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COMPLICATED AND NECESSARY:
READING DOSTOEVSKY IN A TIME OF TROUBLE
(FOREWORD)'

One can'’t say that the world we lived in a year ago was the “best of all possi-
ble worlds”. There was enough to worry about then as it was; and yet who could
have foreseen what a difficult, ferocious, and tragic year we were about to expe-
rience? A year that insidiously tested the firmest and most amicable of bonds.
That suddenly divided those unions we considered unbreakable.

Under such circumstances, working on a journal devoted to the genius and
work of Fyodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky is both complicated and necessary.
Yes, editorial work for an international journal at a historical moment when
contacts can suddenly become straitened has not been easy; but thanks to the
good will of all involved - the editorial board, authors, reviewers — we have
managed to maintain our efficiency, as well as the bright spirit — the scholar-
ly and humanitarian core — of our task. This is necessary and will continue to
be so, especially now: we need to read and study Dostoevsky’s work, to reflect
on it without preconceived notions, to defend scholarship on Dostoevsky from
the various tendencies that distort his legacy, that are manifest today with a
particular “virality”: according to which Dostoevsky is the prophet of contem-
porary Russian “patriotism,” the standard bearer for “holy war” and the Russian
“messianic mission”; or, alternatively, the “dark angel” of pan-Russian chauvin-
ism and/or imperialism, who deserves, according to such accusations, prohibi-
tion, cancellation and oblivion... Too many consider Dostoevsky as a symbol of
something that either belongs to them or to someone else, but as a rule, such
people do not read him at all. They read around him, under or over his works.
If they read him at all. And it is characteristic of such morbidly radical and op-
posing receptions of the writer that they consistently rely on a dogmatic belief
in him as a contemporary and a prophet, thus revealing a considerable misun-
derstanding.

Indeed, how is Dostoevsky our contemporary? We have all, indeed, repeat-
edly asserted — and rightly so — that Dostoevsky is a writer for our time, an
eternally contemporary author and fellow-traveler; but, paradoxical as it may
sound, to recognize a writer from another century as contemporary, we must
first of all bear in mind that he is not “synchronic” to us — otherwise we immedi-
ately fall into flagrant anachronism. Dostoevsky is not a participant in our lives,

1 Thanks to Yuri CORRIGAN for the English translation of this Foreword.



our decisions, our attitudes with regard to the realities around us. He is not fa-
miliar with the individuals, ideas, actions and tendencies of our present day.
Many feel the temptation to invoke him like a phantom or a genie from a lamp,
and the results are pitiful: “Dostoevsky the idol” is very different from Dosto-
evsky the writer (and even from his controversial side as a political commenta-
tor), not to mention from the historical figure of EM. Dostoevsky himself: the
idol is false.

Let us then return to Dostoevsky’s own faithful and honest steps, to the
study of his work, to his universality, to his humanism in the creation of his he-
roes of ideas. Not by accepting Dostoevsky as a flag or symbol of someone else’s
worldview, but as a seminal author who belongs in some way to everyone pre-
cisely by virtue of his independence from everyone. We should continue along
the path of studying Dostoevsky through philology, philosophy, academic
scholarship. It is in this way that he will indeed help us better understand our
current reality; in this, he is our eternal contemporary.

Dostoevsky Studies, with its more than forty-year history, has not changed
its strictly scholarly criteria for selecting texts for publication. Our new issue
(probably not coincidentally) focuses on the philosophical aspects of the great
writer’s work. At the centre of the issue are five articles (three in English and
two in Russian), exploring philosophical problems of Dostoevsky’s novels and
political writings from different angles. The issue opens with an article by Svet-
lana Evdokimova, who takes on the classical comparison between Dostoev-
sky and Friedrich Nietzsche from an original perspective. Drawing attention to
the multifaceted significance of the “bray of a donkey” from 7he Idiot, Evdoki-
mova continues a theme from the previous issue (in Daria Farafonova’s article
on Dostoevsky and Blaise Pascal). This is followed by an article from the Ital-
ian scholar Andrea Oppo, who evokes another comparison — also classical and
equally ambiguous — with the philosophical world of Pavel Florensky. As in the
case of Nietzsche, the need for antithesis arises here, but antitheses which nev-
er exclude a certain amount of commonality, as is so characteristic of our writ-
er. In Konstantin A. Barsht’s article we find a comparative analysis of the “con-
versations” of the elder Zosima in The Brothers Karamazov with the motifs and
techniques of a text by Archimandrite Feodor (A.M. Bukharev), to which Dos-
toevsky scholars have repeatedly turned their attention. Based on the materi-
als of Notes from the House of the Dead and on Derrida’s concept of the “sup-
plement”, James Ferry’s work highlights the question of freedom in its dynamic
confrontation with unfreedom: according to Ferry, the fundamental nature of
freedom in Dostoevsky reveals itself in its deprivation. The issue’s fifth article
takes us into the world of political ideas: Gary Rosenshield offers a penetrating



analysis of the significance of Siberia and Asia in Dostoevsky’s corpus amid cur-
rent debates on the nature of the writer’s geopolitical vision and its relationship
to such ideologemes as Eurasia, and Russian imperialism and chauvinism.

In the second part of the issue you will find detailed reviews of a number of
the newest books, monographs and collected works on Dostoevsky, among the
vast number of works that appeared in 2021 on the occasion of his anniversary.
The journal concludes with news from the world of Dostoevsky studies.

I hope to be able to write the foreword to the next issue of Dostoevsky Stud-
ies a year from now, at the end of 2023, on a note of restored peace and har-
mony. The year 2023 promises to be a good one for Dostoevsky studies: after
a pandemic-dependent suspension, the XVIII Symposium of the Internation-
al Dostoevsky Society will finally take place in Nagoya, Japan, in the summer.
May the Symposium mark the beginning of new productive encounters be-
tween parts of the world that are currently struggling to communicate. And
may we all continue to read Dostoevsky, to reflect on his themes and study his
immortal masterpieces. We are in need in them.

On behalf of the editorial board of Dostoevsky Studies,

Stefano ALOE
Managing Editor






II

N HenpocTo, U HeO6X0AUMO:
yutaTb [JOCTOEBCKOro BO BpeMa pa3aopa
(BctynutenbHoOe cnoBo)

Heap3st ckasarp, 4TO MUD, B KOTOPOM MbI KMAH TOA Hazap OblA “AyqmmM us
BO3MO>KHBIX MHPOB’, BEAb IIOBOAOB AAsL GecriokoiicTs xBataro. Ho ko 6b1 Mor
IPEAYTaAATh, YTO MBI BCTYIIUM B €liie OOACE TSKEABIH, CBUPEIIBLI, TPArM4eCKUN
rop? B roa, moaBepruyBmMiT MCIIBITAHHAM caMble PYHAAMEHTAABHBIE CBS3H?
PasbeAUHSIOMIT BADPYT COIO3BI, KOTOPBIC HAM Ka3aAMCh HEPYIIMMBIMU?

B rakux ycaoBusix paboTaTh Haa SKypPHAAOM, IIOCBSILCHHBIM TBOpuecTBy Pe-
Aopa MuxaiiaoBuda AOCTOEBCKOrO — U HEPOCTO, U Heobxoaumo. Henpocroit
OKa3aAach paboTa PEAAKLIMH MEKAYHAPOAHOTO SKyPHAAQ B MOMEHT, KOTAQ KOH-
TAKTBl BAPYT CTAAU 3aTPYAHUTCABHBIMH: HO 6Aaroaapsi AOOPOIl BOAU BCEX: PEA-
KOAACTHH, ABTOPOB, PCLICH3CHTOB — HAM YAAAOCh COXPAHHTh CAXKEHHOCTD pa-
OOTbI M HAYYHBIH U IYMaHUTAPHBIHA CTEPXKCHD HALICH 3aAa9H. DTO HEOOXOAUMO,
IIOTOMY YTO HY>KHO YMTATh U U3y4YaTh TBOPYECCTBO AOCTOEBCKOIO, HY)XHO HaA
HUM PasMbIIIASITh HEIIPEAB3SITO, HY>KHO U 3alIUINATh HAYKY O AOCTOEBCKOM OT
PA3AMYHBIX MCKQKCHUI €IO HACACAMSI, TCHACHIIUH K KOTOPBIM CETOAHSI IPHOO-
PEAM HEBEAOMBIH MacITa0.

Aast koro-ro AOCTOEBCKUI — IPOPOK HBIHEIIHETO POCCUICKOrO “IaTpH-
oTU3Ma’ U 3HAMCHHE AASL “CBSILCHHON OHMTBBI, AASL KOTO-TO OH — YCPHBII aH-
I'C¢A HBIHEIIHETO BEAUKOPYCCKOTO IIOBUHU3MA U/ HAM UMIICPHAAU3MA, 3ACAY>KHU-
BAIOLIMUI, COTAACHO TIOAOOHOMY OOBHHEHUIO, 3alIpelieHus U 3a0BeHMs: 6e3pHa
AKPUTHYHOCTH TaK Ha3bIBACMOH “KYABTYpbI OTMeHa . CAMIIKOM MHOTHUE C¥uma-
#m AOCTOEBCKOrO CUMBOAOM Y€TO-TO CBOCTO MAH, HA0OOPOT, 4yXKOro, HO Kak
IPABHAO, TAKHE AIOAU BOBCE €ro He wumarwm. VAU, ecAn 9UTaIoT, — AOMBICAH-
BAIOT TO, YTO OOHAPY)KUBAIOT B TEKCTE €ro IpousseacHuil. [Ipurom xapaxrep-
HO, YTO Ha OCHOBE TAKHMX PAAMKAABHBIX, ADYT APYTY IIPOTHBOIIOCTABACHHBIX
IOBHLMI BCETAQ ASKUT UACSI O AOCTOECBCKOM-TIPOPOKE U 0 AOCTOEBCKOM “Ha-
LIEM COBPEMEHHHUKE . DTO AHIIb IOAYCPKUBACT IIOAHOTY HEAOPA3yMCHHUSL.

B camom aeae, yeM sxe AOCTOEBCKMI — Hall COBPEMEHHHK? Y4EHBIE, ACH-
CTBUTEABHO, MHOTOKPATHO YTBEPXKAAAH — U CIIPABEAAMBO YTBEPKAAAU — 4TO
AOCTOEBCKMI — MUCATEAb COBPEMCHHOCTH, BEYHO COBPEMEHHBIH aBTOD, U IO
TOH PUYHHE OH YUTAEM U3 IOKOACHUS B IOKOACHHE; HO, KaK Obl ITapapOKcaAb-
HO 3TO HU 3BYYaAO, YTOOBI IIPU3HATH COBPEMCHHBIM ITHCATCAS, KOTOPBIH XUA B
APYTOM CTOACTHH HY)KHO B IIEPBYIO OYEPEAb UMETh B BUAY, YTO OH HE HAI (0-
8pémennux” — MHAYE MBI TYT XK€ BIIaAACM B IpyOeiiuuii aHaxpoHu3M. AOCTOEB-
CKUI1 HE YYaCTHHK HAIICH JKH3HH, OH HE IPUHUMACT 32 HAC PCLICHUI, HE OT-
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BedaeT 3a Hamy B3rasiabl. OH He 3HAKOM C AMILIAMH, HACSIMH, IOCTYIIKAMU H
TEHACHIMSIMU CETOAHsIIHEro BpeMeHu. Mckymenue mpuspare ero, kKak mpu-
3PaK HAU AKHH M3 AAMIIBI, BOSHUKACT Y MHOTUX, 4 PE3YABTATHI [ICYAABHBI: ~KY-
mup AocroeBckuii” pesko otamdaercs or AocroeBckoro-mucareas (Aaxe oT
€ro CIIOPHOIA CTOPOHBI MybAULMCTa) U OT ucTopudeckoit gurypst O.M. Aocro-
€BCKOTO: KYMHUP — 3TO (aAbIIL.

Sl npusbIBato BEpHYTHCS K M3YYEHHIO TBOPYECTBA AOCTOEBCKOrO, €r0 YHHU-
BEPCAABHOCTH, T'YMaHHU3MY B CO3AAHUHU Pa3AUYHBIX HACH U IEPEAAYU UX B TOM
qrcAe yepes ocobeHHbIX repoes. He Bocnipunumars A0CTOEBCKOrO Kak CHMBOA
4bUX-HUOYAD B3TASIAOB, 4 HIMCHHO KAaK CAMOLICHHOTO aBTOPA, B KAKOI-TO CTe-
IICHU TIPHHAAACXKAILETO BCEM OAHOBPEMEHHO UMEHHO B CHAY CBOCH HE3aBHUCH-
MoctH 0T Beex. Heobxoanmo npoaoaskars usydars AOCTOCBCKOTO CPEACTBAMH
¢urororuu, puAOCoPUH, HAYKH, ABUTAsICh IO ONPEACACHHOMY IyTH. Toraa u
TaKkUM 00pa3oM OH U OYACT IOMOTaTh HAM Ay4ILE IIOHUMATh HAlly PEAAbHOCTb,
M B 9TOM OH — HAIll BEYHBII CITyTHHK.

JKypuaa Dostoevsky Studies, co cBoeit COPOKAAETHEH HCTOPHEH, HE MEHSIA
CBOM CTPOTO HAay4YHbIC KPUTCPUH IOADOpPA TEKCTOB AAsl mybauxanuu. B atom
HOBOM BBIITyCKE AKIICHT IIOCTABACH Ha HHTEPEC K PUAOCOPCKHM aCIEKTaM
TBOPYECTBA BEAMKOTO NMHUCcATEAs (3TO, BEPOATHO, HECAYIAHHO, TaK KaK B AQH-
HBIH UCTOPUYECKUH MOMEHT HCCAEAOBATEACH BOAHYIOT IPEXAE BCero QGuao-
cOCKHE ACTIEKTHI €TO HACACAHS).

B HOMepe nsTh cTateii (TpH Ha aHTAMICKOM H ABE Ha PyCCKOM SI3BIKE), C pas-
HBIX CTOPOH H3Y4YaloIHX PUAOCOPCKHE BONPOCHI, KOTOPhIe AOCTOEBCKHH pas-
BHBAA B CBOUX poMaHax u nybaunucruke. OTkpsiBact HoMep ctarbsi CBeTAQHBI
EBAOKHMMOBOI1, B OPUTHHAABHOM paKypce pasBHBAIOIAsl KAACCHYECKOE COIO-
craBaeHue Aocroesckoro ¢ Ppuapuxom Humme: obpauias cBoe BHUMaHKE Ha
MHOTOTPaHHOE 3HAYCHHUE <«KpUKa OcAa» u3 pomana Hduom, EBpoxumosa
KaK OYATO IPOAOAXKAET TEMy, 3BYHALIYIO Y>KE B IIPEABIAYIEM HOMEPE XKYpHaAQ
(umero B BuAy cratbio Aapun ®apadonosoit o Aocroesckom u baese ITacka-
ac). ITocae caepyer crathst utasbsHckoro yaeHoro Anapea Omnmo, nocesuieH-
Hasi APyTOMY YK€ KAQCCHYECKOMY M TaK )K€ HEOAHO3HAYHOMY COIIOCTABACHHUIO
— ¢ mpicauTeABHBIM MUpOM ITaBaa Paopenckoro. Kak B cayyae ¢ Hurmre, Bos-
HUKAET [IPEXKAC BCETO HCOOXOAMMOCTD AHTUTE3, HO 3TO AaHTUTE3bI, KOTOPbIC HU-
KOTAQ HE HCKAIOYAIOT HEKOTOPOH AOAH OOIIHOCTH, KaK 3TO TaK XapaKTEPHO AASL
Hamero mucareas. B crarbe KoncranTnna bapmra mpeacraBaeH comocrasu-
TEAbHBII aHaAu3 “Gecep” crapua 3ocumsl u3 pomana bpamvs Kapamasoser ¢
MOTHBAaMU M IIPHEMAMH OAHOTO TeKCTa apxuMaHApuTa Peopopa (A.M. Byxa-
peBa), K KOTOPOMY AOCTOCBCKOBEABI y)KE MHOTOKPATHO 06paljasl cBOC BHUMA-
uue. Ha matepuanax 3anucox us mepmeozo doma n onupasich Ha IOHATHE <BOC-
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IOAHEHHE >, Teopusnuposannoe JKakom Aeppuaa, Axeitme Peppu pa36npaeT
BOIIPOC CBOOOABI B €€ AMHAMUYHOM IIPOTHBOIIOCTABACHUY C HECBOOOAOH — 110
MHCHUIO HCCACAOBATEAS, PYHAAMECHTAABHOCTb CBOOOADI IIPOsiBAsieTCS Y AOCTO-
€BCKOTO MMEHHO ‘TI0 BOCIIOAHCHUIO, B YCAOBHSIX €€ AULICHUS. I IsiTast crarhs
BBIITYCKA IIEPCHOCHUT YUTATEAS] B MUP IIOAMTHYCCKUX HAeH: [opu PoseHmmabs
aHaausupyer sHadeHue Asuu u Cubupu B KopIryce TeKCTOB AOCTOEBCKOTO Ha
¢OHE AKTYaABHBIX CIIOPOB O IHPHPOAE TCOMOAUTHYCCKUX B3TASIAOB ITHCATEAS B
CBSI3U C MACOAOTEMAMH EBpasust’, “pyccKuil HIMIIEPHAAU3M U “IIOBHHU3M .

