xacaiomu-

11 [EapoOL, c. 175.
12 Ibidem.
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€Csl KOHTPOASI MTOAMLIMCH AHAPXUYECCKUX M COLMAAMCTHYECKHUX OPraHU3ALIHH
u oTHocsAmuecs K 6oace mospHemy BpemeHu. B ¢ompe Ilpuxaser (Affari
ordinari) TIpedexrypsl, coaepxamem kareropuio [paxaanckas 6e30MacTHOCTD
(Sicurezza Pubblica), pacnosaraiotcst B TOM 9HCAC U CBEACHHUS O NPeObIBAHUH
HHOCTPAHIICB, KOTOPbIC M3-32 CBOCH ACATCABHOCTH IIPHUBACKAM BHHMAaHHE
noaunuu. Apxus He pacnioaaract Appecusivu Knuramu (Rubriche) nyxuoro
[EPHOAA — I-as U3 HUX OTHOCUTCSA K 1882 1. lccaepoBaHME AOKYMEHTOB, COACP-
xamuxcst B mankax O6mero [Iportoxoaa (Protocollo Generale), nposepcunoe B
®onpe Ksectypor (Questura), nokasaro, 9T0 B HUX OTCYTCTBYIOT Kakue-An60
CBEACHUS O BO3MOXKHOM HETAACHOM HaOAIOACHUM 32 AOCTOEBCKUM.

Oanaxo B @onae Ksecrypsr 6b1au 06HApYXKEHBI ABa AOKYMEHTA, COCTaB-
ACHHBIX IO YKA3aHHUIO NpedeKTa B OTBET HA HOTY BPEMEHHOro MOBEPEHHOIO
r-ga [AuHKEM ¢ npocsboit 0 possicke AOCTOEBCKOrO AAst BpydeHus emy Me-
noaHuteapHoro aucta. B ®onpe Keecrypst Paopennmu (Fondi di Questura di
Firenze e Prefettura (rappresentanza del territorio di antorita statale) B xarasore
Py6pux obmux nporoxosos Ksecrypst (Le Rubriche di protocollo generale
della Questura) nop N® 12757 6piaa o6HapysxeHa sammch: Dostoewsky Teodoro
consegna-piego” (Ne npoToKoaa 12757, N¢ Aeaa s1; N© kareropuu 19).

B O6mux ITporokoaax Ksectypsl npukasa 12757 I0APa3ACACHHUS 3 TIOA HO-
MEpOM $I KaTerOPUH 19 HaXOAUTCsE Goace moapobOHas uadpopmannus o6 Memoa-
HUTCABHOM AUCTE: Prega per consegna repiego al sig. Teodoro Dostoewscy da parte
della Legazione Russa.'*

ITH AOKYMEHTbI KOPPECIOHAUPYIOT ¢ AoKyMeHTaMu CyaecOHOro posbicka,
xoTopsie obHapyxua B.H. 3axapos B Apxuse BHemHe# moautuku Poccuii-
cxout Mimnepun MM A u ony6ankoBaa.s

I-BIIl AOKYMEHT IIPEACTaBASICT co00 mucbMo, nmocaaHHoe B Mmmeparop-
ckyio Poccuiickyio Muccuio Bo @aopennmio AemapramenTom BryTpenHnx
Cuomennit MMA u coaeprxamiee nmoscaenue k FICmoAHUTEABHOMY AUCTY, BBI-
AanHomy Cankr-Ilerepbypreknm Oxpyxabiv CyaoM o mpocsbe Aysckoro
Kymnia BypkoBckoro, a Takke caM AHCT AASL BPYdEHUS €ro AOCTOEBCKOMY, ITPO-
JKUBABILEMY [0 CBEACHUIM IpocuTeast Bo Paopenium.

2-0H AOKYMCHT HAIIMCAaH 4Y€PE3 2 HEACAM U BKAIOYACT IIOMHUMO AAQHHOTO
McnoanuTeApHOro AMcTa MosicHeHHe, HampabaecHHoe Fmmeparopckoii Poc-

13 «Aocroesckuit Pepop AOCTaBKA HCIIOAHUTEABHOTO AHCTA .

14 «ITpocsba BpyunTh HCIIOAHUTEABHDL AHCT rociopuy Pepopy AocToeBcKOMy o cTOpO-
uel Poccuiickoro I'lpeacraBurespcTa>.

15 Baapumup H. 3AxXAPOB, “Cyaebublit possick AocToeBckoro aetoM 1871 1., Jocmoescxui
u muposas xysomypa. Aspmanax N° 29 (Canxr-Ilerepbypr: Cepebpsnblii Bek, 2012), C.
276-277.
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cuiickoii Muccun Bo Paopennun B Kopoaesckyro npedexrypy Paopennuu ¢
pock0OIl 0 BpYYECHUH €O AAPECATY.

Haitpenusie B Tocyaapcrennom Apxuse PaopeHumy sanucu o HeoOX0AH-
mocru BpydeHus: Mcnoanureapnoro aucra rocnopuny ®eosopy Aocroescko-
MY U SIBASIIOTCS HAAIOCTPALIUEH [TOCACAYIOIIEH HMCTOPUHU ABYX IHCEM, HaHACH-
ueix B.H. 3axaposeiv B Apxuse Buemmneit moantuku Poccuiickoit Mmnepun
MUA.

B Tom sxe Ponpe «ITocoapctBo B Pume» Apxusa BHemHei moantuxu Poc-
cuiickoit umnepun MUA P® naxopurcst u OTBET HTAABSIHCKOrO YMHOBHHMKA
Ha QPaHIy3CKOM 5I3BIKE C U3BeCTHEM O ToM, 4TO B Kopoaesckoii Ipedexrype
YCTaHOBHTH appec rocropnHa Teopopo AocroeBckoro He yaaaocs. [IpuBopum
TEKCT B IIEPEBOAE ABTOPA CTATHU HA PYCCKHM A3BIK:

[ITepeBoa ¢ $ppanuysckoro]

C 32. 492. Coobugenus 1871 110 [aucm]

[1110861m11 wepHULAMY, UHBIM ROUCPKOM]

Pum, 19 urons 1871.

Yeancaemviii 20cnodun Bpemennwiii Tlosepennniii 6 derax,

Cozaacro coobugenuto, xomaopoe s moavko 4mo noayuus us Kopoaescxoii Ilpegex-
mypor 60 Quopenyuu, 5 6 cocmostun ussecmums Bac o mom, wmo Oviau nposede-
HbL CAMDLE TNUYATRENDHDLE TOUCKI C YEADI) OOHAPYHCHUS HCUADS 8 YKAZAHHOM 20p0-
de poccutickozo noddannozo Peodopa Aocmoesckozo ne ysenarucy ycnexom.

B csa3u ¢ svumeckasannvim s doaxcern Bam sepuymo ucnosnumenstoiii ancm, xo-
mopuitl Ovin npuirocer k Baweii nome om 21 uwns 1871 2. 1 noav3y0cs cryaem,
umobos 80306106ums Bam, yeawaemviii 20cnodun 20cnodun Bpemennwiii Ilosepen-
HoLTL 8 0CAAX, YBEPEHUS 8 MOEM CAMOM BbICOKOM YBANCHUL.

Apmonu [nodnucs]

Tocnoduny Diunxe

Bpemennomy Iosepennomy 6 denax."

B 1871 r. ®. M. AocroeBckuit o-npexxHeMy IpeObIBaA B TKEAOM MaTCPHU-
AABHOM TTOAOXKCHHUHM, OBbIA BHIHYXACH CKPBIBAaThCS OT KPCAUTOPOB M yKasblBaA
CBOMM PECIIOHACHTaM appec AAs muceM «Ao Boctpebosanus». Ionckn B
Hcropnaeckom Apxuse Kommynnt Oaopenunn (Archivio Storico del Comune
di Firenze) u TocysapcrBennom Apxuse (Archivio di Stato) moxasaau, uto
cynpyru AOCTOCBCKHME HE SIBASAMCH PESHACHTAMM CTOAMLBI HTasbsHckoro

16 Apxus BHemHel nmoautuku Poccniickoit umnepun MUA P®. Pona: ITocoascrso B Pume.

Toa 1870-1871. Om. 525, A. 1116, A. 110.
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Kopoaescrsa. H.B. IIIBapy npeanosoxusa, 9to pakT HMOMCKA ITHUCATEAS BO
Dropennnu corpysnuxamu Kopoaesckoit mpedpexTypsl B 1871 I., CIIyCTs IOYTH
ABa TOAQ TIOCAE €ro OThe3paa U3 MTaanum, ABASETCA CBUACTEABCTBOM TOTO, YTO
HaA30p TaM 3a [IMCATEACM YCTAHOBACH He OBbIA.

CACAYIOIIM 3TartOM HCCAEAOBAHUS SIBUAOCH OIMCAHHE TEM, CBSI3AHHBIX C
peuenuucit oopasos Mraauu B tBopuectse P.M. Aocroesckoro (B ero xypoxe-
CTBCHHBIX IIPOM3BEACHHUSX M MyOAMIMCTHKE); aHAAM3 CBOCOOPa3Hs ITHOKYAb-
TYPHOH ‘MO3aHYHOCTH, PEAAUSYIOLICHCS B OAHOBPEMEHHOM HAAMYUH B TEKCTE
BepOAABHBIX M HEBEPOAABHBIX 3HAKOB PYCCKOH M MTaAbSHCKOM KyabTyp. ITpu-
BeAeM PabOTBI, OCBELAIOIIME KOHLICIITHI, CBSI3aHHbIC C ‘UTAABSIHCKUMH TEMaMU
B TBOpuccTBe AocroeBckoro: .M. )KMASAKOBA, “MrasbsiHckas Tema Ha cTpa-
HULaX KypHasa Omeuecmeennvie sanucku (1839-1847 rr.)”, B: Oavra B. AEBE-
AEBA , Huna E. MEAHUC (noa pea.), O6pasor Hmanun 6 pyccxoti crosectocmu
XVIII-XX ss. (TOMCK, 2009), c. 115-128; Eaena B. KAIIITAHOBA, Pycckas xy-
dowcecrnsennas xoronus 8 Hmaiuu xax denomen xysomypuuix céssei Poccun u
Esponvs nepsoii norosunvt XIX sexa, ABroped. AC. Ha COUCK. YYEH. CTEIL. KaHA,.
Kyasryposorun (MOCKBa, 2003); Aropmuaa M. KOBAAB, Pyccko-umanvancxkue
obugecmeennvie cessu: Poccus. Hmaaus (Mocksa: Hayka, 1981); Huna E. MEA-
HUC, Beneyus 6 pyccxoti aumepamype (Hosocubupcex: HI'Y, 1999).

IlpoBeAeH COMOCTABUTEABHBIN AHAAU3 IPEACTABACHHH AOCTOEBCKOrO M
AaHTe 0 AOKyCaX HHOTO MHPA U APYTHX KOHIJCITaX XPUCTHAHCKOTO MUPOBO3-
spennsi: Tatbsina A. KACATKMHA, “Paii u ap B npoussepenmsix .M. Aocro-
eBckoro 1860-x I1., B: Bukrop B. AVAKHUH (mop, pea.), docmoesckuii u cospe-
mennocmy. Matepuaspr XX MexayHapoansix CTapopycckux YTEHHH 2005
ropa (BCAMKI/HZ Hosropoa, 200 6), c. 191-213; Mapuna I. Kypramg, “AaHTOBCKas
KOHILjennus apa B TuBopyeckoit nepuenuu .M. Aocroesckoro’, Hmazorozus
u komnapamusucmuxa, Tomck, N® 1, 2015, ¢. 160-176; Aackcanppa B. Tonu-
KHHA, “TToatuxa cumBoaa B Boxcecrmsennoii xomeduu Naure u B 3anuckax us
Mepmeozo doma MNocroesckoro’, Jocmoesckui u muposas kysemypa, Mocksa,
N 30 (1), 2013, c. 83-108; Buxrop B. AvaAkHH, “Hesobipasumoce’ y Aante u Ao-
croesckoro’, B: Crepano AA03 (moa pea.), docmoesckuii: gurocofexoe moius-
ACHUE, 832490 NUCATNENS (CaHKT-HeTepGypr: Ayvutpuii byaanus, 2012). OpHa-
KO, 32 HCKAIOYEHHEM cpaBHeHUS “AaHTe — AOCTOEBCKHI , IOAHBIN KOPITYCHBII
AHAAM3 UTAABSHCKOTO TEKCTa AOCTOEBCKOTO IPOBEACH HE ObIA. DTO CTAAO ele
OAHOM QYHAAMEHTAABHOMN 3aAa4€H HAIIETO MCCAEAOBAHUS.