Bo BTOpoO# yacTu BRITycKa HalpeTe HOApO6HbIC PELICH3MM HAa HOBEHIIHE
MoHorpadun u cOOpHUKHU cTareil 0 AOCTOEBCKOM, BBIIYLICHHBIC B 2021 I. B
CBSI3U C €rO FOAOBIIUHOM. 3aKAIOYAIOT KyPHAA HOBOCTH U3 MHUPA AOCTOEBCKO-
BEACHUSL.

XO4eTcst HAACSIThCSL, YTO YEPE3 TOA, B KOHIIE 2023 I., 51 OYAy IHCATh IIPEAU-
CAOBHE OYEPEAHOMY BbINYCcKy >xypHasa Dostoevsky Studies B atmocdepe mu-
pa M COTAacHsl. 2023-blif, KCTaTH, OOCIIACT CTATh XOPOLIUM T'OAOM AASL AOCTO-
€BCKOBEACHHUSI: IIOCAEC MEPEHOCA, CBSI3AHHOIO C MAHACMUEH, ACTOM COCTOUTCS
XVIII Cumnosuym Mexaynapoaroro O6mecta Aocroesckoro B ropoae Ha-
roita (SImons). [TycTs aTa BCTpeda CTaHET HAYAAOM AASL HOBOTO IIPOAYKTHBHO-
IO AMAAOTA, B TOM YHCAE U MEXKAY TEMU KPasiMU, KOTOPbIC B AAHHBII MOMEHT C
TpyaoM obuiarotcst. M mycts MbI Bce 6yaeM POAOAXKATH YUTaTh AOCTOCBCKOTO,
PasMBILIASITh HaA €O TEMAMH, U3Y4aTh €ro OecCMEPTHBIE MEACBPBL. MBI B 3TOM
HYXAaemcs!

Ort Pepaxunonnoii koasernu Dostoevsky Studies

Credano AA0D,
I'xaBHBII pepakTOp
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Svetlana EvDOKIMOVA
Brown University

Donkeys, Jesus, Don Quixote, Kant,
and Other Idiots:
Dostoevsky’s The Idiot and Nietzsche’s Antichrist

1. The discoveries of Basel: From the Bray of a Donkey to Christ in the Tomb

One of the most enigmatic sentences in The Idiot is the one uttered by Prince
Myshkin in the beginning of the novel during his first visit to Lizaveta Prokof-
ievna Epanchina and her daughters: “I stand for the donkey, all the same: the
donkey is a kind and useful man (polezny;j chelovek)” (IICC 8; 49)." In response
to this comment Mrs. Epanchin inquires: “And you, are you a kind man,
prince? I ask you out of curiosity [...]. Everyone laughed again”. Thus, an obvi-
ous, yet playful, connection is established between the prince’s strange appreci-
ation of this animal and his own identity.

The prince’s evaluation of the donkey as a “kind and useful man” follows
Myshkin’s account of his flight from Russia to Switzerland and his awakening
from his “torpid condition” by the bray of a donkey in Basel’s town square mar-
ket. What seems to be merely a comic situation is, in fact, a scene that is load-
ed with symbolism central to the novel: this is the first reference to the impor-
tance of the city of Basel for the novel’s cultural context, a city where Prince
Myshkin not only hears the bray of a donkey, but also sees Hans Holbein the
Younger’s painting, The Body of the Dead Christ in the Tomb (1520-22), which
has a profound impact on his psyche. In the same chapter, Myshkin makes
his first reference to the extraordinary painting: “I have recently seen in Basel
one such painting. I really want to tell you about it. I will tell you about it one
day. I was so struck” (ZICC 8; ss). The reference to a donkey also leads Lizave-
ta Prokofievna to her involuntary prophesy: “A donkey? how strange [...] yet
there is nothing strange about it. Some of us might even fall in love with a don-
key [...]. It happened in mythological times” (IICC 8; 48). Lizaveta Prokofiev-
na may be referring here to Apuleius, in whose Metamorphoses (or The Gold-
en Ass) donkeys are portrayed as stupid and stubborn animals, although these

1 All translations from Russian are by the author.
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qualities do not prevent a wealthy woman from falling in love with a donkey.*
Lizaveta Prokofievna probably uses the word ‘donkey’ in a derogatory way. Yet
even in Apuleius, the donkey has a dual nature of a man/beast. Not only Lucius
exhibits asinine qualities even prior to his transformation into an ass, but he al-
so retains the memory of his asininity when he is metamorphosed back into
a human form. Myshkin’s peculiar reference to the donkey as an “useful man”
(poleznyi chelovek) further solidifies a hidden reference to Apuleius’ story.

The bray of the donkey that awakens Myshkin from his stupor and restores
him to his senses is certainly not fortuitous. In 7he Idiot, Judeo-Christian sym-
bolism converges with other mythological and folkloric connotations of the
donkey as stupid, clumsy, and slow.’ The donkey may even be associated with
the philosophical Buridan ass, used as an illustration in discussions of free will,
thus obliquely alluding to Myshkin’s inept decision making.* What makes the

2 In Apuleius’ Metamorphoses, a rich woman falls in love with and lusts for a donkey (who
possesses almost human tastes and intelligence) and asks his keeper, Thiasus, to allow her to
spend a night with him. See also Shakespeare’s reworking a scene from Zhe Golden Ass in A
Midsummer Night's Dream.

3 See, for example, the Balaam ass associated with the theme of wisdom; Zechariah’s proph-
esy: “Behold, your king is coming, humble and riding on a donkey” (Zech 9; 9); the holy
family’s flight to Egypt, and Jesus’ entrance to Jerusalem.

4 The Christian symbolism of Dostoevsky’s reference to a donkey was very briefly men-
tioned by Karen Stepanian (KapeH A. CtenassH, “IOpoactso u 6esymue, cmepts 1
BOCKpeceHue, Obtie u Hebpitue B pomane «Mauor»”, in Poman O.M. Aocmoescxozo
«Houoms: cospemenroe cocmosnue usyenus, nop pep. T.A. KacarknHoi (Mocksa:
Hacaeaue, 2001), c. 137-162: 149). For an erudite account of the history of the donkey in
antiquity and the Bible, see Nuccio ORDINE, Giordano Bruno and the Philosophy of the Ass
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1996). Ordine concludes: “A comparison of the differ-
ent materials reveals how the symbolic image of the ass manages to contain large areas of
ambiguity, which in some ways makes it a perfect symbol of coincidentia oppositorum’. The
antithetical pairings include: “benefic/demonic, powerful/humble, wise/ignorant” (bid.,
p- 9). Ironically, one could say that many of the donkey’s inherent symbolic meanings
(both negative and positive) apply to Myshkin in one way or another: Myshkin’s entry to
the world of St. Petersburg from his timeless existence in Switzerland’s children’s paradise,
is a sort of parodic entrance of Jesus to Jerusalem on a donkey. Moreover, Myshkin comes
to St. Petersburg “on a mission” (“perhaps, and who knows, maybe indeed I have an inten-
tion to teach”) and speaks through parables and stories. Myshkin also emerges as a “Balaam
ass” who started to speak. Aglaya, for example, is specifically worried about his “speaking”
during the special party at the Epanchins, and the prince confesses: “Well, you have made
it so that now I'll undoubtedly ‘start speaking’ and even... maybe... will brake the vase as
well [...]. ’'m sure to start speaking out of fear” (IICC 8; 436). Indeed, as a Balaam ass, the
prince started to “speak” and to teach his audience about the meaning of “true” Christ and
Christianity. His inability to make a rational choice (Buridan ass), his clumsiness, his igno-
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image of the donkey so complex, is its contradictory meanings: a largely neg-
ative one in the Ancient Greeck mythology (as allegories for human behavior)
and a more benign meaning that emerged in the Middle Ages, when the don-
key came to be associated with Christianity.

The convergence of Judeo-Christian and folk motifs is already present in
the medieval celebrations of the Feast of the Ass, which was a by-product of the
Feast of Fools, a medieval liturgical drama which features a Mass of the Ass at
the end of which the priest turns to the congregation and brays three times,
and the parishioners bray thrice in response. The church eventually prohibited
this practice, although it was preserved in the folk memory and also found its
way into literature and philosophy. Incidentally, Nietzsche dedicates an impor-
tant section in his Zarathustra to the Ass Festival. It was in Basel, by the Coun-
cil of Basel in 1431, that The Feast of Fools was finally forbidden under severe
penalties (an account of this kind of celebration is also related in Victor Hugo’s
The Hunchback of Notre Darme).

Dostoevsky’s novel evokes both traditions — the Greco-Roman one portray-
ing donkeys in negative light, and a benign Judeo-Christian tradition, in which
the donkey might even represent a Christ-figure, an image of suffering, pa-
tience, humility, and burden. In its derogatory meaning, a reference to a don-
key appears not only in Lizaveta Prokofievna’s allusion to Apuleius, but it al-
so resurfaces when Ferdyshenko mentions Krylov’s fable, Lev sostarivshiisia (“A
Lion Grown Old”), which this self-appointed fool dubs, “A Lion and a Don-
key” (Lev da Osel), perhaps, hinting at Myshkin’s first name, Lev? Ferdyshchen-
ko then quickly and readily clarifies that he does not view himself as a “lion,”
but rather as an “ass” (“A 5, Bame npeBocxopuTeabctBo, — Ocen”).

The image of the donkey in the novel is not only loaded with both Gre-
co-Roman and Judeo-Christian symbolism, but also refers to man’s dual na-
ture, a theme parodically anticipating the novel’s discussion of Jesus’ dual nature
in Holbein’s Christ in the Tomb. Apuleius’s Lucius, a man turned into a donkey,
must survive his adventures before regaining his human shape. He must redeem
himself, be “resurrected” to his human nature, and become a true servant of the
goddess Isis. This story of conversion is rooted in the duality of man as both hu-
man and beast. While externally a donkey, Lucius retains the soul of a human.

rance, and at the same time his wisdom, reflect various other aspects of his “asininity”. For
an image of the donkey in cultural mythology, see also Jean-Michel HENNY, “The Philo-
sophical Donkey (L’Ane Philosophe)”, The Philosapher, Vol. 101, No. 2, Special Donkey Edi-
tion, http://Www.thc—philosophel‘.co.uk/zo1%/o9/thc-philosophical—donkev—zo14.html).

s Krylov’s fable is a reworking of La Fontaine’s version of 4 Lion Grown Old by Phaedrus
who was retelling the Aesop’s fables.
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uestions, therefore, arise as to what is the relationship between human-mind
and animal-body? What is an animal? What does it mean to be human? Is a
donkey only an animal? Is man only a man or also a donkey? Similarly, Holbe-
in’s painting raises questions about the duality of Jesus’ nature, questions that
are central to the novel: is Holbein’s Christ only a dead man or also God? Is
Dostoevsky’s Christ figure (understood as a perfect man) merely a donkey?

The link between the beast of burden and Christ may seem strenuous. Yet
there are frequent references to donkeys, as a symbol of meckness, servitude,
and humility, associated with Christ’s passion, and, as noted above, with the
celebrations of the Feast of the Ass, a commonly known celebration in Medie-
val times. Significantly, much later, Robert Bresson’s film Ax hazard Balthazar
(1966), inspired by Dostoevsky’s Idiot (and in particular by the significance of
the donkey in the beginning of the novel), draws on Christological motifs, as-
sociated with the donkey.® Dostoevsky weaves together references to a donkey
and Christ as he portrays his asinine hero, Prince Myshkin, as both a “donkey”
and a Christ figure. In Dostoevsky’s novel, both the image of the donkey as a
“kind and useful man” and of Christ as portrayed by Holbein, raise the ques-
tion of the dual nature of both a man and of Jesus.

The image of the donkey may be marginal in Dostoevsky’s novel, yet it illu-
minates aspects of Myshkin’s idiocy and its Christological symbolism and its
ambiguity. In fact, it is also worth mentioning that the famous satire, 7he Ship
of Fools, by Sebastian Brant was published in Basel and was illustrated with
woodcuts, many of which feature donkeys. (Some of the woodcuts may have
been created by A. Diirer who worked in Basel as a woodcut designer for pub-
lishers)” The bray of the donkey that awakens prince Myshkin in Basel is mere-
ly an oblique, humble hint at the prince’s own “asininity,” combining fool-
ishness (idiocy) with Christological connotations. In the end, the “perfectly
beautiful man” collapses under the impact of the burden he has to carry, and
slips back into idiocy, going through a tragic and reverse metamorphosis. Like
Lucius the ass Myshkin tries to interfere in human affairs with miserable re-

6 Indeed, the religious symbolism of a donkey culminates, perhaps, in Robert Bresson’s film,
Au Hazard Balthazar (1966), which amalgamates the symbolic meaning of the donkey as
carrier of the burden of human sins on his back, a film that is inspired by both Apuleius
The Golden Ass and Dostoevsky’s The Idioz. In his film, Bresson depicts what it means to be
a “pure and good” animal, or paraphrasing Dostoevsky’s project of portraying a “perfectly
beautiful man’, what it means to be “a perfectly beautiful animal’, an innocent donkey.

7 One of the woodcuts, Of the Mutability of Fortune (the original attributed to Albrecht
Diirer), depicts the wheel of fortune with three fools at various stages of transformation be-
tween man and ass. The depictions of men transforming into donkeys show a link between
the trope of asinine transformation and folly.
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sults, but unlike Apuleius’ protagonist who leaves his ass condition behind, is
restored to his human image and experiences a religious conversion (symboli-
cally, his name signifies “light,” from Latin /ux), Myshkin does not achieve re-
demption and sinks into “darkness,” back into the chaos of mental disorder.
This image of the unresponsive and recognizing-no-one Myshkin, over whose
body Elizaveta Prokofievna sheds her Russian tears as in a Pieta of sorts, emerg-
es as a counterpart to the spectator’s contemplation of Jesus™ rotting body in
Holbein’s painting. Is a resurrection possible? Lucius might be restored to
his human nature, but could Myshkin be restored to sanity? Could Holbein’s
Christ rise from the dead?

2. Is a Donkey More than a Donkey and an Idiot More than an Idiot?

In the same chapter in which Myshkin tells the story of a donkey and makes
his first reference to Holbein’s painting, he is not only implicitly compared to
a donkey, but is also referred to as an “idiot,” a “child, a “babe,” an “eccentric’,
or an “oddball” (chudak), and a “philosopher”. Each appellation in itself seems
to be inadequate in describing Myshkin, but they all converge in a surplus of
meaning, that the title of the novel fully conveys. All these appellations — a
donkey, a child, oddball, and philosopher — are intricately interconnected, and
elucidate various aspects of Myshkin’s “idiocy”®

A great deal has been written about Dostoevsky’s use of the term “idiot”? As
it has been pointed out, the term “idiot” is derived from Greek idiwtng and Lat-

8 Idiocy understood as stupidity corresponds to the ass’s derogatory connotations. The idiot’s
“childishness” points to his delayed puberty and physiological development, a form of men-
tal retardation. In his analysis of Giordano Bruno’s The Cabala of Pegasus (Cabala del caval-
lo pegaseo), Nuccio Ordine points out “the semantic common ground of the triad ( ‘asinin-
ity, ‘madness, ‘ignorance’) and its counterpart “triad’, by quoting Bruno: “Have you never
heard that madness, ignorance, and asininity in this world are wisdom, learning, and divini-
ty in the other”? (ORDINE, Op. cit., 33).