Marepuaa mmokasaa, 4TO HCTOPHKO-KYABTYPHBIN KOHLenT VTasus’ B TBOp-
YeCTBE IHCATEAS] TIPEACTABACH B ABYX OCHOBHBIX ACIIEKTAX: KAaK BBIPa>KCHHE
€ro OTHOLICHHUS K MTAABSHCKOMY HCKYCCTBY, OTPR)KEHHOMY B XYAOXKECTBEH-
HBIX TEKCTAX, IyOAUIIMCTHKE U MHCbMAX, 0cOOeHHO B pomaHe Hduom, Tax u



305

B BHAC €IO MCTOPUOCO(PCKUX U MOAMTHYCCKUX B3TASAOB Ha KaTOAULU3M U
BOIIPOC MOAUTHIECKOTO 00beanHenns Mrasnn. CopeprxkaHue KOHLIENTA BbI-
paskaeT ocyxaeHHE AOCTOCBCKHM PUMO-KATOAHLIM3Ma, KOTOPOE OH CBSI3bIBAA
C APEBHEPUMCKOH HA€eH MUPOBOro rocrnoacrsa. Kpome Toro, B coaepkanuu
KOHIL|EIITA BBIPJKCHBI YIIPEKH IIHCATEAS] B AAPEC KATOAMKOB, IPEAABILINX, 110
€ro MHEHHIO, XPHCTa «3a LIAPCTBA 3EMHBIC» H CACAYIOIIHX 32 AHTUXPUCTOM B
XKAKAE CTSDKAHUSL 3eMHBIX Oaar. CoAepKalUIics B KOHLIEIITE AUCCOHAHC MEX-
Ay cummarueit Aocroeckoro k Ax. [apubasbAyu Kak HalMOHAABHOMY IE€pPOIO
UTAABSIHCKOTO PHCOPAKMMEHTO M CKEIICHCOM II0 OTHOIICHHUIO K MOAMTHYC-
ckoMy obbeanHeHn0 MTaaun 00bsICHACTCSA CAOKHBIMH B3TASIAAMH ITHCATCAS
Ha poab MTaaMu Kak rocypapcTBa, IPU3BaHHOTO OOBEAMHUTH HAPOABI MHUpPa
Ha OCHOBE IPHUHLIMIIOB KPAaCOThI, TPAAHLMOHHO BOIAOLICHHBIX B €€ HCKYC-
crBe. Ocoboe mecTo B coaepkannu koHuenrta Mraaus npunaasexut Pao-
PEHIINY, «KEMYY>KMHE> JI0XH BO3pOKACHHS, KOTOpask accOLMUPOBaAaCh y
AoctoeBckoro ¢ 06pasoM pas u siBasiaa co00i 00pas KpacoTsl, NPU3BAHHOM
00beAMHUTD MUP Ha NIPUHLMIAX Bceobuieil Al06BH K XPUCTY U TeM caMbIM
CIIACTH MHP.

Wraans usobpaxena B TekcTax AOCTOEBCKOIO Kak CHMMBOA KPacOTl, He-
KO€ MPEKPACHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, MOAYAC AABTEPHATHBHOE ACHCTBUTCABHOCTH.
AAAr03uM Ha pail B H300paKCHMHU IIPEKPACHOTO MECTA, TAC «HEDO ¢ 3eMAcH
BCTPEYAETCS», COOTHECCHHOE B pomane Houom ¢ obpasom Heanoas, nosro-
PSIOTCSL B CEMAHTHYCCKUX ACCOLIMALMSAX B ANMUCTOASIPHOM HACACAMH ITHCATEAS
IPUMCHUTEABHO K PasHbIM HTAABSHCKHUM TOpopaM. Tak Kak pail sIBASIETCs
CBSILICHHBIM [POCTPAHCTBOM, OH IIOPOXKAACT HACAABHOE %, K KOTOPOMY aKCHO-
AOTHYECKH TIPUYACTeH KHsA3b MBILKUH, BCTynuBnii B Aasckoi Isefijapun
B CBAHTEABCKYIO HCTOPHIO O criaceHun Mapu (oTcbiaka k Mapun Marpasnne).

BerpeyaroTest B UTAABSIHCKOM TEKCTE IHCATEAS M MaKaOpudeckue oOpasbl.
Yyaosuiye, moceansiueecs B Ayiue Mnmnoaura, He npunssiueii Xpucra, IBASLCT-
Csl aAAKO3UEH Ha Makabpuueckue oOpassl 3amapHoeBponeickux Ars Moriendi,
CHMBOAMYCCKUM BOIIAOLICHHEM CHA 3Aa, BEAYIIUX 60pbOy 3a Aylly YeaoBeKa B
npeacMepTHbIi vac (71CC 8; 340). O6pas Tapantyaa, ysuaennoro Mnnoaurom
BO CHE, 3aUMCTBOBAH IIMCATCACM U3 CAYYHBIUETOCS ¢ HUM HPOHMCLICCTBUS BO
PAOPEHTHICKOM CHEMHOI KBAPTHPE, IIPOUBEALICTO Ha HETO HUCKAIOYUTEABHOE
sriedataeHue (Aocroesckuii umter o HeM B muckMe k C.A. MBaHOBOI OT 29
aBrycra (10 cenrs6ps) 1869 r. (I1CC 29 ; 340) u B Anesnuxe nucamers 3a 1876
r. (IIcc 23; 106-110). OT cMepTeabHOTO yKyca TapanTyaa Mnnoauta cracaer Bo
cHe cobaxa, MOrubHyB B 60pbOE U OCTABHB €r0 HACAMHE C <TEMHBIM, TAYXUM U
BCCCHABHBIM CYLIECCTBOM>», OAMLICTBOPSIOIIUM 6OrO60pPUYECKYI0 HACKO TIepos,
BOIIAOLICHHYIO B €r0 HOBOM Koumape B o6pase [Tappena Poroxuna.
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Konuent ‘MrasbsiHckast cTpacTh, KAK HEKAsl KEAACMAsl OIITO3ULIMS AYLICB-
HOM pedAeKCHH BAIOOACHHBIX TepOeB AOCTOECBCKOTO, AOXOASILAS AO TTAPOAUH,
HAU CTPACTb K UCKYCCTBY, OCOOCHHO K MTAABSHCKOM OICpPE, CBA3aH C KapHaBa-
AM3AIMEH UTAABSHCKOU KYABTYPBI, OTchbiAatomel, mo M.M. baxtuny, k mons-
THIO ITOIPAHUYHON CHUTYALIUH, TAC BCE PABHbI, HU3 CTAHOBHUTCS BEPXOM, a IIYT
— KOPOAEM.

TBopueckuit mpouecc AOCTOEBCKOro U3ydeH raybOKO — B YACTHOCTH, €ro
HCCACAOBAHUIO TIOCBAIIECH ACKTPOHHbIA HayYHbINA XypHaA Heussecmuviii /o-
cmoesckutl op, pepakuuein Baaaumupa H. 3axaposa, nmerommit 1eabo oT-
KPBITHC HOBBIX IICPCIICKTUB B U3y4CHUH OHOrpaduu ¥ TBOPYECTBA IIUCATEAS,
obecrieyeHne AOCTYIA CICLMAAMCTOB U3 Pa3HbIX CTPAH K HEONYOAHKOBAHHBIM
APXMBHBIM MaTE€PHaAaM M MAAOU3BECTHBIM HCTOYHHMKAM TBOpdYecTBa AocTo-
eBckoro. JKypHaa ObiA cospan mo uHHLMaTtHBe MexAyHapoAHOro o0ijecTBa
Aoctoesckoro (IDS), 06bepuHsonIero nccaepAoBaTeAcii pasHbIX CTPaH B 06aa-
CTH AOCTOEBUCTHKH. B HEM paccMaTpHBaloTCs yHHKaABHBIE APXUBHBIC MaTEPH-
AABI, IIEPEITUCKA U PYKOIMHCH AOCTOEBCKOTO U €r0 OKPY)KEHHs, HOBbIE (PaKThI
U THIOTE3bl, OHOrpaduuecKue U TEKCTOAOTHYECKHUE HUCCACAOBAHHS, 3a0bITbIC
Y HEU3BECTHBIE BOCIIOMHUHAHUS O ITHCATEAE, KPUTHYECKHUE CTAThH M3 Ta3eT U
xypHaroB XIX — neppoit moaoBunsl XX BB., aTpUOYLIUH AHOHUMHBIX U IICCB-
AOHHMHBIX CTaTeil B )XypHaAax Bpems (1861-1863) u Inoxa (1864-1865), B exe-
HeaeabHuKe I pancdanun (1873-1874.).

XYAOKECTBEHHOMY CBOCOOpasHio TBOpYECTBa AOCTOCBCKOrO B 3HAYUTCAB-
HOM Mepe MOCBALIECH XXypHAA Hpoﬁ/te/vtbt UCIROPULECKO NOIMMUKIL, BHIXOASIIUI
¢ 1990 roaa nop pepaknuein B.H. 3axaposa u umerommii njeapio coaeiicTBre
PasBUTHIO T'YMAaHUTApHOrO OOpasoBaHMs M Hayku B Poccum u 3a pybexoM.
[Ty6AuKaLun HOBBIX HCCACAOBAHUI B 0DAACTH CPABHUTCABHO-UCTOPHYECKOTO
U3YYEHUs IIO3THKH HPEACTABASIOT HOBBIE HHTEPIPETALIMH IPOHM3BEACHHUH
PYCCKOH M MHPOBOH AUTEPATYpPBl, CO3AAHHBIE HA OCHOBE OPHIHMHAABHBIX HACH
Y KOHLCIILIMH.

Heob6xoaumo ormeruts B.H. 3axapoBa kak 0AHOro 13 KpymHeHIINX cOBpe-
MEHHBIX JKCIIEPTOB B obaacTu TBopuecTBa Aocroenckoro. IToa ero Hayunoi
PeAAKLMEH B 2003-2005 BBIIAO [loaroe cobpanne covunernuii 6 18 mm. (B 20-X
kHurax).” Ha ocHoBe paspaboTaHHBIX M TEKCTOAOTMYECKUX MPHHIJUIIOB BbI-
nyckaercst [loanoe cobpanue counnenusi AOCTOECBCKOTO B aBTOPCKOM opdorpa-
¢UU ¥ NYHKTyaluH, B KOTOPOM IIPEACTABACHBI ayTEHTHYHBIC TEKCTHI ITHCATE-

17 Pepop M. AOCTOEBCKUI, [losnoe coﬁpauue couunenul, B 18 TT., COCT., HOATOT. TEKCTOB

B.H. 3axapos (Mocxksa: Bockpecenbe, 2003-2005).
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as1.*® Taroke aHaAu3y TBOpyecTBa AOCTOECBCKOTO MOCBAIEHBI €r0 MOHOTPAQUH:
IIpobuemor usyvenus Aocmoescxozo: Yaebnoe nocobue (ITerposasoack: ITI'Y,
1978); Cucmema scanpos Aocmoescxozo: Tunonozus u nosmuxa (AeHuHrpaa:
Usp. Aenunrpapckoro yHusepeutera, 198s); Fms asmopa — Aocmoesckuil.
Ouepk tBopuectBa (Mocksa: Muapuxk, 2013).

Ocob6o crour ormeruts mpoekThl IleTPO3aBOACKOIO IOCYAApCTBEHHOTO
YHHBEpPCHUTETa, HOCBsIeHHbIe TBOpUecTBY P.M. AocToeBckoro n HaxoasIue-
Csl B OTKPBITOM AocTyIe Ha nopraae Philolog.ru: Tloanoe cobpanue covunennii 6
npuncusnennvix nyboiuxayusx; Iosnoe cobparnue cosunenuii: Kanonuueckue mex-
cmus; Esanzeane Aocmoesckozo; Konxopoancor .M. Aocmoescrozo; JKypranbt
MM. u .M. Aocroesckux: Bpems (1861-1863); Onoxa (1864-1865); XKypraa
®.M. Aocroesckoro Iparcdanun (1873-1874); dnucroasproe Hacaeane O.M.
AOCTOEBCKOTO 1 €ro KOPPECIIOHACHTOB; AOCTOECBCKUIT B IPIKU3HEHHOM KPHU-
tuke (1845-1881); AocToeBckuii B Memyapuctuke; [Ipobaempr Tekcrosornu
®.M. Aocroesckoro.

YkasaHHbIe pabOTHI IIOCAY>KMAU HCTOYHHKOBEAYCCKOH U TEOPETHICCKO-Me-
TOAOAOTHYECKOH 6a30H AASI HAIIETO HCCAEAOBAHHSL.