9 There have been various interpretations of the way we should understand the term as used
in the novel, including its etymological Greek roots and the concept of holy foolishness.
See CTEnAHAH, Op. cit., pp. 137-138 among many others. See also Harriet MURAv, Ho-
by Foolishness: Dostoevsky’s Novels and the Poetics of Cultural Critigue (Stanford: Stanford
U Press, 1992), p. 89. Of all the possible meanings of the word ‘idiot), one that is connect-
ed with its original meaning as a layman, that is, an ordinary simple person, is the most
relevant to my analysis (See a useful article by A. Kunil'skii: Anapeit E. KYHHABCKHI,
“O xpucruanckom konrtexcre B pomane O.M. Aocroesckoro «Mauor»”, in Ilpobuems:
UCIOPUHECKOTL NOIMUKY, BBIIL 5, 1998, C. 392-408).
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in idiota, that is, “ordinary person, layman”, a person not holding a public of-
fice; but it acquired its derogatory connotations only centuries later. Yet, as late
as the 15™ century, an influential German Neoplatonic thinker, Nicholas of Cu-
sa, in his famous Idiota dialogues (Idiota de sapientia, Idiota de mente, Idio-
ta de staticis experimentis) presents his Idiot as a wise, though unschooled, lay-
man who acquires wisdom by his insight and higher intelligence rather than
by reading books.” Cusanus’ idiota emerges as a philosopher, although “with-
out knowledge of books”, in opposition to his more schooled interlocutors,
the scholastic Philosopher and the humanist Orator. Cusanus thus introduc-
es a contrast between the human capacities of 7atio and intellectus. Ratio is our
capacity for thinking, using concepts and judgments. Intellectus, by contrast, is
a direct intellectual vision, a way to grasp the object by intuition. The distinc-
tion between the two types of reason has a long tradition and goes back to Pla-
to’s analogy of the divided line with the notion of noesis (philosophical under-
standing) as higher than dianoia (mathematical understanding), a concept that
is echoed in Aristotle and in neo-Platonism and discussed by Augustine who
also refers to intellectus (incorporeal reason that is above the human mind) and
ratio (conceptual knowledge) as a higher and lower reason, respectively.”

The concept of the two intellects is alluded to in Dostoevsky’s The Idi-
ot. Whatever the source of Aglaya’s ideas about the two intellects may be, she
refers to Myshkin’s particular kind of “intelligence” as a form of medieval
“learned ignorance™

...and if they say your mind... that is, that you're sometimes sick in your mind, it
isn’t fair; I've decided and argued about it, because though you are in fact sick
in your mind (you won't, of course, be angry at that, I'm speaking from a higher
point), the main mind in you is better than in any of them, such as they would
never even dream of, because there are two minds: the main one and the non-

main one” [IIOTOMy 4TO €CTb ABA yMa: TAQBHBIH M HETAaBHbIA]» [emphasis is

mine — SE] (IICC 8; 356).

10 All of these dialogues, The Layman on Wisdom, The Layman on Mind, and The Layman on
Experiments done with Weight-Scales, were written in 1450. An interest in Cusanus’ work
was reawakened in the end of the 19™ century, and in Russia was stimulated by Vladimir
Soloviov. Some considered Cusanus’ work and in particular his concept of docta ignorantia,
as anticipating Kant’s ideas about the limits of reason.

11 See K. M. Z1EBART, Nicolaus Cusanus on Faith and the Intellect: A Case Study in Fif
teenth-Century Fides-Ratio Controversy. Brill Studies in Intellectual History; 225 (Leiden:
Brill, 2014), p. 9.
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Myshkin is an unschooled layman (his only skill is a practical one, callig-
raphy), but he is also presented as a philosopher of sorts. “You are a philoso-
pher and came over to teach us,” says Adelaida during their first meeting at the
Epanchins, and Myshkin seems to agree: “Perhaps, you are right [...]. I am in-
deed a philosopher, perhaps, and who knows, it may be indeed that I have an
intention to teach” (IICC 8; s1). Myshkin is presented as a wise man-philoso-
pher who, as an ancient idiota, is an outsider in the world of the polis, but who
embodies important virtues of humility, tolerance, and deeper understanding
associated with the theological tradition of docta ignorantia and some of the
“philosophical” qualities of a donkey.”

Whether Dostoevsky’s novel is a “novel about a Christian” (Poman o
xpuctuannse), about a “perfectly beautiful man”, or the prince-Christ (“xus3b-
Xpucroc”), it is obvious that these concepts — Christianity, Christ, and perfect
beauty — evolve into a portrait of an “idiot”, and are understood in a peculiar
way, incorporating Myshkin’s traits as both a philosopher and a donkey. Al-
though Dostoevsky follows Renan in portraying the Jesus-type as an ordinary
man, unlike Renan, Dostoevsky is not as interested in the historical Jesus, as in
the psychological type of Jesus, that is, precisely the topic that will later interest
Nietzsche, who thinks that only Dostoevsky properly understands this type. In
this interpretation — for both Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, if Jesus is only a man,
then he has to be an “idiot” of sorts. On that point, Dostoevsky and Nietzsche
seem to agree. In what follows, I will consider how Nietzsche, who also draws
on the original meaning of the word “idiot” in his discussion of Jesus, may offer
a useful and insightful interpretation of Dostoevsky’s concept of “idiocy” as it
is depicted in his novel.

3. On the footsteps of Dostoevsky: Nietzsche's Jesus as Idiot

Dostoevsky visited Basel, a town in which he saw Holbein’s painting that be-
came the central image of the novel, in 1867. Basel may have been the inspira-
tion for much of the novel’s symbolism. Only two years later, Nietzsche moved
to Basel for a decade, to teach at the university, and most likely he also saw
Holbein’s painting, which must have confirmed his revelation about the death
of God, formulated in “The Parable of the Madman”: “Do we hear nothing yet
of the noise of the gravediggers who are burying God? Do we smell nothing yet

12 Giordano Bruno, for example, associates donkeys with true philosophy (‘The donkey, ‘pre-
sents himself as an example of humility and tolerance, essential virtues in science and wis-
dom’). See, ORDINE, Op. cit.



24 SVETLANA EVDOKIMOVA

of the divine putrefaction? For even gods putrefy! God is dead!” Basel might
also have provided Nietzsche information about the Feast of the Ass and awok-
en his interest in the image of the donkey. Whether or not Dostoevsky and
Nietzsche were inspired by similar sources, they both were interested in Jesus
the man and both conceived of him as a type of “idiot”

Comparative images of Christ in Dostoevsky and Nietzsche have received
substantial critical attention. Most recent scholarship leaves little doubt that
Nietzsche’s iconoclastic text Antichrist (or Anti-Christianity) reveals his famili-
arity with Zhe Idiot. Nietzsche’s discussion of Jesus offers an insightful interpre-
tation of Dostoevsky’s concept of “idiocy”. I will trace the connection between
Jesus, Don Quixote, and Kant in Nietzsche’s notion of an “idiot” and then con-
sider how Nietzsche’s reading of Dostoevsky may help us better understand
Dostoevsky’s “perfectly beautiful man”.

The following are several key references from Nietzsche that have pro-
voked discussion among Dostoevsky and Nietzsche scholars, and that confirm
Nietzsche’s familiarity with The Idiot:

13 Friedrich N1ETZSCHE, The Joyous Science. Trans. and ed. by R. Kevin Hill (New York: Pen-
guin Books, 2018), p. 134.

14 There has been a lively polemic concerning Nietzsche’s familiarity with The Idioz. Some
scholars support and others refute the view that Nietzsche may have read Zhe Idiot prior to
his composition of The Anti-Christ. Most recent scholarship, especially Paolo STELLINO’s
book Nietzsche and Dostoevsky: On the Verge of Nibilism (Bern: Peter Lang, 2015), validates
Kaufmann’s previous conclusions and leaves no doubt as to whether Nietzsche read The Id-
iot (Walter KAUFMANN, Niezzsche. Philosophier, Psychologist, Antichrist (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 1974), pp. 107-117). In this essay, [ am not interested in the question
of “influence” and consider it irrelevant to my discussion. Nor am I interested in following
Dmitri Merezhkovsky in outlining how Dostoevsky perhaps preemptively refutes some of
Nietzsche’s ideas. Rather, I see Dostoevsky and Nietzsche as two great minds who share an
interest in the depths of human psychology and the problem of the existence of God. Read-
ing Dostoevsky and Nietzsche in tandem is intended to put in relief some important as-
pects of their thought, their affinities and differences.

15 See KAUFMANN, Op. cit., and Edith W. Clowes’s among many others: Edith CLowEs, The
Revolution of Moral Consciousness: Nietzsche in Russian Literature (DeKalb: Northern II-
linois University Press, 1988), pp. 189-191; dautr Karoc, “O6pas Xpucra y Aocroesckoro
u Huuwe’, in Jocmoesckuti u muposas xysvmypa. Anemanax. N° 1 (4. 1 — 3) (Mocksa —
Canxr-TTerep6ypr: ObmectBo Aocroesckoro, 1993), ¢. 106-131. See also STELLINO’s study
Nietzsche and Dostoevsky. Some similarities between Prince Myshkin and Nietzsche’s Jesus
have been identified by other scholars, although in most cases with little or no conclusions
about how these similarities help us to better understand Dostoevsky’s novel.
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. “Monsieur Renan, that buffoon in psychologicis, has appropriated for his
explication of the type Jesus the two most inapplicable concepts possible in this
case: the concept of the genius and the concept of the hero. But if anything
is unevangelic it is the concept hero. [...] the incapacity for resistance here
becomes morality (‘resist not evil!: the profoundest saying of the Gospel, its
key in a certain sense), blessedness in peace, in gentleness, in the inability for
enmity [...]. To make a hero of Jesus! — And what a worse misunderstanding
is the word ‘genius’! Our whole concept, our cultural concept ‘spirit’ had no
meaning whatever in the world Jesus lived in. To speak with the precision of
the physiologist a quite different word would rather be in place here: the word
‘idiot”™"¢

2. “That strange and sick world to which the Gospels introduce us — a world like
that of a Russian novel, in which refuse of society, neurosis and ‘childlike’ idiocy
seem to make a rendezvous — must in any case have coarsened the type: the first
disciples in particular had to translate a being immersed entirely in symbols and
incomprehensibilities into their own crudity in order to understand anything
at all [...]. One has to regret that no Dostoevsky lived in the neighborhood of
this most interesting décadent; 1 mean someone who could feel the thrilling
fascination of such a combination of the sublime, the sick and the childish™"”

3. “T know only one psychologist, who has lived in the world where Christianity
is possible and a Christ can arise at any moment... That is Dostoevsky. He
divined Christ: — and instinctively he has been kept sheltered from conceiving
this type with the vulgarity of Renan ... And they believe in Paris that Renan
suffers from too many finesses! ... But can one be more wrong than to make out
of Christ, who was an idiot, a genius? To mendaciously make out of Christ, who

represents the opposite of a heroic feeling, a hero 8

16 Friedrich N1ETZSCHE, Twilight of the Idols and The Anti-Christ. Trans. by R. J. Hollingdale
(New York: Penguin Books, 1990), p. 153.

17 Ibid., pp. 154-155.

18 Posthumous fragment 15[9], spring 1888, titled “Jesus: Dostoevsky”: “Jesus: Dostoiewsky.
Ich kenne nur Einen Psychologen, der in der Welt gelebt hat, wo das Christenthum mog-
lich ist, wo ein Christus jeden Augenblick entstehen kann... Das ist Dostoiewsky. Er hat
Christus errathen: — und instinktiv ist er vor allem behiitet geblieben diesen Typus sich mit
der Vulgaritit Renans vorzustellen ... Und in Paris glaubt man, dafl Renan an zu vielen fi-
nesses leidet! ... Aber kann man drger fehlgreifen, als wenn man aus Christus, der ein Idi-
ot war, ein Genie macht? Wenn man aus Christus, der den Gegensatz eines heroischen
Gefiihls darstellt, cinen Helden herausliigt?” (Digitale Kritische Gesamtausgabe — Digi-
tal version of the German critical edition of the complete works of Nietzsche ed. by Gior-
gio CoLLI and Mazzino MONTINARY; http://www.nictzschesource.org/#cKGWB/NE-

1888,15).
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In the 1888, the time when Nietzsche was writing The Antichrist, Dostoev-
sky’s name figures prominently in this letters.”

Let us consider first how Nietzsche deploys the term ‘idiot” in The Anti-
christ. Nietzsche’s understanding of the term was informed by the Greco-Ro-
man tradition.”* He draws from antiquity and views a philosopher/ascetic
of the type of Socrates and Jesus and later Francis of Assisi to be the highest
type of man.” In The Antichrist, he applies the word ‘idiot’ to Jesus in a com-
parable fashion. He obviously does not mean that Jesus was mentally retard-
ed and stupid, although he insists on his delayed puberty. In fact, he respect-
ed Jesus and he even considered him a superior human being, endowed with a
“free spirit”. Speaking about Jesus, he was primarily interested in what he calls
“the psychology of the Redeemer” and thought of Jesus as childish, sickly, and
naive, resulting from his delayed puberty. Jesus’ particular physical condition
and development resulted, according to Nietzsche, in an “instinctive hatred of
every reality”.

19 Nietzsche starts mentioning Dostoevsky at least since February 1887 (his letter to Franz
Overbeck of February 23, 1887, in which he mentions reading Notes from the Underground).
In his letters, he also mentions reading The House of the Dead and Insulted and Injured. He
frequently emphasizes his appreciation of Dostoevsky. See, for example, his letter to Georg
Brandes (October 20, 1888): “And, idiot that I am, I do not even know Danish! I quite be-
lieve it when you say that ‘in Russia one can come to life again’; any Russian book — above
all, Dostoevski (translated into French, for heaven’s sake not German!!) — I count among
my greatest moments of pleasurable relief”. In another letter to Brandes (November 20,
1888) he writes of Dostoevsky again: “I completely believe what you say about Dostoev-
ski; T prize his work, on the one hand, as the most valuable psychological material known
to me — I am grateful to him in a remarkable way, however much he goes against my deep-
est instincts. Roughly as in my relation to Pascal, whom I almost love because he has taught
me such an infinite amount — the only logical Christian”. Selected Letters of Friedrich
NierzscHE. Ed. and tr. by Christopher MIDDLETON (Chicago: The University of Chica-
go Press, 1969), pp. 317, 327.

20 In his discussion of Nietzsche, Martin Dibelius (who is quoted by many scholars in lat-
er studies) suggests that the original Ancient Greek meaning of the word ‘idiot’ as a pri-
vate man in opposition to the man of the polis, is relevant to Nietzsche’s concept of an id-
iot: Martin D1BELIUS, “Der ‘psychologische Typus des Erlésers’ bei Friedrich Nietzsche”,
in Deutsche Vierteljabresschrift fiir Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte, Jahrgang 22,
Heft 1, 1944 (Halle: Max Niemeyer Verlag), S. 65-67. In 1938 Karl Jaspers pointed out that
“Nietzsche meant idiot in the same sense in which Dostoevsky calls his Prince Myshkin an
idiot” (Karl JASPERS, Nietzsche and Christianity (Chicago: Henry Regnary, 1961), p. 22).
On Nietzsche’s Jesus see also Ronald A. CARSON, “Nietzsche’s Jesus’, CrossCurrents , Win-
ter 1971, Vol. 21, No. 1, 20th Anniversary Issue, pp. 39-52.

21 KAUFMANN, Op. cit., n. 40s.

22 NIETZSCHE, Twilight of the Idols and The Anti-Christ, pp. 152-153.
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Nietzsche also uses the term ‘idiot’ not only to explain some psycho-physi-
ological aspects of Jesus’ personality but in opposition to the concepts of ‘hero’
and ‘genius’ advanced by Renan.” He insists that historical Jesus was not a rev-
olutionary (against the Roman Empire), and was completely ignorant of the
global political order, very much like ancient idiota:

Such a symbolist par excellence stands outside of all religion, all conceptions of
divine worship, all history, all natural science, all experience of the world, all
acquirements, all politics, all psychology, all books, all art, — his ‘knowledge’ is
precisely the pure folly of the fact that anything of this kind exists. He has not
so much as heard of culture, he does not need to fight against it — he does not
deny it... The same applies to the szate, to society and the entire civic order, to
work, to war — he never had reason to deny ‘the world;, he had no notion of the
ecclesiastical concept ‘world’.. Denial is precisely what is totally impossible to
him.*#

Jesus® “ethics’, according to Nietzsche, are based on what he intuited to be
a blessed state of kingdom of heaven in one’s soul. He is a natural philosopher
of sorts, unbound by any dogma: “He speaks only of the inmost thing: ‘life’
or ‘truth’ or ‘light’ is his expression for the inmost thing- everything else, the
whole of reality, the whole of nature, language itself, possesses for him mere-
ly the value of a sign, a parable [eines Gleichnisses]...” Thus, Nietzsche views
Jesus as a “great symbolist” who accepted only “inner realities as realities”, and
who was as such an “anti-realist”>¢

What further complicates the matter is that in the same work Nietzsche al-
so refers to Kant as an “idiot”. Moreover, it is to Kant that he applies this term

23 It has also been said that Nietzsche considered Jesus an idiot from a psycho-physiological
point of view, that is, he believed Jesus had “delayed puberty” that “belongs to the type of
certain epileptoid neuroses”. See STELLINO, p. 114.