TeopuectBo P.M. AOCTOEBCKOrO HIpacT BaXKHYIO POAb B HTAAbSHCKOH
KYABTYpE. DTO BBIPAXKACTCS B MOIYASIPHOCTH €O POMAHOB CPEAH UHUTATECACH,
B €r0 M3BECTHOCTH KaK BEAMYAMIIETO IPEACTABUTEAS PYCCKOHM AHTEPATypHI,
a TalKe B BOCIIPUATHH, M3YYCHUH H PCLENIUH IPOUSBEACHHH M HX MOTH-
BOB IHCATCASIMU M YYCHBIMU (AMTepaTypoBeaaMH, GpUAOCOPaMH, TCOAOTAMH,
IICAArOTaMM), KOTOPbIC aHAAMSHPYIOT PasAMYHBIC ACIEKTBI €r0 TBOPYECTBA.
Yepes A000Bb U COCTPAAAHHE K €TO AHTECPATYPHBIM IEPOSIM MTAABSHIIBI I10-
CTHUTAIOT «BEAMKYI0 PYCCKYIO AYIIY>», O KOTOPOH C Takoil AMOOBBIO IHCaA
Arrope Ao Tarro B cBOCH mocaeaHelt kuure [ miei incontri con la Russia.”
TpyABl 3TOrO BBIAAIOIIETOCS HTAABSIHCKOTO CAABHCTA, IOCBSITUBIIETO CBOIO
XKU3HDb IIONYASIPUSALUK PYCCKOH Auteparypsl B Mraamu, BHecam 0co0brit
BKAaA B momyasipusanuio tBopyectBa P.M. AocroeBckoro, urpasiuero B €ro
JKU3HH 3HAYUTEABHYIO pOAb. B sxypHase Russia, nspaBacMOM IOA pepaxiiyeit
Ao Tarro ¢ 1920 1. B Pume, nums AocToeBckoro mpeo6aapaso Hap MPOYUMU.
C uHTepecoM K ero myOAHMLMCTHKE CBS3aHBI HE TOABKO IICPEBOADI, OIyOAH-
KOBaHHBIC B XypHaAe, HO U HAes Ao [arto o HeobXOAMMOCTH mepeBecTH U
M3AATh Ha UTAABSHCKOM s3bIke Bech Awuesuux Ilucamess. Ha BoicTaBke kHUT

18 Depop M. AOCTOEBCKUH, [loanoe cobparnue counnenuti: Kanonuvecxue mexcmot, Visp. B
aBTOpCKO# opdorpaduu U MyHKTyalMu mop pea. npod. B.H. 3axaposa (HCTPOSaBOACK:
Usa-so [Tetpl'y, 1995-2012), TT. [-IX (M3pHME npopOATKaETCS).

19 B nepesope: Arrope A0 TATTO, Mou scmpeun ¢ Poccueti, (Mockaa: Kpyrs, 1992).
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u pokymeHToB Mraapsnckon Acconumanuu CaaBucros, Munucrepcrsa Huo-
crpannbix Aea u Mucruryra Mrasssuckoit Kyasrypsr 8 Mockse caepyromume
ero paboTsl ObIAK BbIACACHBI B pocTocBckuany: F. DOSTOJEVSKI), Articoli
critici di letteratura russa [Kpumunecxue cmamou o pycckoii aumepamype),
traduzione di Ettore Lo Gatto (Roma: Anonima Romana Editoriale, 1925),
297 pp.; Fédor DOSTOEVSKI), Memorie del sottosuolo [3anucku us nodnorvs),
traduzione ¢ nota di Ettore Lo Gatto (Firenze: Sansoni, 1943), 157 pp.; Fédor
DoSTOEVSKI], Epistolario [ITucema), Scelta, traduzione e note a cura di Ettore
Lo Gatto, 2 vv. (Napoli: Edizioni Scientifiche italiane, 1950), XXIII, 413, 624
pPp-; Fédor DOSTOEVSKIJ, Romanzi e taccuini [Pomanvt u sanucuvie knuxcku),
5 vv., a cura di B.M. LuroriNi, Introduzioni di Ettore Lo Gatto (Firenze:
Sansoni, 1958-1961); Fédor DOSTOEVSKIJ, Diario di uno scrittore [ Anesnux
nucamens), traduzione e introduzione di Ettore Lo Gatto (Firenze: Sansoni,
1963), LX-1402 pp., u Ap.

Credano Ar0d IpUBOAUT TOAPOOHYIO 61OAHOrpadUI0 pabOT UTAABSHCKHX
YYCHBIX O TBOPYECTBE AOCTOECBCKOTO, MOAPA3ACASSI UX Ha AMTEPATypOBEAYE-
ckue u PpuaocoPckue, OTMEYas], YTO MMEHHO IOCACAHHE OKA3BIBAIOTCS AAS
Wrasnu Hanboaee sHauMMBIMU BO BTOpoil mosoBure XX B.*° B arom koH-
TEKCTe M3YYCHHE TBOpPYECTBa AOCTOCBCKOTO OKa3bIBACTCS NPUSMOIL, CKBO3b
KOTOPYI0 HHTEAACKTYAABI-KATOAMKH BOCIPUHHUMAIOT PYCCKYI0 KYABTYpy. B
TOABI XOAOAHOH BOMHBI TAKOU MOAXOA BOCIIPMHUMAACS KaK IIPOTUBOACHCTBHE
coBeTcKOoMy arensMmy. Karoamdeckue opraHmsanuy, cTaBUBLIME CBOCH LICABIO
U3y4CHUE, IEPEBOADBL U IIyOAMKALIUIO TEKCTOB, OTPAXKAIOLIUX PYCCKOE AYXOBHOE
HACACAUC, CTAAU OAHUM U3 OOBECKTOB U3YYCHUS B HACTOSIILIEM [IPOCKTE.

ITpodeccop yrusepcutera Ypouno Ajxysemnme [uHu mnccaepoBaa TBOpue-
CKOE HACACAME TPEX BEAHMKHX Pycckux mucareacii — Typrenesa, Toacroro u
Aocroeckoro: Giuseppe GHINI, Anime russe: Turgenev, To[stoj, Dostoevskij.
Luomo nell’ nomo (Milano: Edizioni Ares, 2014), 278 pp.

[Tpobaemam penenuuu TeKCTOB AOCTOCBCKOTO B MTAABSIHCKOH KYABTYpE
IIOCBAIIEHBI CACAYIOIIME TPyABl coTpyaHukoB Mucruryra Muposoit Aurepa-
typot PAH: Ilpobaemor aumepamyprozo passumus Hmaiuu 6mopoii norosunw.
XIX — navara XX sexa. AH CCCP, -1 muposoit aut. um. A.M. Topskoro
(Mocksa: Hayka, 1982); Eacna }O. CATIPBIKMHA (110A pea.), Hemopus aume-
pamypor Fmaaun, . 1V, xu. 1 (Mocksa: UMAW PAH, 2016). Taxke cpean oc-
HOBHBIX HCCACAOBAHHH, IIOCBSICHHBIX PELCILMH TBOPYECTBA AOCTOCBCKOIO
B Mraanu, caeayer Beipeauts cacayromue: Credpano AA03, “AocroeBckuii B

20 Credano Ar03, “AOCTOEBCKUH B UTAAbSIHCKOM KpI/ITch”, Aocmoescruii: Mamepuanrvs u uc-

credosanus, N° 20 (Canxr-ITerep6ypr: Hecrop-Hcropus), 2013, ¢. 3-24.
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UTAABSIHCKOH KpuTHKe , Jocmoesckuii: Mamepuarvt u uccaedosanus, N° 20; C.
AA05 “Hexoropsie 3ametku o npueme Aoctoesckoro B Mrasnu Bo BpemeHa
Myccoaunn”, Asvix u mexcm, Mocksa, 1. 8, N 1, 2021, ¢. 57-68, doi:10.17759/
langt.2021080107; Kaayana OAUBBEPH, “Aocroesekuii B Mraaun. Croaetne
KpUTHIeCKOi MbIcAW, B: Tathsina A. KACAKTHHA (niop pea.), docmoescxuii u
XX sex (MockBa: UM AWM PAH, 2007), 1. 2, c. 553-566; Bopuc I. PEH30B (m1oa
pea.), docmoesckuii 6 sapybexscrvix aumepamypax (Aenunrpas: Hayka, Acaun-
rpaackoe oTacacHue, 1978); Sergia ADAMO, Dostoevskij in Italia: Il dibattito
sulle riviste (1869 — 1945) (Udine: Campanotto, 1998); Luigi DAL SANTO,
“Saggio di bibliografia italiana su Dostoevskij”, B: Aristide DANI (a cura di),
Studs in onore di Federico M. Mistrorigo (Vicenza, 1958), pp. 377-403; Eurialo
DE MicHELIS, “Dostoevskij nella letteratura italiana’, Leztere Italiane, Vol. 2.4,
n. 2, 1972, pp. 177-201; Anna Maria V. GUARNIERT ORTOLANI, Saggio sulla
fortuna di Dostoevskij in Italia (Padova: Cedam, 1947); E. Lo GATTO, Saggi
sulla cultura russa (Roma: Anonima Romana Editoriale, 1925).

I[TepeuncacHHbIe paGOTHI IIOCAY)KUAN TCOPETUIECKOH OCHOBOMH HALIETO HC-
caepoBanmst. Ocoboe BHUMaHME OBIAO CKOHLICHTPUPOBAHO Ha IIEPEBOAAX U pe-
LIENIMY TBOPYECTBA Imucareas Bo Bropoi mosoBuHe XIX — mayase XXI Beka.
BbiA mpoBeACH aHaAM3 perepTyapa MTaAbSHCKHX XYAOKCCTBEHHBIX IIPOH3BE-
ACHUI AQHHOTO IIEPHOAA, OTPA3HBLIMX PCLEILUI0 HACHHO-XYAOXKCCTBEHHOTO
Hacaepanst .M. AocToeBckoro (XyA0KeCTBEHHbIE TEKCTBI, TEATPAABHBIC TOCTA-
HOBKH, UX 9KPaHHM3al|us), a TAKXKe UHTepeca K TBOpYecTBY U anyHoctu O.M.
AOCTOEBCKOTO B HTAABSIHCKOI AUTEPATYPHON KPUTHKE U PHAOCOPCKO-PEAUTH-
OBeAYECKHX paborax.

B suBape 2020 1. B LleHTpaspHom rocysapctBennom apxuse (Archivio
Centrale dello Stato, Pum), B apxue urasbssckoro Teacsuacuus (Rai Teche),
a Take B apxuBe pumckoit kunoctyaun (Cinecitta) E.A. Autsun usyunaa
MaTCpPHAABL, KACAOUECs PabOTHI MTAABSHCKHUX PEXHCCEPOB Haa puAbMaMH
¥ TCACBU3HOHHBIMHU IIOCTAHOBKAMH 19I0-X — 1970-X IT. IIO IPOU3BCACHHSM
®.M. AocTOEBCKOrO, a TAKKE MPECCY, ACMOHCTPUPYIOIIYIO BOCIPUATHE ITHX
$uABMOB HTaABAHCKON IybaMKOi. PaboTa ¢ peljeHUUsIMH B IIpecce ITUX ACT
TaKOKe BEAACh B SKypPHAAbHOM 3aae [OCyAapcTBEHHON puMCKOI OubAMOTEKH
(Biblioteca nazionale centrale di Roma), a Hay4Has U CIpaBOYHAs! AUTEPATYPA,
Kacaromascs $uabMOB 110 AOCTOCBCKOMY OblAa H3y4eHA B PE3yABTaTE pabOTHI
B ceHTIOpe 2019 I. B Gubanorexe kuHoapxusa I. boaousst (Biblioteca Renzo
Renzi — Cineteca di Bologna) n B 6ubanotexe dpaxyasrera nckyccts boaoncko-
ro yuusepcurera (Universita di Bologna, Dipartimento delle Arti). Aoxyments,
KACAIOIUECS] [IEPEBOAOB IIPOU3BEACHUIH AOCTOCBCKOTO Ha UTAABSIHCKHH SI3BIK,
¥ IICPENUCKA HA 3Ty TEMY IPEACTABUTCACH UTAABSIHCKMX H3AATEABCTB C COTPYA-
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aukamu Corosa nucareaeit CCCP, 6p1au usydeHsl B PoccuiickoM apxuBe AHTe-
parypst u uckycctsa (PTAAU, dponp 631).

Hapeemcs, uro npoext « AocroeBckuit u Mraaus», HanpaBACHHBIH Ha CBe-
ACHHE BOCAUHO CBEACHHI O ITyTEIECTBHX MucaTeAs o Mraauu, mposeacHue
CPaBHHUTEABHOIO aHAAU3A €IO MAPIIPYTOB U OMMCAHUE PabOTHI HAaA TEKCTAMHU,
IIOMO>KET YUTATCAIO PACIIMPUTB IIpeAcTaBAcHHE 00 Mrasnu Aocroesckoro.