24 NIETZSCHE, Twilight of the Idols and The Anti-Christ, p. 157.

25 Ibid., pp. 156-158.

26 Nietzsche speaks about Jesus “instinctive hatred of every reality” as stemming from a “mor-
bid susceptibility of the sense of touch™ “a flight into the ‘ungraspable) into the ‘incon-
ceivable), as antipathy towards every form, every special and temporal concept, towards
everything firm, all that is custom, institution, Church, as being at home in a world un-
disturbed by reality of any kind, a merely ‘inner’ world, a ‘real’ world, an ‘eternal’ world....
The Kingdom of God is within you’ (Ibidem, p. 153). Some scholars also pointed out that
Nietzsche used the term in the sense of an aberration, an exception, someone who cannot
be imitated (Uwe KUHNEWEG, “Nietzsche und lesus-lesus bei Nietzsche,” Nietzsche-Studi-
en, 1986, vol. 15, S. 382-397).
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even before applying it to Jesus. Why would Nietzsche choose this particu-
lar appellation in respect to Jesus and Kant in one relatively short text, if they
had nothing in common? To be sure, the question is not about the similarity
of their personalities, but rather about a set of ideas and approaches to life that
they represent. I believe he criticizes Kant for the same traits he sees in Jesus,
and Nietzsche views both of them as decadents and anti-realists. He censures
Kant for two main failings: his subversion of reality (or even hatred of reality)
and his Christian sense of morality as universal duty. He thus outlines his rea-
sons for calling Kant an idiot:

Kant’s categorical imperative should have been felt as morzally dangerous!... and
that nihilist with Christian-dogmatic bowels understands joy as an objection...
What destroys more quickly than to work, to think, to feel without inner
necessity, without a deep personal choice, without joy? as an automaton of ‘duty’?

It is virtually a recipe for décadence, even for idiocy... Kant became an idiot.””

In other words, Kant’s tendency to turn reality into appearance and his
moralism lead to the Christ-like decadence and “idiocy”: “The erring instinct
in all and everything, anti-naturalness as instinct, German décadence as a phi-
losophy — that is Kant!*® He claims that Kant uses reason against reason itself:
“One had made of reality an ‘appearance’; one had made a completely fabricat-
ed world, that of being, into reality... Kant’s success is merely a theologian’s suc-
cess.* In other words, Kant, according to Nietzsche, constructs an intellectu-
al loophole with his utilitarian use of reason for rescuing faith. Furthermore,
Kant’s problem, in Nietzsche’s reading, is that he inherits Christian morality
and Christian anti-intellectualism: “Christianity also stands in opposition to
all intellectual well-constitutedness — it can use only the morbid mind [kranke
Vernunft] as the Christian mind, it takes the side of everything idiotic”** Thus,
as we see, some of Nietzsche’s charges against Kant are similar to those he ad-
vances against Jesus: decadence, hatred of reality, and an attack on life. Both Je-
sus and Kant exhibit, according to him, certain naive anti-intellectualism:

Finally Kant, in his ‘German’ innocence, tried to give this form of corruption,
this lack of intellectual conscience, a scientific colouring with the concept of

‘practical reason’: he designed a reason specifically for the case in which one was

27 NIETZSCHE, Twilight of the Idols and The Anti-Christ, p. 13 4.
28 Ibid.

29 Ibid., p. 133.

30 lbid., p. 181
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supposed not to have to bother about reason, namely when morality, when the

sublime demand ‘thou shalt’ makes itself heard.?"

Nietzsche also attributes to Kant a naive messianic fervor to save the world
and “priestly” mentality.* This theoretician of the sublime, a moralist, an “in-
nocent” anti-intellectual and hater of reality, a decadent, and moral theologian,
emerges in Nietzsche’s critique as rather similar to Jesus, who is, in Nietzsche’s
words a “mixture of sublimity, sickness, and childishness”. His An#i-Christ is as
much against Christ as it is against Kant, an Anti-Kant.

Nietzsche calls Jesus a “holy anarchist” and refers to Kant as “that Nihil-
ist, with his bowels of Christian dogmatism”, thus juxtaposing the undogmat-
ic life of Jesus to Kant’s priestly dogmatism.” Most curiously, Jesus is also the
one, who could have been sent, according to Nietzsche, — of all places!!! - to a
distant part of Russia, that is, to Siberia (most likely the choice of the location
was inspired by Dostoevsky*#): “This holy anarchist who roused up the lowly,
the outcasts and ‘sinners, the Chandala within Judaism to oppose the ruling or-
der — in language which, if the Gospels are to be trusted, would even today lead
to Siberia — was a political criminal, in so far as political criminals were possible
in an absurdly unpolitical society”? Overall, Nietzsche’s portrayal of Jesus’ “id-
iocy” is consistent with the ancient and medieval meaning of the idiot as a lay-

31 1bid., p. 135.

32 “If one considers that the philosopher is, in virtually all nations, only the further develop-
ment of the priestly type, one is no longer surprised to discover this heirloom of the priest,
self-deceptive fraudulence. If one has sacred tasks, for example that of improving, saving, re-
deeming mankind - if one carries the divinity in one’s bosom, is the mouthpiece of an oth-
erworld imperative, such a mission already places one outside all merely reasonable valu-
ations” (Ibid., p. 135). In On the Genealogy of Morals, Nictzsche also writes about Kant's
naiveté, “the naiveté of the a country vicar”. Friedrich NIETZSCHE, On the Genealogy of
Morals. Tr. Douglas Smith (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 84.

33 About Nietzsche’s criticism of Kant’s “priestly” dogmatism, see Paul S. LOEB, “Nietzsche’s
Critique of Kant’s Priestly Philosophy”, in Nietzsche and The Antichrist: Religion, Politics,
and Culture in Late Modernity, ed. by Daniel CoNwaY (London: Bloomsbury Academic,
2019), pp. 89-116.

34 Not only Nietzsche undoubtedly knew about Dostoevsky’s prison term in Siberia and, in
general, about this notorious place of exile in Russia, but Siberia is comically mentioned in
the very opening of The Idiot as a proper place of exile for the crime of blasphemy. As Rogo-
zhin tells the story of his brother cutting off the gold tassels from the funeral brocade cover
on his father’s coffin, he suggests he could be sent to Siberia for this crime of “blasphemy”.
Lebedev eagerly agrees: “A blasphemy! A blasphemy!” the clerk agreed at once. ‘And for
this to Siberia’? “To Siberia, to Siberia! Strait off to Siberia!”” (ITCC 8; 10).

35 NIETZSCHE, Twilight of the Idols and The Anti-Christ, pp. 151-152.
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man who taught only through practical example, through his own way of liv-
ing well (without resentment), one who disregarded the moral authority and
“learned knowledge” and lived from inner convictions.

Nietzsche’s interpretation of Jesus seems to be a fairly accurate description
of Prince Myshkin. Nietzsche’s notion that “Christianity stands in opposition
to all intellectual well-constitutedness” echoes Dostoevsky’s portrayal of Mysh-
kin’s “non-main mind” in Aglaya’s definition. However, for Nietzsche, this “id-
iocy” has a much more negative connotation than for Dostoevsky, because he
views any form of sickness as detracting from life. “Christian condition, ‘faith”
for Nietzsche “bas to be a form of sickness”¢

An excellent and sensitive reader, Nietzsche found in Dostoevsky a congen-
ial mind and he divined the very essence of Dostoevsky’s project, that is, a por-
trait of the human type of Jesus placed within contemporary life; an idiot un-
derstood in the sense of a lay philosopher, and a Christian as a fundamentally
sick mind, even when this mind might be a higher mind. Yet this kind of mind
is incompatible with the reality of the so-called real world. The disintegra-
tion of Myshkin’s 7atio is the only possible outcome for this type of man, try-
ing to live only by his “higher reason”, or with his “main mind” (glavnyi um), as

Aglaya suggests.

4. A Comic Knight and a Lofty Idiot

Neither Dostoevsky, nor Nietzsche called Cervantes’ foolish knight an idiot
explicitly, yet their respective interpretations of Jesus’ “idiocy” are contaminat-
ed by their views of Don Quixote. Both viewed him as a kind of a failed Jesus
figure, and both lamented the satirical portrayal of Cervantes’ lofty “anti-real-
ist”, although perhaps for slightly diverging reasons. Their respective attitudes
toward Don Quixote provide an important additional dimension to their in-
terpretations of the human type of Jesus as idiot. Neither writer interpreted
Cervantes’ novel as simply a satire on the harmful effects of the books of chival-
ry, but rather were affected by a strange and disturbing aspect of the novel’s rid-
icule of its brave idealist.

Is not Don Quixote a perfect “idiot” in a sense similar to the one employed
by Dostoevsky in respect to Myshkin and by Nietzsche in respect to Jesus? Af-
ter all, it is not a coincidence that in his portrayal of Myshkin, Dostoevsky
was inspired both by Don Quixote and by Jesus, and that an image of Christ

36 Ibid., p. 181
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as a perfectly beautiful man, converges in his imagination with Don Quixote.
In fact, Dostoevsky was not unique in conflating the idealized image of Don
Quixote with the humanized image of Christ, a tendency widely exhibited by
the Romantics.” Even Turgeney, in his interpretation of Don Quixote as “use-
ful to humanity’, links his fate with that of Christ.**

Yet what is it that makes Don Quixote, who also exemplifies the mixture of
“the sublime, the sick, and the childish” (the same qualities that Nietzsche at-
tributes to Jesus and that also apply to Myshkin) different from Dostoevsky’s
and Nietzsche’s “idiots”? Is Don Quixote’s madness similar to Myshkin’s and Je-
sus’ “idiocy”? Not completely. The main difference is that as opposed to Mysh-
kin and Nietzsche’s Jesus, Don Quixote is more consistently comic and ridic-
ulous, but also more “heroic”. Dostoevsky himself pointed out this difference,
saying, in The Notebooks for Zhe Idiot, that Myshkin “is not comical but does
have another charming quality: he is innocent” (IICC 9; 239). Nietzsche’s Jesus
is not a comic figure either. Why did both Dostoevsky and Nietzsche disregard
the satirizing of Don Quixote?

37 On the romantics’ converging of Don Quixote and Christ, see Eric J. ZtoLkowsk1, The
Sanctification of Don Quixote. From Hidalgo to Priest (University Park: The Pennsylvania
State University Press, 1991), pp. 106-107. As Ziolkowski comments: “The Romantics’ el-
evated, idealized image of Don Quixote corresponded in one other way to the demythol-
ogized, humanized image of Christ that emerged with the quest for the historical Jesus:
as Jesus’ alleged ‘enthusiasm’ was viewed in a neutral light by Strauss and later construed
in positive terms by Renan and Seely, so did that same quality come to be revered in Don
Quixote” (Ibid., p. 106). Ziolkowski concludes: “With the Romantic elevation and ideali-
zation of Don Quixote, together with the demythologization and humanization of the his-
torical Jesus, and the Romantic tendency to imagine Jesus in aesthetic terms, the evolving
conceptions of the savior and the knight in the early nineteenth century became analogous
on three prominent points: both figures were perceived as pure idealists, both were viewed
as epitomizing the poetic imagination, and both were admired for their enthusiasm, a qual-
ity revered in its association with poetic inspiration” (Ibid., p- 107).

38 Ziolkowski observes this link in his study The Sanctification of Don Quixote, p. 112. He com-
ments: “Prior to Turgenev, the only person who compared Don Quixote to Christ was Ki-
erkegaard, who was not known in Russia. Turgenev’s comparison (implied by the allusion
to the Pharisces) may have suggested the idea to Dostoevsky. Indeed, Turgenev’s essay clos-
es with the praise for Don Quixote as ‘the most splendid Beauty;, precisely the criterion on
which Dostoevsky’s comparison is based” (pp. 120-121).
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Let us briefly recall Dostoevsky’s view of Don Quixote.” In his often-quoted
letter to Sofiia Ivanova of January 1868, Dostoevsky explicitly links Jesus to Don

Quixote:

The main thought of the novel is to portray a positively beautiful man. There
is nothing more difficult than this in the world, and especially at this time [...].
The beautiful is the ideal, but the ideal, neither ours nor that of civilized Europe,
is far from being perfected. On earth there is only one positively beautiful
person — Christ, so that the appearance of this immeasurably, infinitely
beautiful person is, of course, an infinite miracle in itself... of the beautiful
characters in Christian literature, Don Quixote is the most finished. But he is
beautiful only because at the same time he is also comic [...]. I have nothing
similar, nothing decidedly, and therefore I am terribly afraid that it will be a
positive failure [...]. The novel is called Zhe Idiot (ITCC 28 ; s1).

Thus, the concept of the “positively beautiful person”, of Christ, of Don
Quixote, and of an “idiot” seem to be conflated in this letter, which points to
Dostoevsky’s concept of “idiocy” being closely connected with his view of both
Don Quixote and Jesus. Moreover, while Cervantes’ character is “beautiful”, he
is beautiful because he is at the same time “also comic”. Dostoevsky’s character,
by contrast, for the most part, is not comic, although he is an “idiot”. Curiously,
Dostoevsky sees Don Quixote’s failing precisely in the lack of some of the qual-
ities that Renan attributes to his Jesus, that is, genius:

Man will not forget to take this saddest of all books with him to God’s last
judgment... He will point to the fact that man’s most sublime beauty, his most
sublime purity, chastity, ingenuousness, gentleness, courage, and, finally, his
most sublime intellect - all these often (alas, all too often) come to naught, pass
without benefit to humanity, and even become an object of humanity’s derision
simply because all these most noble and precious gifts with which man is often
endowed lack but the very last gift — that of genius to put all the wealth of these
gifts and their power to work and to direct it along a path of action that is

truthful, not fantastic and insane, so as to work for the benefit of humanity! But

39 The role of Cervantes and of Don Quixote for Dostoevsky received a lot of critical at-
tention. My task here is not to repeat and analyze the multiple allusions that Dostoev-
sky makes to Don Quixote and which were diligently analyzed by various scholars (T.V.
Zakharova, Iu. Mann, Vsevolod Bagno among many others). Rather I would like to focus
on the comparative interpretation of Don Quixote by Dostoevsky and Nietzsche in the
context of their interest in the human type of Jesus.



Donkeys, Jesus, Don Quixote, Kant, and other Idiots 33

genius, alas, is given out to the tribes and the peoples in such small quantities
and so rarely that the spectacle of this malicious irony of fate that so often
dooms the efforts of some of the noblest of people and the most ardent friends
of humanity, to scorn and laughter and to the casting of stones solely because
these people, at the fateful moment, were unable to discern the true sense of
things and so discover their new word — this spectacle of the needless ruination
of such great and noble forces actually may drive a friend of humanity to
despair, evoke not laughter but bitter tears and embitter his heart, hitherto pure
and believing, with doubt... (I7CC 26; 25)

Dostoevsky points here not only to the lack of genius in Don Quixote, but
to the “scorn and laughter” that this lack of genius may generate, and thus may
even lead humanity to doubt and despair, undermining humanity’s faith in
the ideals. With the exception of his lack of genius, Don Quixote for Dosto-
evsky is a “perfectly beautiful man”, in many ways similar to Renan’s human-
ized Jesus, whom Renan calls “a perfect idealist” (idéaliste accompli) and a
“sublime person”, in whom “is condensed all that is good and lofty in our na-
ture”#° It is important to recall here that the notion of Jesus as a “perfect man”
and of Don Quixote as a “perfect man” was part of the Romantic ethos.*
Don Quixote, similar to Jesus, is an enthusiast, pure in heart, endowed with
a lofty and poetic nature and a utopian vision, but as opposed to Jesus, he is
a comic figure. That is why in his Diary of a Writer Dostoevsky comments on
Cervantes’ novel as the “saddest” book in world literature and as one convey-
ing a “bitter irony”:

In the whole world there is no deeper, no more powerful literary work. This is,
so far, the last and greatest expression of human thought; this is the most bitter
irony that a man is capable of expressing. And if the world were to come to an
end, and people were asked somewhere: “Did you understand your life on earth,
and what conclusion have you drawn from it?” — man could silently hand over
Don Quixote: “Here is my inference from life. — Can you condemn me for it?”
(March 1876, ITICC 22; 92)

Although Don Quixote for Dostoevsky represents the best experiment in
“Christian literature” in portraying a “perfectly beautiful man”, in his own liter-

40 Ernest RENAN, Life of Jesus (New York: Carleton Publisher, 1863), pp. 141, 375.

41 For a discussion of Jesus’ and Don Qujxote’s portrayals by the romantics, see ZIOLKOWSKI,
Op. cit. Ziolkowski quotes Emerson referring to Jesus as “the perfect man” and Sismondi’s
perception of him as “homme accompli” (ZIOLKOWSKI, pp. 104, 108).
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ary experiment he goes further: he wants to find the ways to portray this kind
of man (moAoxuTEABHO IIpeKpacHsIit YeaoBek) without making him comic and
without making him a romantic hero, or a “genius”+

Nietzsche’s view of Don Quixote is unexpectedly close to that of Dostoev-
sky. His attitude toward Don Quixote offers a peculiar twist to his concept of
idiocy and Jesus. In his On the Genealogy of Morality, Nietzsche comments on
the cruelty that infuses human culture, and observes:

It was impossible to conceive of a noble household without a creature upon
whom one could vent one’s malice and cruel teasing without a second thought
(- remember, for example, Don Quixote at the court of the Duchess: today we
read the whole Don Quixote with a bitter taste in our mouths, almost with a
sense of torture, and so would scem very alien, very inscrutable to its author and
his contemporaries — they read it with the best of all consciences as the most

cheerful of books, they almost laughed themselves to death over it).**

Thus Nietzsche makes it clear that although for Cervantes and his con-
temporaries, Don Quixote may be a comical fool, and they do not find beau-
ty or genius in this knight of illusion, Nietzsche’s own attitude of Don Quix-
ote is more complex and ambivalent. What does he mean by a “bitter taste in
the mouth” provoked by the reading of Don Quixote? This “bitter taste” ob-
viously results from Cervantes making the reader laugh at his idealist. Al-
though Don Quixote might be laughable in his pursuit of illusion, his integ-
rity and his readiness to sacrifice his life for the sake of ideals is a quality that
Nietzsche admires. Moreover, this is the quality that Don Quixote shares with
Nietzsche’s Jesus. Nietzsche unites them through their suffering. In Dawn, in
section 114, “On the sufferer’s knowledge”, Nietzsche clearly joins Jesus and

Don %ixotc:

The condition of the infirm who are tormented terribly and for a long time by
their suffering and whose minds nonetheless remain unclouded is not without
value with regard to knowledge — quite apart from the intellectual benefits
that come with every profound solitude, every sudden and licensed release
from all duties and customs. From within his condition the heavy sufferer
looks oxz into things with a terrifying coldness: for him all those little deceitful

enchantments in which things usually swim when regarded by the healthy eye

42 “Ofall the beautiful characters in Christian literature, the most accomplished is Don Quix-
ote” (IICC 28 ; 251).
43 NIETZSCHE, On the Genealogy of Morals, pp. 47-48.



Donkeys, Jesus, Don Quixote, Kant, and other Idiots 35

disappear: in fact, even he himself lies before himself void of flesh and hue.
Supposing that until that point he was living in some sort of dangerous fantasy
world: this supreme sobering up through pain is the means to tear him out of
it: and perhaps the only means. (It is possible that the founder of Christianity
encountered this on the cross: for the bitterest of all utterances - “My God,
why hast thou forsaken me!” - understood in the full profundity with which
it should be understood, bears witness to universal disappointment and
enlightenment as to the delusion that was his life; in the moment of supreme
agony he became clairvoyant regarding himself, just as did, according to the

writer the poor dying Don Quixote).**

Thus, both Jesus and Don Quixote are awakened from a “dangerous fanta-
sy world” through suffering. Yet, although Nietzsche does not endorse Don
Quixote’s and Jesus’ living in the “dangerous fantasy world” and views their fi-
nal “enlightenment” as “sobering’, he still respects their uncompromising striv-
ings for their ideals. Yet as Walter Kaufmann points out, “Nietzsche loved
Don Quixote and tended to identify himself with him.”+ Kaufmann men-
tions Nietzsche’s reverence for classical antiquity as, in Nietzsche’s own words,
“a magnificent example of Don Quixotism: and that is what all philology is at
best [...]. One imitates a mere chimera [...] which has never existed”.** Why
would this fool and madman living entirely in the fictitious world and repre-
senting a peculiar mixture of sublime and bathetic, be attractive to Nietzsche?
Similar to Jesus, as long as he adheres to his own illusions, he is true to himself.
Thus, ironically, Nietzsche views Don Quixote’s final “enlightenment” before
his death as the greatest betrayal of his hero by Cervantes: “Cervantes could
have fought the Inquisition, but he preferred to make his victims, i.e., the her-
etics and idealists of all kinds, look ridiculous [...]. Yes, he does not even spare
his hero the dreadful illumination about his own state at the end of his life...”+
That is why he thinks the book must be considered as “the decadence of Span-
ish culture” and “a national misfortune”** By contrast, Don Quixote in his

44 Friedrich N1ETZSCHE, Dawn. Thoughts on the Presumptions of Movalizy. Tr. by Brittain
Smith (Stanford: Stanford U Press, 2011), pp. 82-83.

45 KAUFMANN, Op. cit., p. 71. On Nietzsche and Don Quixote, see also a very useful article by
Rolando PEREZ, “Nietzsche’s Reading of Cervantes’s ‘Cruel’ Humor in Don Quijote”, eHu-
manista vol. 30, 2015, pp- 168-175.

46 Cited in KAUFMANN, Op. cit., p. 71.

47 Ibid.

48 Ibid. Kaufmann further cites another Nietzsche’s note: “Mankind is ever threatened by this
ignominious denial of oneself at the end of one’s striving” (1bid.).
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pre-renouncement stage might be a fool and a madman, but he is a heroic fool.
Nietzsche never calls Don Quixote an idiot as he does Jesus. Yet both Jesus and
Don Quixote represent for Nietzsche the uncompromising pursuit of higher
aspirations. In the honesty of his delusion, Don Quixote appears to be closer to
Jesus than Kant, who constructs, according to Nietzsche, an intellectual loop-
hole with his utilitarian use of reason for rescuing faith.

As opposed to Renan, who considers the human type of Jesus as “hero” and
“genius” and as opposed to Cervantes, who portrays his own innocent ideal-
ist as a fool to be laughed at, Nietzsche’s Jesus might be unheroic, a “mixture of
sublimity, sickness, and childishness”, but he is not comic. Similarly, Dostoev-
sky also preserved the dignity of his Quixotic man by making Myshkin’s story
tragic rather than merely sad and funny. He did, therefore, precisely the oppo-
site of that for which Nietzsche censures Cervantes.

Dostoevsky and Nietzsche seem to agree in their rebellion against
Cervantes’ laughter: thus, Dostoevsky’s reference to “bitter irony” and
Nietzsche’s referral to “bitter taste in the mouth” upon reading this novel. Cu-
riously, Dostoevsky and Nietzsche meet in their censure of Cervantes’ ironiz-
ing of his hero. Dostoevsky greatly admires the novel but calls it “the saddest
of all the books”. Nietzsche refers to it as “one of the most harmful books” and
as “the decadence of Spanish culture” and “a national misfortune”* The rea-
sons for their assessment of Cervantes’ novel as “sad” or “the most harmful” are
fundamentally identical: the derision and ridicule of all the highest aspirations.
Nietzsche’s interpretation of Jesus as idiot in the context of his polemic with
Renan and Cervantes is also close to that of Dostoevsky.

5. Myshkin’s “Learned Ignorance”

That Prince Myshkin prefigures many of the features that Nietzsche associates
with the type of Jesus is obvious: childishness, naiveté, innocence, kindness, his
complete lack of resentment, forgiveness, physical ailment, and epilepsy. Mysh-
kin is also not particularly talented (lack of genius) and is emphatically un-he-
roic, even completely incapable of traditional heroic roles, such as fighting in a
duel, for example, although he does not lack courage. Myshkin’s lack of geni-
us is mentioned in the very beginning of the novel during the discussion of his
“talents” at the Epanchins: “Are you aware of having any talents, any skills, at
least of some sort, that could earn you your daily bread P(IICC 8; 24), to which

49 “One of the most harmful books is Doz Quixote”. Cited in KAUFMANN, Op. cit., p. 71.
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Myshkin honestly and almost cheerfully replies: “No, I don’t think I have any
talents or special skills; rather the opposite, because I'm a sick person and have
had no proper education” (bid.). The prince’s anti-heroism is emphasized in
Aglaya’s ironic remark: “And you, what do you think to yourself when you
dream alone? Maybe you imagine yourself a field marshal and that you have de-
feated Napoleon?” (IICC 8; 354). The prince responds laughingly to Aglaya’s
comment about his un-heroic nature: ““Well, I swear, [ indeed think about this,
especially when I am falling asleep; laughed the prince, ‘only it’s not Napoleon
I defeat but the Austrians™ (1bid.). Thus, Myshkin comically compares himself
to no other but Napoleon who defeated the Austrians in 180s. Dostoevsky’s
negative attitude toward any kind of “Napoleonism” is widely known° What-
ever heroic ambitions prince Myshkin might have (and he seems to have them
only in a drowsy state of half-sleep), they are exposed as not only delusional,
but also comic.

Myshkin’s particular kind of wisdom is derived neither from his superi-
or mental capacities, nor from his “genius” or “heroism”, but from an intuitive
deeper supra-rational understanding, a form of “learned ignorance”. As Myshkin
proclaims in the end of the novel, “one must first not understand many things™:
“we can’t understand everything at once, we can't start right out with perfec-
tion! To achieve perfection, one must first not understand many things!” (“Iro6st
AOCTHYb COBEPILCHCTBA, HaAO TIpexAe MHororo He norumars!”) (I1CC 8; 458)
[emphasis is mine — SE].

Myshkin’s ignorance is both the subject of ridicule on Aglaya’s part, and
of her peculiar fascination. His lack of formal education and his awareness of

so Significantly, Napoleon figures prominently in the imagination of not only Dostoevsky’s
spectacular criminal, Raskol'nikov, but also in the pathetic buffoonery of the General Ivo-
lgin, telling his absurd story of his encounter with “the great man” in Moscow in 1812. Not
only his agitated imagination creates the most fantastic story about Napoleon appoint-
ing him, then the ten years old Ivolgin, to be his chamber-page, but the general even identi-
fies himself with Napoleon in his madness preceding his stroke, as he conflates his son, Ko-
lia, with that of Napoleon: “God bless you, my dear boy, for being respectful toward your
disgraceful - yes, to a disgraceful old fellow, your father... may you also have such a son... le
roi de Rome...” (ZICC 8; 419). Although Myshkin is fully aware of the complete absurdity
of the General Ivolgin’s Napoleonic narrative, he nevertheless shares the general’s interest in
Napoleon and even indirectly encourages Ivolgin’s preposterous tale. Moreover, he demon-
strates his particular interest in Napoleon by revealing that he had recently read Hiszoire de
la campagne de 1815. Waterloo by Jean-Baptiste Charras, an anti-Bonapartist book that My-
shkin does not quite approve. All Napoleonic aspirations, be they the aspirations of Na-
poleon himself in the farcical account of the General Ivolgin, or the buffoon’s own dreams
about the Napoleonic campaign, or Myshkin’s nighttime fantasies, are presented in the
novel as patently ridiculous.
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the limits of his knowledge only underscore his other type of knowledge, his
“learned ignorance” in opposition to a scholastic learning. His conversation
with Aglaya makes this point clear:

“You know,” - Aglaya once said to him, interrupting her reading of the
newspaper, — “I've noticed that you are terribly uneducated; you really don’t
know anything well enough, if somebody asks you: neither precisely who, nor in
what year, nor in what article”

“I've told you that I have little learning”, — the prince replied.

“So what’s there in you after that?” (IICC 8; 430).

The answer to Aglaya’s rhetorical question is obvious: Myshkin is endowed
with a special kind of “ignorance”; he is an idiot, an idiota in the Greco-Roman
and medieval sense of the word.

In his portrayal of Jesus in The Antichrist, Nietzsche seems to follow what he
detected in Dostoevsky and what Dostoevsky succeeded in portraying in his
novel (I am not talking here about the ‘influence”, however), that is, a human
type of Jesus who becomes psychologically convincing by not being romanti-
cized, 4 la Renan, by not being “heroic”, by not being endowed with “genius’,
and by not being poetic. Dostoevsky’s epileptic “idiot” characterized by his pe-
culiar lack of learning but his superior intuitive insight, is precisely the figure
Nietzsche describes in The Antichrist: he is a “private individual”, withdrawn
from society and political life, who is true to his inner self and acts not as a con-
sequence of a particular conscious conviction or faith, but almost as a child un-
aware of sin.' Nietzsche’s Jesus exhibits the same kind of ignorance, which is
also a form of wisdom, that characterizes Myshkin. Just as Nietzsche’s Jesus,
Myshkin does not have his own “doctrine”, he is a practitioner, not a theoreti-
cian. When, however, at the fatal party at the Epanchins] he assumes a messi-
anic role of a preacher, his “doctrine” is presented as patently ridiculous. The
numerous “‘hee, hee!”, and “ha-ha!”, that punctuate Myshkin’s speech and the
narrator’s ironic reference to Myshkin as an “orator”, leave no doubt that Dos-
toevsky presents Myshkin the “theoretician” as a comic and pathetic figure,
even though, at the same time, the prince may express some of Dostoevsky’s
own ideas. The narrator’s evaluation of Myshkin’s speech as “feverish tirade, this
whole flow of passionate and agitated words and ecstatic thoughts, as if throng-

st As Stellino correctly points out, just as Myshkin, in the words of Lizaveta Prokofyevna, is a
“Sick idiot... a fool, who neither knows society nor has any place in society,” so Nietzsche’s
Jesus “is positioned outside all religion, all cult concepts [...] all politics” (STELLINO, Op.
cit., p. 116).



Donkeys, Jesus, Don Quixote, Kant, and other Idiots 39

ing in some sort of turmoil and leaping over each other” (IICC 8; 453), clearly
is intended to prevent the reader from interpreting these ideas as an expression
of the final “truth”. Myshkin breaks the precious vase precisely during his mes-
sianic crescendo about the “Russian God” and “Russian Christ”. Moreover, the
more prince Myshkin gets carried away with his “ideas” the sicker he becomes.
As Myshkin assumes the role of “Balaam’s donkey” (an expression that Dos-
toevsky will use ironically in 7he Brothers Karamazov in reference to anoth-
er unexpected “theoretician”, Smerdiakov), his “theories” become completely
discredited by the utter absurdity of his pretense, so incongruous with the hu-
mility of his nature:

I want to explain everything, everything, everything! Oh, yes! Do you think
I’m utopian? An ideologist? [...] You thought I was afraid of shem, that I was
their advocate, a democrat, an orator of equality? — He laughed hysterically (he
laughed every other minute in short, ecstatic laughter) — I'm afraid for you, for
all of you, and for all of us together. For I myself am a prince of ancient descent,
and I am sitting here with princes. I am speaking in order to save us all, so that
our state does not vanish for nothing, in the darkness... Why vanish and yield
our place to others, when one could remain at the forefront and be seniors? [...]
Listen! I know that talking is not good: it’s better simply to set an example, it’s
better simply to begin... I have already begun [...]. Look at a child, at God’s sun-
rise, look at the grass growing, look into the eyes that are looking at you and
love you... ({ICC 8; 458-459).

With these last words, Myshkin fell in his epileptic fit. As a “Savior” who
wants “to explain everything, everything” he cannot go further than making
tacky references to “God’s sunrise” and “grass growing”.

Significantly, although Myshkin is frequently referred to as Christian by
others, he himself never directly confirms his faith in God, and we do not see
him in prayer. Thus, in his conversation with Rogozhin, he does not respond
to his question about his faith: “But I've long wanted to ask you something,
Lev Nikolaevich: do you believe in God or not?” — Rogozhin suddenly be-
gan speaking again, after several steps. ‘How strangely you ask and... stare!” the
prince observed involuntarily“ (I7CC 8; 182). Instead of replying to Rogozhin’s
question, he tells him four stories, four parables, and then, without responding
whether or not he has faith, he explains:

“Listen, Parfyon, you asked me earlier, here is my answer: the essence of

religious feeling doesn’t fit in with any reasoning, with any misconduct and
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crimes, or with any atheisms; there is something wrong in it, and there always
will be; there is something in it that atheisms will eternally gloss over, and they
will eternally be talking 7ot about that” (IICC 8; 184).