Hpuna B. Aepeauesa
MocKOBCKHH TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIH HHCTUTYT KYABTYPBI
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Nachruf auf Rudolf Neubiuser

Rudolf Neuhiuser ist am 10. September 2020 in Villach (Osterreich) im Alter
von 88 Jahren verstorben. Zentrum seiner wissenschaftlichen Tatigkeit waren
Leben und Werk Dostojewskijs sowie dessen internationale Verbreitung. Hier
hat Rudolf Neuhiuser Bleibendes geschaffen, das den nachfolgenden Genera-
tionen Anregung und Vorbild sein wird.

Geboren 1933 in Wien und dort aufgewachsen, studierte Rudolf Neuhiu-
ser an der Universitit Wien Anglistik und Osteuropiische Geschichte mit
Schwerpunkt Russische Geschichte und an der Universitit Toronto Russische
Literatur und Sprache, lehrte und forschte anschlieffend von 1961 bis 1975 an
Universititen in den USA und Kanada und erreichte an der University of Wes-
tern Ontario in London/Ontario die Position eines Full Professor. Im Jahre
1975 wurde er zum ordentlichen Univ.-Prof fur Slawische Literaturwissenschaft
an das neu gegriindete Klagenfurter Institut fiir Slawistik berufen und lehrte
dort bis zu seiner Emeritierung im Jahre 2001.

Als erster Lehrstuhlinhaber fur Slawistik an der Universitit Klagenfurt
hat er mafigeblich die Einrichtung der slawistischen Studien in den Fichern
Russistik, Slowenistik und Serbokroatistik sowie die Zusammenarbeit mit der
Partneruniversitit Ljubljana gepragt.

Noch vor seiner Riickkehr nach Osterreich hatte Rudolf Neuhiuser in den
Jahren 1969/1970 den Posten eines Kulturattaches an der Osterreichischen
Botschaft in Zagreb inne und war Organisator des ersten gemeinsamen Oster-
reichisch-kroatischen Slawistentreffens der Nachkriegszeit. Als Initiator und
Griindungsmitglied (1971) der Internationalen Dostojewskij-Gesellschaft war er
von 1989 bis 1995 deren Prisident und Herausgeber der Dostoevsky Studies. Von
den 1980er Jahren bis 1996 war er Vorsitzender des Osterreichischen Slawisten-
verbandes und osterreichischer Vertreter im Internationalen Slawistenkomitee.
Als Gastprofessor war er an den Universititen in Edmonton, Ljubljana, Koln
und Salzburg titig.

Im Jahre 1995 wurde Rudolf Neuhauser als Korrespondierendes Mitglied in
die Slowenische Akademie der Wissenschaften und Kiinste aufgenommen. Zu
seinem 75. Geburtstag im Jahre 2008 wurde ihm das Osterreichische Ehren-
kreuz fiir Wissenschaft und Kunst I. Klasse verliehen.

Neuhiusers Werke umfassen tiber 200 Veroffentlichungen, die neben Auf-
sitzen in Sammelbinden und Fachzeitschriften zahlreiche Biicher enthalten.
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Deborabh, or Ten Years Later...

I have a benefactor.

Deborah Martinsen, former president of the International Dostoevsky Soci-
ety (IDS), is that person. Without her warm guidance, I would probably have
remained depressed and still be suffering from a smoldering lack of self-esteem.

I met Deborah (as I like to call her) in the summer of 2011, in her office at
Columbia University. About a month before that, I had just driven to the site
of the Great East Japan Earthquake. I flew out of Narita, still reeling from the
sad aftermath of the long trip of 1500 kilometers. My mind was made up early
on. I would definitely visit New York in September 2011, ten years after the
attacks, and I would definitely finish the translation of Demons before then.
The reason was simple: I was in my early fifties, and the incident that led me
to return to Dostoevsky was the 9/11 attacks, and it was the association with
Demons that this 9/11 had created in me. However, circumstances forced me to
leave a month earlier than planned, and in the end, I was unable to finish the
translation of Demons by that date.

There was another major purpose for my visit to New York. It was to ap-
proach IDS. At the time, I had fallen into a state of neurosis due to criticism of
my translation of Zhe Brothers Karamazov, and I was stuck in the delusion that
I was being looked down upon by Dostoevsky researchers around the world.

Of course, I had some confidence in myself. I was supported by tens of thou-
sands of readers of The Brothers Karamazov. Among the many letters of grati-
tude I received, I was particularly encouraged by a letter from a woman in her
late seventies living in Abashiri, Hokkaido, who wrote in pencil, “I am so happy
that I could read through 7he Brothers Karamazov at the end of my life”.

In her office at the university, Deborah listened to me warmly, calmly, and
respectfully. She invited me to dinner with her friends at an Italian restaurant,
and to a study group at a café near the university. My friendship with Deborah
continued unabated, and in the summer of 2015, when I gave a presentation at
an international conference (ICCEES) in Makuhari, Chiba, I even asked her
to check my manuscript. The title of my presentation was “Hidden Quotations
in The Brothers Karamazov”. Although the title was somewhat pompous, I
was confident about the content. However, when Deborah returned the man-
uscript to me, it was covered with red lines everywhere, reminding me once
again how high the level, (or barrier) to Dostoevsky studies was.

The next day, I stood beside Ground Zero. When I left the Sheraton Hotel
on s2nd Street near Times Square and got off the subway at Franklin Street,
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the ground was filled with a refreshing light. It was the result of the torrential
rain that had hit New York two days earlier. At that stage, however, I realized
that since my arrival in New York, I had been under a constant paranoiac vi-
sion. As I walked through the skyscrapers, I would look up at the sky almost
every five minutes and picture a scene of two airliners crossing the blue sky be-
tween the valleys of the buildings.

I could not receive any feeling of shock from Ground Zero, which was still
undergoing construction. I realized that I had consumed all the wonders and
shocks of the past decade through Youtube videos. Of course, the Great East
Japan Earthquake must have had something to do with it. In any case, Dosto-
evsky was right. Man is a being that gets used to everything.

On my way to the subway station, frustrated with my inability to feel any-
thing in front of Ground Zero, I passed by the Tribute WTC Visitor Center.
Hungry for stimulation, I was sucked in and walked through the doors to stand
in front of the reception counter. Among the many exhibits, I was particularly
struck by a set of spoons with holes in them and forks that were fully opened
like five fingers. Who would have thought that terrorism could result in such
artistic behavior? The delicacy of making a hole in the dent of the spoon is
nothing short of devilish. On the other hand, there were some exhibits that
gave me a faint sense of relief. It was a note left by a woman named Sandra Her-
nandez, who was living in the Bronx at the time of the incident.