When Ippolit Terentev, quoting Kolia’s words, refers to Myshkin’s Chris-
tianity, once again, Myshkin himself does not confirm the truthfulness of this
appellation: “Are you a zealous Christian? Kolya says you call yourself a Chris-
tian’ The prince studied him attentively and did not answer. - “You do not an-
swer?” (IICC 8; 317). Thus, Myshkin emphatically does not answer the ques-
tion about his Christianity, because Christianity for him is not dogma but a
way of life (“it’s better simply to set an example” as he puts it even during his
messianic delirium), or “practice” in Nietzsche’s termss* Indeed, Nietzsche
will insist that “it is not a ‘belief” which distinguishes the Christian: the Chris-
tian acts, he is distinguished by a different mode of acting”* Myshkin is not so
much a Christian believer, he is a Christian actor; he is 4 type of a Christian.
That Christianity for Myshkin is not a set of beliefs but a mode of acting, is fur-
ther emphasized by his comic “horror” at learning that his beloved guardian,
Pavlishchev, converted to Catholicism: “Pavlishchev... Pavlishchev converted
to Catholicism? That cannot be! — he exclaimed in horror [...]. Pavlishchev was

s2 In fact, even Nietzsche’s understanding of the “glad tidings” as an annihilation of the con-
cepts of sin, guilt and punishment, and of the blessedness that is not promised based on
certain conditions, but which is the only reality, is present in Myshkin’s particular kind of
bliss described in his mad and delirious speech at the party at the Epanchins — in his last
words before the epileptic fit. This epileptoid bliss is precisely what Nietzsche attributes to
his Jesus-idiot: “Blessedness is not promised, it is not tied to any conditions: it is the on-
ly reality — the rest is signs for speaking of it [...]. The profound instinct for how one would
have to /ive in order to feel oneself ‘in Heaven) to feel oneself ‘eternal, while in every oth-
er condition one by 7o means feels oneself ‘in Heaven’: this alone is the psychological re-
ality of ‘redemption’ — A new way of living, 7oz a new belief... ” (NIETZSCHE, Twilight of
the Idols and The Anti-Christ, pp. 157-158). Apparently Nietzsche understood Myshkin’s at-
tempt to be a savior precisely as a reflection of what he viewed as a psychology of redeemer,
living according to his instinct of how to feel bliss. He thus describes Christianity: “the ‘in-
ner world’ of the religious man is so like the ‘inner world’ of the over-excited and exhausted
as to be mistaken for it; the ‘highest states which Christianity has hung up over mankind as
the most valuable of all values are forms of epilepsy — the Church has canonized only luna-
tics or great imposters in majorem dei honorem..” (Ibid., p. s1).

53 Calling this type of man a symbolist, Nietzsche explains: “He speaks only of inner things:
"life” or “truth” or "light” is his word for the innermost”. Cf. Myshkin speaking about his
impression about Aglaya as “light”. Cf. Nietzsche: “only Christian practice, a life such as he
who died in the Cross lived, is Christian... Noz a belief but a doing, above all a zoz-doing of
many things, a different being”... (Ibid., p. 163).
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a bright mind and a Christian, a true Christian [...] how could he submit to a
faith... that is un-Christian?..” (IICC 8; 449-450).

6. Idiocy and the Question of Realism

Nietzsche once acknowledged that he owed a great deal to Dostoevsky, al-
though the two writers had radically different views. Both of them were pro-
foundly interested in the figure of Jesus the man, Jesus without divinity. Their
portrayals of this type of man are also similar. Moreover, one could say that
with all his religiosity, Dostoevsky was no less critical of bourgeois Christiani-
ty than was Nietzsche. Yet the implications of their similar representations and
solutions to the problems they raise are distinctly different. Nietzsche rejects
his idiots and “anti-realists’, be it Jesus or Kant, and opts for a heroic model of
Zarathustra and Dionysus. At the end of Ecce Homo he makes his choice of Di-
onysus and a tragic heroism explicit: “Have I been understood? Dionysus versus
the Crucified”.

It is also significant that Nietzsche’s use of the image of the donkey/ass has
none of its Christian connotations that are so important for Dostoevsky. Just
as he was skeptical and critical of Christianity, Nietzsche’s image of the donkey
is also distinctly anti-Christian. In Ecce Homo, he even claims himself to be an
“anti-ass’, that is, Anti-Christ: “I am the anti-jackass par excellence, which makes
me a world-historical monster, — I am, in Greek, and not just in Greek, the 47-
ti-Christ..”s* Rather than representing Christian humility and wisdom, suf-
fering and service, the ass appears to be for Nietzsche a sign of Christian dog-
matism and stupidity. The chapters “The Awakening” and “The Ass Feast” of
Zarathustra make this explicit. Negative and distinctly anti-Christian conno-
tations of the donkey appear throughout Thus Spoke Zarathustra, where an ass
is associated with a mob and with metaphysical philosophers (“the famous wise
men” in opposition to “free spirits”): “Life is hard to bear; but do not act so
tenderly! We are all of us fair beasts of burden, male and female asses; [...]. As
the people’s advocates you have always been stiff-necked and clever like asses”.
A donkey is incapable of any judgment but only of the docile agreement: “But
to chew and digest everything — that is truly the swine’s manner. Always to bray
Yea-Yuh - that only the ass has learned, and whoever is of his spirit”s Satiri-

s4 Friedrich NIETZSCHE, The Anti-Christ, Ecce Homo, Twilight of the Idols (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), p. 102.

ss 1., Thus Spoke Zarathustra. Tr. and with a Preface by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Pen-
guin Books, 1978), Pp- 41, 103, 194.
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cal anti-Christian connotations are especially prominent in the sections titled
“The Awakening” and “The Ass Festival™* Here Nietzsche is inspired by the
Mass of the Ass performed during the Feasts of Fools in Medieval Europe, and
mocks Christianity by making his “higher men” worship the ass as their God
and emphasizing the asinine stupidity. Zarathustra sees how they kneel “like
children and credulous old women, and worship the ass” As the “ugliest man”
who killed the old God, performs “a pious, strange litany to glorify the adored
and censed ass”, the ass responds to each period by braying Yea-Yuh:

He carries our burdens, he took upon himself the form of a servant, he is patient
of heart and never says No; and he whoever loves his God, chastises him.

But the ass brayed: Yea-Yuh. ..

What hidden wisdom it is that he has long ears and only to say Yea and never
No! Has he not created the world in his own image, namely, as stupid as
possible?

But the ass, brayed: Yea-Yuh.””

In Thus Spoke Zarathustra, the donkey says “no” only under the influence
of resentment; when he says “yes’, it is not a free choice, but merely acceptance
of the drab reality. The following passage from the Genealogy of Morals, which
makes a reference to some “ascetics” of the “desert”, might also point to the fact
that Nietzsche associated the image of the donkey with Jesus:

The aesthetic ideal points the way to so many bridges to independence that a
philosopher cannot refrain from rejoicing inwardly and clapping his hands
when he hears the story of all those who have made up their minds and one day
said No to all constraints on freedom and gone forth into some deserz or other:
even assuming that they were merely strong asses and the very antithesis of a

strong spirit.58

56 On the image of an ass in Nietzsche, see Kathleen Marie HIGGINS, “Ass Nietzsche and the
Mystery of the Ass”, in Christa Davis AcAMPORA and Ralph AcaMPORA (eds.), 4 Nietzs-
chean Bestiary: Becoming Animal Beyond Docile and Brutal (Lanham, MD: Rowan and Lit-
tlefield, 2004), pp. 100-118. Referring to the work of Jorg Salaquarda, she insists on a more
complex interpretation of the symbol of ass than merely a symbol of stupidity and baseness
and suggests that “the ass represents both a crucial stage in spiritual development and the
folly that is eventually left behind in spiritual maturation” (bid., p. 109).

57 NIETZSCHE, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, pp. 312-313.

58 NIETZSCHE, On the Genealogy of Morals, p. 87.
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Nietzsche’s donkey is largely a negative symbol in the tradition of ancient
Greece, where donkeys are servile, suborn, and stupid — precisely the qualities
Nietzsche associates with Christianity and which he rejects. If for Dostoev-
sky the donkey may be a metaphor of humanity and Christianity, for Nietzsche
the donkey might also be associated with Christianity (although in a negative
sense), but is an unlikely candidate of being a wise “tragic figure” that Nietzsche
advances as his ideal, even though in Twilight of the Idols, he famously pro-
claims: “Can an ass be tragic? — Can someone be destroyed by a weight he can-
not carry or throw off ... The Case of the philosopher”s” Rather the donkey is
the image of weakness and servile acceptance.

Dostoevsky, by contrast, is on the side of the “injured and insulted”, of the
donkeys of this world. Moreover, his “positively beautiful man” is not only a
Christ-like figure, a philosopher and an idiot, but also a “donkey” of sorts. As
opposed to Nietzsche, Dostoevsky rejects everything heroic (cf. Dostoevsky’s
criticism of Napoleon and of the Napoleonic mode as compared to Nietzsche’s
fascination with Napoleon’s heroic ethos and his great appreciation of Stend-
hal's 4 Life of Napoleon), although he never denies the tragedy of the world.
Dostoevsky finds “realism in the higher sense” in his “anti-realists” and even
claims that his “idealism is more real than theirs” [the traditional realist writ-
ers and critics — SE].* Although Nietzsche no less than Dostoevsky was skep-
tical of realism understood as a collection of facts (cf. his criticism of Flaubert),
he rejected Kant’s notion of the two worlds of reality (nouminal and phenom-
enal) and expressed disdain for all sort of “idealism” understood as a form of
metaphysics and as “not wanting to see reality” His “anti-idealism” expresses

s9 Ip., The Anti-Christ, Ecce Homo, Twilight of the Idols, p. 157.

60 See Dostoevsky’s letter to A.N. Maikov (December 11, 1868): “I have an entirely different
notion of reality and realism from those of our realists and critics. My idealism is more re-
al than theirs. My God! If you only render sensibly that which we, Russians, have lived
through in our spiritual development, would not the realists scream that this is a fantasy?
Meanwhile, this is an original, true realism. This is precisely realism, only a more profound
one, while their kind is merely on the surface... With their kind of realism you cannot ex-
plain so much as a hundredth part of the real facts, which have actually occurred. But with
our idealism we have even prophesied facts” (IICC, 28; 329).

61 Note that Ivan Karamazov’s “collection of facts” leads him only to madness, that is, out of
reality. Nietzsche concept of realism is a complex one and cannot be considered in detail
here. It has been said that his philosophical perspectivism and the notion of “will to power”
as the very essence of reality suggest that he did not completely rule out the idealist mode
of thinking. When he praised realism, he did so in opposition to the moral idealists’ bina-
ries of the worlds of appearances and of sensible reality, that is, in opposition to Plato and
to Kant’s the thing-in-itself. Bu, at the same time, he emphatically criticized vulgar realism
understood as certainty of reality as it appears to our senses. In Book 2 of The Joyous Science
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itself mostly in the rejection of Plato’s metaphysics and of the noumenal realm
of Kantian things-in-themselves. As he puts in in Twilight of the Idols, “The ‘ap-
parent’ world is the only world: the ‘true world’ is just 2 lie added on to it”*
This “addition”, according to Nietzsche, degrades and devalues experienced re-
ality and is in this sense an assault on reality. In the selection of Nietzsche’s
posthumous fragments known as The Will to Power, he insists on the falsity of
the opposition between the two worlds: “But there is no “oher”, no “real’, no
essential being, — for thus a world without action and reaction would be ex-
pressed... The antithesis: world of appearance and real world, is thus reduced to
the antitheses “world” and “nonentity”® In his letter to Malwida von Meysen-
burg (October 20, 1888), he famously writes: “and I treat idealism as untruth-
fulness that has become an instinct, a not-wanting-to-see reality at any price:
every sentence of my writings contains contempt for idealism”*

For Dostoevsky, however, the notion of the two worlds represents the very
foundation of his realism, which is Platonic in its essence. Speaking of Dosto-
evsky’s “realism”, scholars inevitably refer to Dostoevsky’s famous statement
about his “realism in a higher sense”. When Dostoevsky claims that his aspira-
tion is “with full realism to find the man in a man’, he distinctly presupposes
the existence of the “truer” realm of reality, an ideal form of a man in a Platon-
ic sense. He then explains what he understands by realism: “They call me a psy-
chologist; this is not true: I am only a realist in a higher sense, i.c. I depict all

the depths of the human soul” (I7CC 27; 6s).

(section 57, “To the Realists”) he writes: “You sober men who consider yourselves armed
against passion and fantasy, and who like to make your emptiness into a matter of pride and
an ornament, you call yourselves realists, and imply that the world actually is the way that
it appears to you; before you alone does reality stand unveiled, and it may well be that you
yourselves are the best part of it — oh, you dear images of Sais! But when you yourselves are
unveiled, are you not, unlike the cold-blooded fish which see in every water, still extremely
passionate and blind? Are you not still too much like enamoured artists? An what is ‘reali-
ty’ to an enamoured artist!” Friedrich NIETZSCHE, The Joyous Science. Tr. By R. Kevin Hill
(New York: Penguin Books, 2019), p. 79.

62 NIETZSCHE, The Anti-Christ, Ecce Homo, Twilight of the Idols, p. 168.

63 Fragment 567, in Friedrich NIETZSCHE, The Will to Power, Book III and IV, An Attempted
Transvaluation of all Values. Tr. Anthony M. Ludovici (Edinburg, 1913. The Project Guten-
berg EBook of The Will to Power, Book III and IV. August 28, 2016 [EBook #52915]), p. 71.

64 “und ich behandle den Idealismus als eine Instinke geworden Unwahrhaftigkeit, als ein
Nichtsehn-wollen der Realitit um jeden Preis: jeder Satz meiner Schriften enthilt die Ver-
achtung des Idealismus” (letter 1135, ww.nietzschesource.org/#cKGWB/BVN-1888). As
scholars agree, however, Nietzsche denies moral objectivity and is “an anti-realist about 7z0-
rality’s normative claims”. See Christopher JANAWAY and Simon ROBERTSON (eds.), Vi
etzsche, Naturalism, and Normativity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), p. 10.
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To paraphrase Dostoevsky’s words about realism, one could say that in Zhe
Idiot he created “an idiot in a higher sense”, that is, an ideal form of an idiot.
Myshkin’s idiocy is not merely a phenomenon of an epileptic crushed by unfa-
vorable life circumstances, but his idiocy provides a glimpse into a more genu-
ine reality. The figure of this ideal idiot points to the impossibility of redemp-
tion without divinity and the utopia of a “perfectly beautiful man”. Myshkin is
not simply an “idiot”. but a quintessence of “idiocy” understood in a particular,
religious, sense. In The Idiot, as well as in many others of his texts, Dostoevsky
comments extensively on his favorite topic of realism that conveys the very es-
sence of the real through characters that might appear as improbable. Thus, he
writes about literary types that are more “real than reality itself” (I7CC 8; 383).
In reality, Dostoevsky explains, the “typicality of characters is watered down
and all these George Dandins and Podkolesins really exist [...] but in a some-
what diluted state” (Ibid.). Dostoevsky’s “idiot”, by contrast, not only shares
the quality of “idiocy” with other idiots of this world, but becomes a universal
of sorts; his idiocy is a property that exists in an ideal form, and it is this ideal
form that Dostoevsky is mostly interested in. Even more importantly, Dostoev-
sky clearly loves his idiots and eccentrics and even prefers to call them “real-
ists”. Dostoevsky insists, for example, that Alyosha Karamazov was “more of a
realist than any one” and then explains his concept of realism as independent
of the way one perceives the reality that presents itself to our senses: “miracles
will never confuse the realist. It is not miracles that dispose the realist to belief.
The genuine realist, if he is an unbeliever, will always find in himself strength
and ability to disbelieve a miracle, and if he is confronted with a miracle as an
irrefutable fact, he would rather disbelieve his own senses than admit the fact”
(IICC 14; 24). By the same logic, then, the realist who is a believer will be-
lieve in miracles, but this won’t prevent him from being realist. This argument,
therefore, implies that the realist might be realist regardless of his approach to
the question of the existence of “other reality”, or of the supranatural. The ques-
tion of faith in this other “reality” stands as it were in brackets. Faith and real-
ism, according to Dostoevsky, are the two completely independent concepts
that do not influence one another. As Dostoevsky puts it in The Brothers Kar-
amazov, “Faith does not, in the realist, spring from the miracle but the miracle
from faith. If the realist once believes, then he is bound by his very realism to
admit the miraculous also” (I7CC 14; 24-25). Both a believer and an unbeliev-
er could be “realists”, but their notions of reality either include the otherworld-
ly reality (for a believer) or exclude it (for an unbeliever). Bringing the example
of the Apostle Thomas, Dostoevsky concludes: “Was it the miracle that forced
him to believe? Most likely not, but he believed solely because he desired to be-
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lieve, and possibly he fully believed in his heart even when he said, T do not be-
lieve till I see” (1bid.). Thus, according to Dostoevsky, “realism” becomes an act
of free choice in respect of which “reality” one prefers to adhere to.

In the same vein, Dostoevsky also proclaims that he prefers to stay with
Christ even if “it were proven to him that Christ is outside the truth and that
in reality the truth were outside of Christ”. This pronouncement may be casi-
ly misinterpreted as Dostoevsky’s avoidance of truth for the sake of illusion. If
this were the case, Dostoevsky’s stubborn will to stay with Christ against the
evidence of truth, could be viewed as the very opposite of Nietzsche’s reverence
for truth, as, for example, in this statement from Ecce Homo:

Zarathustra is more truthful than any other thinker. His doctrine, and his
alone, defines truthfulness as the highest virtue — that is to say, the opposite of
the cowardice of the “idealist” who takes flight in the face of reality... To speak
the truth and shoot well with bow and arrows, that is the Persian virtue. — Am
I understood?.. The self-overcoming of morality through truthfulness, the self-
overcoming of the moralist into his opposite — into me — that is precisely what

the name of Zarathustra means in my mouth.®

Nietzsche’s position vis-a-vis truth and God appears to be the direct oppo-
site of Dostoevsky’s. In Dawn Nietzsche writes:

What is truth? — Who would not accept the conclusion the faithful love to
draw: “scientific knowledge cannot be true, for it denies God. Accordingly, it
comes not from God; accordingly, it is not true — for God is Truth”. Not the
conclusion, but the presupposition contains the error: what if God were, in
fact, not Truth, and if, in fact, this were proven? If he were the vanity, the lust

for power, the impatience, the terror, this chilling and enchanting delusion of

humankind?%’

65 See Dostoevsky’s famous letter to N.D. Fonvizina (January 1854): “This creed is very sim-
ple. Here it is: to believe that there is nothing more beautiful, deeper and more sympa-
thetic, more rational, more manly and more perfect than Christ. And I say to myself with
jealous love that not only is there no one else like him, but that there could be no one.
Moreover, if anyone could prove to me that Christ is outside the truth, and if the truth in
actuality were outside Christ, I should prefer to stay with Christ, rather than with truth”
[emphasis in original] (/TCC 28 ; 176).

66 Friedrich NieTZSCHE, Ecce Homo. How One Becomes What One Is and The Antichrist. A
Curse on Christianity. Tr. Thomas Wayne (New York: Algora Publishing, 2004), p. 92.

67 Friedrich NIETZSCHE, Dawn. Thoughts on the Presumptions of Morality, pp. 66-67.
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Dostoevsky seems to offer his answer to Nietzsche’s bold question as if an-
ticipating such a powerful interlocutor as Nietzsche could be: “Moreover, if an-
yone could prove to me that Christ is outside the truth, and if the truth iz actu-
ality were outside Christ, I should prefer to stay with Christ, rather than with
truth” (ZICC 28 ; 176). While Nietzsche challenges the premise that God is
Truth, Dostoevsky is ready to accept this challenge, a stand Nietzsche struggled
so passionately to assert his whole life, that is, that God were zo# Truth. Yet
Dostoevsky insists he prefers to stay with Christ (God) rather than truth, and
thus, changes the terms of discussion by introducing the concept of the free-
dom of choice. Dostoevsky does not reject reality for the sake of illusion, but
insists on the centrality of the other reality, a “higher reality”, which, although
unknowable to our senses, is nevertheless accessible in moments of artistic or
religious insight. Thus, in his notes for The Devils, writing about Shakespeare,
Dostoevsky refers to Shakespeare as a example of the writer who is able to ac-
cess the “world” that is normally inaccessible:

This is not a mere representation of the tangible [nasushchnogo], which,
according to many teachers exhaust reality [deistvitel nost’]. Reality as a whole
is not exhausted by the tangible, for the largest part of it exists in it in the
form of a yet latent and unexpressed anticipated word. Infrequently appear
prophets who divine and express this integral word. Shakespeare is a prophet,

sent by God to proclaim to us the mystery of man, of the human soul (/7CC
11; 237).

Dostoevsky’s use of the word nasushchnyi in juxtaposition to deistvitelnost’ is
intriguing. Etymologically speaking, nasushchnyi means “the one that is in the
present,” “the tangible,” with the same root as sushchii, meaning ‘being), ‘exist-
ing’ as a ‘thing’. Thus, it would not be a stretch to say that Dostoevsky here jux-
taposes the phenomenal realm (nasushchnoe) with the realm of being as pro-
cess, as becoming, as actuality (deistvitelnost’). The notion of reality as “a form of
a latent [...] word” is fundamentally a Platonic one. Thus, Dostoevsky accepts
reality over truth.

Moreover, Dostoevsky’s skepticism about “truth” is rooted only in the as-
sumption (which he does not share) that truth has some overriding value. For
Dostoevsky, the overriding value lies in reality (that includes God) and in the
freedom of choice rather than in “truth”. Both Dostoevsky and Nietzsche re-
ject the unequivocal identification of truth with God. Ironically, Nietzsche’s
position in this respect is not so different from that of Dostoevsky, although
he approaches the problem from the opposite perspective. Striving for truth,
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Nietzsche questions the absolute value of truth, if it is identified with God, as
he writes in On the Genealogy of Morals:

On this question, consider the oldest and the most recent philosophies: they
all lack an awareness of the extent to which the will to truth itself first requires
justification, there is a gap in every philosophy at this point — why is that?
Because up to now the ascetic ideal has dominated all philosophy, because truth
was posited as being, as God, as the highest instance itself, because it was 7oz
permitted that truth should be a problem. Is this “permitted” understood? —
From the moment when belief in the God of the ascetic ideal is denied, 2 new
problem exists: that of the value of truth. — The will to truth requires critique —
let us define our own task in this way — the value of truth must for once, by way

of experiment, be called into question”*®

Read through the prism of these comments of Nietzsche, one could say that
Dostoevsky’s choice between Christ and “truth” is, in fact, a choice between
Christ and “truth [...] as being, as God, as the highest instance itself”, that is,
a choice between one personal subjective ideal (Christ) and an idol of truth, a
pseudo-god of sorts. Dostoevsky clearly is not an “‘idealist” who flees from re-
ality” and he is no less skeptical than Nietzsche. His metaphysics is not based
on weakness and resentment that Nietzsche generally attributes to metaphys-
ics and idealism, but on free choice, similar to his interpretation of the Apostle
Thomas.

To be sure, Dostoevsky does not recoil from the painful and tragic aspect of
“the real world”. In fact, the ending of 7he Idiot may be the gloomiest and the
most “realist” image one could imagine for the resolution of the story of the
“perfectly beautiful man”. All the illusions are stripped, and unredeemed ma-
teriality seems to triumph. It is Dostoevsky’s equivalent of the grim image of
Holbein’s Christ in the Tomb. Is it possible that Myshkin, who sunk into idio-
cy as deeply as Holbein’s Christ into the “nature”, be “resurrected”? To be sure,
Dostoevsky would have been very naive if he believed that a perfectly beauti-
ful man could save the world. Nietzsche intuited this part of Dostoevsky’s pro-
ject very well. Nietzsche’s Jesus, just like Myshkin, is not a Redeemer and saves
no one. For Dostoevsky, the question, however, is not so much about Myshkin’s
insufhcient goodness or his failures, but about the very possibility of “salva-
tion” on earth in the fallen world. Humanity without divinity leads to its natu-

68 NIETZSCHE, On the Genealogy of Morals, p. 128.
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ral outcome, disintegration, — of the body, as in the case of the rotten corpse of
Jesus, and of the mind, as in the picture of Myshkin in asylum (cf. the “nature”
of Holbein’s Christ in Ippolit Terentiev’s words). But divinity without human-
ity may also be a failure. Significantly, Dostoevsky always vehemently oppos-
es any attempts at denying “nature”, focusing, by contrast, on the rotting mat-
ter, be it the stinking corpse of Father Zosima, or of Lazarus whose dead body
after four days also “stinkieth”, or Holbein’s Jesus with his affirmation of divine
materiality. Dostoevsky and Holbein seem to agree on this point. Indeed, Dos-
toevsky creates his Myshkin a la Holbein and follows the master accurately. The
whole novel with its question of materiality and “nature” weighing heavily on
man trying to reach redemption, is a narrative counterpart to the pictorial im-
age of Holbein’s Christ. The claustrophobic space of Christ’s tomb is echoed in
Dostoevsky’s portrayal of Myshkin and Rogozhin lying together by Nastasia
Fillipovna’s already stinking corpse in Rogozhin’s gloomy house, in the room
with closed windows. The scene offers no escape, only the suffocating space of
the tomb. The image of the tomb with no possibility of escape and no hope for
“resurrection” is reinforced in the novel’s closure, depicting Myshkin in asylum
and Dr. Schneider’s “sad hints” at Myshkin’s “total derangements of the mental
organs’. “Nature” appears to rule out any possibility of “rising from the dead”
Holbein’s Christ in a Tomb as well as Dostoevsky’s novel, seem to be an image
of how a dream of a perfectly beautiful man ends and how the Antichrist may
begin, Nietzsche’s Antichrist.*> Yet Dostoevsky’s novel leaves the reader with a
question, not an answer, about whether or not the image of Christ in a Tomb
indeed leads to the loss of faith. Likewise, although Dr. Schneider makes his
“sad hints” about Myshkin’s mental state, he “does not yet speak positively of
incurability” of his patient. Moreover, Schneider’s hypothetical verdict in the
scene of Myshkin and Rogozhin by the side of Nastasia Philippovna’s corpse, is
rather ambiguous:

And if Schneider himself had come now from Switzerland to take a look at his
former pupil and patient, even him, recalling the state in which the prince has
sometimes been during the first year of his treatment in Switzerland, would
have waved his hand and would have said now, as he did then: “An Idiot!”
(IICC8; s07)

69 Dostoevsky believed that in our earthly life, there is no place for Christ understood as a re-
al good man/God. He could be present only in absence, in exile, in silence — as in Dostoev-
sky’s last novel, The Brothers Karamazov. He has to be exiled from the world of politics, as
he is by the Grand Inquisitor, this quintessential man of politics, for whom Jesus is merely a
private man, a silent man, who, as a true idioza, does not participate in the polis.
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If Schneider’s “then” refers to Myshkin’s condition prior to his return to
Russia, then the reader would know that recovery is actually possible, at least
temporarily. The novel ends with an ambiguous, ironic, and slightly comic
comment on the nature of reality made by Lizaveta Prokofievna, according to
the testimony of the novel’s most mysterious character, Evgeny Pavlovich Ro-
domsky, as presented to us by the narrator: “Enough with being carried away,
it’s time to serve reason. And all this, and all these foreign lands, and all of this
Europe of yours, all of this is one big fantasy, and all of us, here abroad, are one
big fantasy” (IICC 8; s10). What is real then? What is fantasy? And what is ra-
tional? Russia? If reality as we experience it in the Western world is an illusion
and a fantasy, then is there any other, “truer” reality? If this world is only an ap-
pearance, a fiction, a construct, is there any other world? The novel’s last state-
ment, thrice removed from the reader, gives little ground for a definitive an-
swer; it is the very emblem of uncertainty.

Nietzsche’s notion of realism, after all, may not be so dramatically differ-
ent from that of Dostoevsky, except that he categorically denies the existence of
two realities, two realms of being’° Both of them were skeptical of vulgar real-
ism understood as a blind worshipping of “facts”. Nietzsche eloquently labeled
this kind of realism as “fatalism of ‘petit faits™7" In The Joyous Science he ques-
tions the very core of reality as it appears to our senses: “In every perception, in
every sensation, there is a bit of this old love [love of ‘reality’— SE]; and similar-

70 In his later years, shortly before his death, Nietzsche seems to claim that he is, in fact, a car-
rier of “truth’, thus, in a sense, contradicting his own criticism of “the will to truth” in his
On Genealogy of Morals. He claims: “The truth speaks out of me. — But my truth is frighs-

ful: for thus far the lic has been called truth”. (NIETZSCHE, Ecco Homo and The Antichrist,

p- 90). Yet his claim for truth is, for the most part, intended only to negate the common-
ly accepted falsehoods, that is, to establish the “Revaluation of all Values”. As such then, his
“truth” does not assert a new “value”, for it must be also revaluated as all other values. The
power of his invective is only directed against the notion of the two worlds: “The concept
God invented as the counter-concept to life — in it everything ruinous, poisonous, slan-
derous, the whole deadly enmity toward life brought together into one hideous unity! The
concepts ‘other world, ‘true world’ invented in order to devalue the only world there is — in
order to leave no goal, no reason, no task remaining for our carthly reality!” (1bid., p. 97).
In On Genealogy of Morals, Nietzsche formulates his skepticism of “facts” in this way: “it

—

7
is in their [European and Christian thinkers — SE] belief in truth that they are more in-

flexible and absolute than anyone else. [...] the venerable abstemiousness which such a be-
lief requires of philosophers, [...] the desire to stop short of the factual, the factum brutum,
that fatalism of ‘petits faits’ (ce petit faitalisme, as I call it), in which French science is now
seeking a kind of moral superiority over German science [...] — all this expresses, broadly
speaking, the asceticism of virtue as much as it expresses some kind of denial of sensuality”
(NIETZSCHE, On the Genealogy of Morals, pp. 126-127).
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ly also some kind of fantasy, prejudice, folly, ignorance, fear and everything else
there! That cloud there! What in them is ‘real’? Subtract for once the phantasm
and every human addition from them, you sober men! [...] No, there is no ‘re-
ality’ for us”7* Both Dostoevsky and Nietzsche embraced radical uncertainty.
Both of them did not view “truth” as an overriding value, for they insisted that
every so-called truth is ultimately based on an act of faith. They differed, how-
ever, in the choices they made. They differed in their preferences: for Nietzsche,
“Dionysus versus the Crucified”; for Dostoevsky, Christ/the Crucified versus any
other “truth”.

With his insight of a genius, Nietzsche understood Dostoevsky’s project
very well. As opposed to Dostoevsky, he not only has put Christianity on trial,
but also afhirmatively chose to say a clear-eyed “no’, in response to the question
of faith. Dostoevsky’s own “realism”, however, based as it is on the possibility of
the two realms of reality, leaves room for doubt and indeterminacy. Both Dos-
toevsky and Nietzsche were driven by a desperate search for truth and thought
of themselves as realists, although they each invested different meanings in the
terms. Thus, their respective images of “realists” seem to be almost polar op-
posite: for Dostoevsky, this is a young and passionate believer, Alyosha Kara-
mazov; for Nietzsche, this is the figure of Zarathustra. We may recall the way
Nietzsche explains Zarathustra’s concept of Ubermensch:

It is at this point and nowhere else that one must a start in order to grasp
what Zarathustra wants: this type of man that he depicts, depict reality as i is
[concipirt die Realitit, wie sie ist]: this type is strong enough for that —, he is
not estranged from it, not carried away by it; he is reality isself, he has in himself
as well all its terrible and questionable things; only in this way can man have

greatness...”?

Both Dostoevsky and Nietzsche were fascinated with the figure of Jesus the
man and his underlying mental dispositions, and they even portrayed him in a
similar way, as an “idiot” of sorts. Ironically, however, for Dostoevsky, Jesus was
the very embodiment of the “realist” and of the “realism in a higher sense”. For
Nietzsche, Jesus was an “anti-realist” par excellence and a “hater of reality”. The
Russian writer embraced Christ for the sake of the “higher reality”; the Ger-
man philosopher rejected Christ for the sake of his own version of realism. The
tragic “yes” of Dostoevsky and the tragic “no” of Nietzsche clashed in their in-

72 Ip., The Joyous Science, p. 79.
73 ID., Ecce Homo. How One Becomes What One Is and The Antichrist. A Curse on Christianity,

p- 94-
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terpretation of the “positively beautiful man” and the question of faith. Both of
them strove to say “yes” to reality, as different as this reality may have been un-
derstood by the two thinkers.
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I.A. ®nopeHckun n ®@.M. [JocToeBCKUMN:
Heobxoanmasa aHTUTe3a

Xotsa I'LA. Oaopenckuii (1882-1937) BomIEA B HUCTOPHIO B IICPBYIO OYEPEAb KaK
y4eHBIH, pruAOCOP U 60rocAoB, CACAYET 3aMCETHUTbh, YTO AIOOOBb K AHUTEpaType
eMy Taroke He Obiaa uyxAa. O AQHHOM YBACYCHHMHU CBUACTCABCTBYIOT KaK TPY-
AbI, TIMCABUIMECS C OTASAKOHM Ha YUTATEAS], TAK U AMYHAs IEPEMMCKA MBICAUTEAS
(B mocaeaHeit AUTEPaTypHAsl COCTABASIIOLIAs AQKe Hoaee HarasipHa). He Oyaem
TaKoKe 320bIBaTh U O TOM, 4TO nopoil ParopeHckuil TPoOOBaA CBOU CHABI Ha O-
NPUIE AMTEPAaTyPHOU KPUTHKH, COYMHSA CTHUXH,” ITHCAA 6Horpacp1/m U MeMya-

1 Eme B 1904 roay PaopeHckuii Hamucaa pereH3nIo Aasl xxypHana Hoswui [lymo va Adecmesu-
yy A.A. Mupomnoasckoro u ua Cesepuyrw cumponuro A. Beaoro: cm. Ilasea A. PAOPEH-
ckui, “Crnupurusm xak antuxpucruanctso (ITo mosoay aAByx noam: Aecmesuya. IToama
B VII aaBax. A. A. Muponoasckoro, 1902; A. Beavtit, Cesepuas cumgpornus (1-s, repoude-
ckas), 1903)", Hoswuii nyms, 1.3, 1904, €. 149-167.