“I'wanted to jump into the TV screen, grab the plane and stop it”.

This is it, I thought. The proof of a human being’s humanity lies in the
strength of the urge to jump into the TV screen. And there were several
moments when I realized that I myself had a slight edge over others in this
impulse. I am sure that such a linear nature must have been what turned me
towards Dostoevsky’s literature.

I remember that Deborah, who saw my true nature, once said a bit sarcasti-
cally, “You are, in essence, a mover’.

(from my recent book 59 rravels with Dostoevsky)

Tkeno Kameyama
Nagoya University of Foreign Studies
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Remembering Deborab

Deborah A. Martinsen, in Memoriam

Our beloved colleague and friend, Deborah Martinsen, passed away on Sunday,
November 28, 2021.

Deborah served the International Dostoevsky Society for many years, inclu-
ding as our President and Executive Secretary, on the Dostoevsky Studies Edi-
torial Board, as one of the organizers of the 1998 IDS Symposium in New York
and an integral partner in subsequent Symposia. Her intelligence, lively sense
of humor, and sociability won her the respect and friendship of our diverse
membership, as did her tireless efforts and unfailing diplomacy. Few of us will
forget how she spontaneously broke into a happy dance as she turned over the
presidency at the Moscow Symposium. Deborah began attending our Sympo-
sia as a precocious graduate student in 1983 at Cerisy-la-Salle, and she figured in
them regularly, contributing deeply insightful papers on the narrative structure,
rhetoric, and pragmatics of Dostoevsky’s work. Within a very short time she
became an irreplaceable partner and aide for Bob Belknap and Nadine Natov
in the North American and International Dostoevsky Societies. She always
knew not only what had to be done, and how it was to be done, but also what
should not be done; she was able to inspire everyone to work for the common
goal. Her role in the life of the IDS is enormous.

Deborah was the author and editor of groundbreaking books on Dostoe-
vsky, including Dostoevsky in Context and Surprised by Shame; and numerous
seminal articles. She continued to work on two new books on Dostoevsky
over this past year, and we look forward to secing them in print. Deborah
also edited Teaching Nineteenth-Century Russian Literature — the tribute to
her teacher Robert Belknap; and Literary Journals in Imperial Russia — the
best overview of Russian journalism from eighteenth to early twentieth cen-
tury. It is rare that such an original scholar is also such an incisive and gene-
rous editor.

Deborah was a devoted teacher to her students at Columbia University, ad-
vising undergraduate and graduate students on senior theses and dissertations
and teaching courses on Dostoevsky and Nabokov. For many years she taught
Literature Humanities, one of the signature Columbia College Core courses.
Hundreds of CC graduates remember her gratefully. And scores of Colum-
bia graduate students have been influenced by her Core teaching. Generous
scholar and teacher that she was, she shared her teaching notes liberally with
graduate students and new teachers in the Core. She was always open for a
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dialog about teaching any passage. While her lectures on teaching Crime and
Punishment were legend, Deborah shared insights into any text in the Core and
beyond. As Associate Dean of Alumni Education, Deborah continued to teach
Literature Humanities to Columbia alumni around the world.

She supported the scholarship of others in so many quiet but invaluable
ways over the years, not only as a gifted editor, but also as a caring, thorough,
and candid peer reviewer of numerous book and journal manuscripts as well as
Ph.D. theses. She had an extraordinary talent for making everyone’s work bet-
ter. She was happy to lend a helping hand to her colleagues both at home and
abroad, inspiring them intellectually and emotionally, contributing significant-
ly to their personal and professional development.

Deborah excelled in bringing people together, and forging connections
between departments, institutions, and cultures was her great joy. She tire-
lessly organized panels, entire conferences, and academic programs, all in aid
of enriching the work of Slavists worldwide. She brought junior scholars into
conversation with senior ones, ensuring cross-fertilization between new work
and classic studies. She understood from her earliest days as a Slavist that true
scholarship is always inclusive.

Her power in every aspect of life came from her inexhaustible spiritual and
practical energy and from the special talent she possessed, which allowed her
to look in depth at both ideas and the people around her. Her psychological
insight into the human soul became an inspirational source through which she
could analyze literary characters in a highly sophisticated manner and create
close, living human relationships. Deborah understood that “everything, like
the ocean, flows and comes into contact with everything else. Touch it in one
place and it reverberates at the other end of the world” (7he Brothers Karama-
zov). She ‘touched’ the world in so many places and these reverberations will
remain with us for ever.

Deborah Martinsen has left us. In this uniquely Dostoevskian year even
this terrible loss takes on its own unique flavor, which does not comfort us, but
inspires us to seck a higher symbolism, and together with it, a certain meaning.
Otherwise, in the circumstances we find ourselves in, the meaning is invisible,
and it seems bitter, harsh, and unjust. Deborah was the first woman to serve
as IDS President, and she was a brilliant president; she created an entire new
epoch, enriching our Society with new values and a positive, cooperative atmo-
sphere. It was soothing to work with her: she was meticulous, wise, nimble and
attentive. And she also knew how to be a kind, even passionate friend.

Deborah was respected and loved all around the world. She was not just a
brilliant scholar, but she elevated friendship to an art form. We will miss her
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bright spirit, her gentle humor, her powerful intellect, and the love she shared
with everyone around her.
Eternal memory, dearest Deborah.

Stefano Aloe

Carol Apollonio

Karin Beck

Katalin Krod

Robin Feuer Miller
Marcia Morris

Irina Reyfman

Amy Ronner

William Mills Todd IT1
Viadimir Zakharov

More tributes to Deborah A. Martinsen in the Memorial page:
https://dostoevsky.org/about/in-memoriam/in-memoriam-deborah-a-martin-



https://dostoevsky.org/about/in-memoriam/in-memoriam-deborah-a-martinsen/
https://dostoevsky.org/about/in-memoriam/in-memoriam-deborah-a-martinsen/
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. 1
Deborah Martinsen with Tetsuo Mochizuki, Naples 2010
(Photo Graf Aloysky — From the Archive of Stefano Aloe)
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. 2
Deborah in Moscow, 2013
(Photo Graf Aloysky — From the Archive of Stefano Aloe)
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. 3
Deborah Martinsen with Benami Barros, Granada 2016
(Photo Graf Aloysky — Archive of Stefano Aloe)
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. 4
Deborah Martinsen in Granada, 2016
(Photo Graf Aloysky — Archive of Stefano Aloe)
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