2 Ero nepsblil copHUK CTHXOB (CHMBOAMMECKOTO XapaKTepa) AaTHpyeTcst 1907 ropom: Ila-
Bea A. DAOPEHCKUT, B 8e4noii Aazypu (CCPI‘I/ICB Iocaa: 1907), OAHAKO CaMbIM U3BECTHBIM
HOITHYECCKUM IIPOUBBEACHUEM, NPHHAAAeKamUM 1nepy DPaopenckoro, siBaseTcss Aupude-
CKO€ CTHXOTBOpeHHUE I1oA HasBanueM “Opo’. Hamucano oHo or umeHu ApeBHero cubupcko-
ro npeaxa, u 65140 counHerno B 'VAATe B mocaesHue roast sxusuu duaocoda: cm. [Tasea A.
daorEHCKHH, “Opo. Aupuyeckas noama” (3abaiikasbe 1934, CorokH 1934-37). OcTaab-
HbIE [IEPHOAMYECKH IOSBASBIIMECS CTHXH ITyOAMKOBAAUCH B >KypHasax. Paopenckuii Tak-
K€ OYCHb MHTEPECOBAACS HAPOAHBIM TBOPUCCTBOM U GOTOCAY)KEOHBIMU CTUXAMU, HHOTAA OH
H caM npo6oBaA CBOM CHABI Ha paHHOM nonpuiye (namp., “Moaursa Cumeona Hosoro Bo-
rocaosa k Ayxy Cearomy” u “Tlaas Boromarepu” 1907 1.). 3aMedaTeAbHbIH aHAAU3 CTHXOB
Dropenckoro, a Take ero orHoueHuil ¢ AHapeeM beablM u rpynmoit cuMBOAHCTOB Ob1A
HpousBeacH B caeaymomyeii paborte: Eprenus B. VIBAHOBA: [1asen Quopencruii u cumsoru-
cmor. Onvimor aumepamyprste. Cmamou. Tepenucka (Mocksa: SI3bIK CAQBAHCKOI KYABTY-
poL, 2004). Yro kacaercs 6uorpaduit, Harmmcannpx GAOpeHCKHM, TO €ro HepBble MOMBITKH
OTHOCATCS K 1906 TOAY (CM. ITaBea A. DaoPEHCKMI, “K mouecTy BBILIHATO 3BaHUS [‘{CPTbI
xapaxrepa apxuM. Cepannona Mamkuna]’, Bonpoco: peanzuu, 1. 1, 1906, ¢. 143-173, u “Tucs-
Ma u Habpocku apxumanpputa Cepanuona Mawkuna’, Bonpoce: pesnzun, T. 1, 1906, ¢. 174-
220) ¥ 1908-09 IT.: XKHUTHE crapua Mcupopa, osaraaacuaoe “Coab 3eMAK’, HbIHE cOOpaHHOE
B: [Tapea A. PAOPEHCKUI, Covunernns 6 4 mm., T. 1, cOCT. ¥ 00w, pea. urymeHa AHApPO-
nuka (A.C. Tpy6auesa), I'1.B. ®aoperckoro, M.C. Tpy6auesoit (Mocksa: Mbicab, 1994), c.
$71-637. Ayqimmii 1 caMblil BaXHbIA obpaser; BocioMuHaHUi PAOPEHCKOrO — €ro sHaMeHHU-
Tast kuura Jemsm moum. Bocnomunanus npowaoix aem (Xaporos: Poano, 2000).
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pbI (>KaHp, cTaBIMIT 0COGEHHO MONyAIpHBbIM B Hadase XX Beka). He yauButean-
HO, 4TO TeKcThl DAOPEHCKOTO MOAHBI AUTEpPATYPHBIX aaAlo3uii U nurar (fomep,
Aanre, Illexciup, Ilymxun, AepmonTos, Trorues, Per, Toroas, AocroeBckuit
Y PSA APYTHX IIMCATEACH 9aCTO YIOMUHAIOTCS Ha CTPAHHLIAX €TO TPYAOB): MBIC-
AUTEAb HEPEAKO IPUOEraeT K MOMOIM CTUXOB HAU 00Pa3oB U3 POMaHOB, AAObI
IPUAATb MBICAH 6OAce HATASIAHYIO U BbIyKAyio popmy. [To muenuio ®Paopen-
CKOTO, AUTEPATypa Kak MUHUMYM ABYMsI CIIOCOOAMU OTPAXKAET TO, YTO OH HA3bI-
BaAa GpYHAAMEHTAABHOH IPEPHIBUCTON CTPYKTypoit peasbHOCcTH.? C OAHOII CcTO-
POHBI, IPEPHIBHOCTh PEAABHOCTH SBASETCSA AAS TTHCATEAEH HENOCPEACTBEHHBIM
o6bexToM nsobpaxenus. C Apyroii cropomnsi, — ormedact QaopeHckuit, — AaH-
Hasl IPEPHIBHOCTh KOPEHUTCS B CAMOM AUTEPATYPHOM CAOBE KaK €TI0 8HYmper-
H99 He00X00UMOCcb. DTOH NPOOAEME MBICAUTEAD ITOCBSITUA OOABILYIO YaCTh CBO-
MX MO3AHHX MCCACAOBaHMII (BKAIOYAS! aHAAM3 aBaHTAPAHOM IMO33MM U paboThl
110 UAOCOPUH UMEHM). YUUTHIBAs IIUPOTY AAHHOH TEMBI, OYEPTUTD €€ KOHTY-
PBI B HECKOABKHX IIPEAAOXKCHUSIX €ABA AH BO3MOXKHO — OHA TPEOYET OTACABHOTO
uccaepoBanus. Meicau sxe PaopeHckoro 1mo moBoay AOCTOEBCKOTO M3AAraioT-
Cs1 UM B KOHTEKCTe 6oAce 0OIEro MOAXOAA K AUTEpPATYPE, TEM HE MECHEE UIMECHHO
OHH MOTYT ITOMOYb PACKPHITh BHYTPEHHIOI AMHAMUKY MBICAH purocoda.

3 DAOPEHCKHI HCIIOAB3YET SBHO MATEMATHYCCKUH TEPMHUH “TIPEPHIBHOCTD, YTOOBI AATH UM
TOMy, YTO, KAK OH CUHTACT, SBASCTCS OCHOBHOH CTPYKTYpoi peasbHOcTH. OAHAKO HAES
IPEPBIBHOCTH, KOTOpYIo uMeeT B BuAy IT.A. Paopenckuil, HeopHosHayHa. Ee MoxHO 1m0-
HHMAaTh KaK COIPUCYTCTBHE ABYX COCTOSIHHI BEILICH, KOTOPbIC IPOTHUBOIOAOXKHbI, HO KO-
TOpbIE COCYLIECTBYIOT, XOTS U B PasHbIX 06AacTsAX (HApUMEP, CMBICA HAH IPOCTPAHCTBO/
BPEMs1), TAK YTO OAHO, TaK CKas3aTb, HEBUAUMO AAsi Apyroro. {aopenckuit cauraer npe-
PBIBHOCTD HE IIPOCTO OAHOI U3 BO3MO>KHBIX TUIIOTE3, 4 IO CYLIECCTBY, HAYYHOMN U SIUCTE-
MOAOTHYECKOH HCTHHOH. DTOT M3BEYHBIN pa3psi6 B PCAABHOCTH SIBASIETCSI CTECP)KHEBBIM
HOHATHEM B MUPOBO33peHUH PAOPEHCKOrO, Tak 4TO OH MOXKET ObITh OOHAPYKECH BO MHO-
rUx ero paboTax MO CaMbIM PasHbIM IIPEAMETAM: [0 MATEMATUKe, PUSHKE, UCTOPHH, TEO-
Aoruy, a Take auteparype. Konuenryaabnas Bceacnnas PaopeHckoro — 310 «Impepsisu-
CTBIH ABOHHMK>, IPOTHBOMOAOXKHBIE YaCTH KOTOPOTO COEAMHEHBI IOPOToM (CHMBOAOM,
«HKOHOM» ), M 3Ta TOYKA COCAUHCHHS AACT CAUHCTBEHHO AOCTOBEPHYIO KApTHHY peas-
Hocmu B TOH $popMme, KoTopyro DAOPEHCKHI HCCACAOBAA B KA4ECTBE «KOHKPETHOH MeTa-
¢usuxn>. ITo Bonpocy o npepsiBHOCTH U anTHHOMHHN Y Propenckoro cv.: Andrea Opro,
“Conceptualising Discontinuity. Pavel Florensky’s Preryvmost’ as a Universal Paradigm of
Knowledge”, Russian Literature, vol. 130, 2022, pp. 69-93; Baaaumup H. ITopryc, “Tlasea
DaopeHCKuii: ONBIT AHTHHOMHYECKON (uaocoduu KyAbrypsl, Pusocofcxue nayxu, N° 12,
2005, . 17-24; Baapumup H. ITopryc, “ITaBea Oaopenckuit: cuMBoAndecKas CyLHOCTb aH-
tuHOMU3Ma (oxonyanue)’, Quiocofcxue nayxu, N° 12, 2006, c. 43-58. AAs coBpeMEHHOTO
uccaepoBanust obmero tBopuectsa Paopenckoro em. Beiparomuiics tom: A.H. TTapmiuH,
OM. CepbIX (moa pea.), [lasen Aaexcandposuy Puopencxusi (Mocksa: POCCIIOH,
2013).
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Ornomenne PaopeHckoro k pycckomy nucareato ABosiko. C 0AHOII cTopo-
HbI, B CBOUX ITUChMAX U COYMHEHUAX, AAPECOBAHHBIX CEMbeE, PHAOCO( pasMBbIIL-
AsIeT 0 TBOpuecTBE AOCTOEBCKOTO B CBETE BONMpOCa O mpaBae U Axu. Kak mpa-
BHAO, OTBET, AaBaeMblil PAOPEHCKHUM Ha AAHHBIN BOIIPOC AOCTATOYHO CTPOT:
Aocroesckuit maoxoit yuuresb. OpHAKO, KOTAQ ACAO KACAETCS UCITOAb3OBAHMS
droperckuM nuTaT U 06pa3oB AOCTOEBCKOTO B €10 $UAOCOPCKUX U HAYYHBIX
TPYAAX, MBI CTAAKHBACMCSI C MHOM OLICHKOM IHcaTeAst. B 3akatoueHun sToit cra-
TbH MBI IIOMNBITAEMCSI Pa3o0paTbCsi B AAHHOM IIPOTUBOPCYUH, OAHAKO CHAda-
Aa TIOCTApaeMcsi PasBUTb MBICAb O ABYX obpasax AOCTOEBCKOTO B TBOPYECTBE
daopenckoro.

Aocmoescxuti — “naoxois yuumenv'. Qropercruti ceoum demsm

Heaspas ckasars, yro Paoperckuii Koraa-Au6o cepbe3HO HHTEPECOBAACS TBOP-
gectBOM AocToeBckoro. B ero HeAaBHO OIyOAMKOBAHHOI MEPENUCKE YHUBEP-
CUTETCKHX A€T (1900-1904), (PaBHO Kak M CPEAM CBUACTEABCTB APY3€il), HET
u cacpa ynomuHauuit o Pepope Muxaiinosuue.t Mspectro, uro ¢ opHOII cTO-
ponsl PAOPEHCKUIT BBICOKO LICHHA TAKHX KAACCHKOB PYCCKOM AMTEPATYPBI KaK
A.C. I'ywkun, ®.J. Tiorees u M.IO. AepmonTos. C Apyroii sxe mposiBAsiA
MHTEpeC K MO3THYECKOMY aBaHrapay (B wactHoctH, k A.A. @ery u B.B. Xac6-
HHUKOBY). AOCTOCBCKOMY B 3TOH MaAHUTPE MacTEPOB CAOBAa MECTa HE HAIIAOCH.
Cyxaenust QAOPEHCKOro 0 mucaTeae, Kak B IIEPENUCKE C ACTBMH, TaK H B aBTO-
GrorpadpuueCKUX MeMyapax, HECyT Ha cebe OTIeYaToK SBHOM HenpusasHu. Mup
AOCTOEBCKOTO — 3TO UMEHHO TO, Y€T0 “HET U, MOXKET OBITh, “HE AOAYKHO OBITD
B CEMCHHOMN HCTOPHHU, BHYTPEHHEH XXU3HH U MUpoBo33peHuH ParopeHckoro, a
CACAOBATEABHO, M B HACTABACHUSIX, AABACMBIX ACTSIM, HAYABIIMM ITO3HABATh MUP
PYCCKOI AUTEpPATyPBIL.

B nepenucke us TIopsMbI (1933-1937) UMsL AOCTOEBCKOTO BCIABIBACT TIpe-
xA¢ Beero B nucbMax K Oae (1918-1998), crapmeit aoouepu Oaopenckoro, ko-
TOpasi B T€ TOABI ObIAQ IIOAPOCTKOM U CTOAKHYAACh C IIEPBBIMU TPYAHOCTSIMU B
LIKOAE, IIO9TOMY OTeL, 00palasich K A0YEpH, 0c0O0e BHUMAHHUE YACASIET IPO-
GaeMaM, CBSI3aHHBIM ¢ y4eOHbIM mponeccoM. OH mumeT el AAUHHbIC [THCh-

4 Cw.: ITaBea B. ®aorEHCKUY, Obpemas Ilymo. Ilasen Propenckuii 8 yuusepcumemcxue
20001, B 2 TT. (Mocksa: Usa. ITporpecc-Tpaaunms, 2011-2015). Tak kak ums Aocroescko-
ro B AAHHOM ABYXTOMHHKE HE YIIOMHUHACTCSI, TO MOXKHO IIPEATIOAOXKHTD, 4TO HHTEpEC K Ao-
croeBckoMy BO3HUK Y PaopeHCKoro B 6oace 3peAOM BO3PACTE, OAHAKO €IIe A0 HAIIUCAHUS
xuuru Crmoan u ymsepycdenne ucmunss (1914) — TPOUIBEACHHUS, B KOTOPOM 4YBCTBYETCS
Goaee yraybAeHHOE 3HAHKE POMAHOB AOCTOEBCKOTO.
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Ma, TOAHBIE COBETOB ITO Pa3HbIM IIKOABHBIM IPEAMETAM: YTO YUTATh U YETO HE
YUTaTh, HA YTO OOpaIaTh BHUMAHUE, 2 HA YTO HET. 3aTParuBasi TEMy PyCcCKON
AHTEPATYpPhI, OH IPEAAAracT cBoei 1s-aeTHeil poodepu ynutath A.H. Ocrpos-
ckoro, H.C. Aeckosa, K.A. Aconrsesa, .C. Typrenena, B.A. XKykosckoro,
E.A. Boparbiackoro, ML.IO. Aepmontosa, u, oco6enno, A.C. I[Tymkuna (Pao-
PCHCKUIT HCOAHOKPATHO HACTAWBAA HA TOM, YTOOBI IIOCACAHUI YUTAACA B pe-
Aaxuuu IToanBanosa). PekoMeHAyeT OH 4uTaTh M Takux moaToB Kak A.A. ®er
u Q.1 Tiotues. B 10 xe Bpemst uMs AOCTOECBCKOTO 06XOAUTCS MOAHEHIIUM
moaganueM. OpHako depes ABa ropa OAst MHIIET OTI)y MHUCHMO, B KOTOPOM
“orBaxknBaercs Ha cpaBHeHue TiorueBa ¢ AoctoeBckuM. B orBeTHOM IHchMe
DropeHCcKHil SICHO BRICKA3bIBACT CBOEC MHEHHUE 110 AAHHOMY BOIIPOCY:

1935.11.8. Conosxu. Aoporas Oacuka, Tl mpocuub Harucats Tebe o TioTuese n
AOCTOEBCKOM, KOTOPBIX ThI HEIIPABUABHO OGBEAMHSCIID KAK CAMHOMBIIIACHHHU-
xoB. OAHAKO, MEKAY HUMHU — TAY6OKOE PasAHdHe, HE TOABKO IT0 AHYHOMY CKA2-
Ay, HO 1 TIO OCHOBHBIM YCTaHOBKaM MHPOOIIYIIEHHS H MHUPOBO33peHHs. TBoe
BHEMaHUe nopasua xaoc. Ho y TiordeBa xa0¢, HO4b, 9TO KOPEHB BCIKOTO OBITHS,
T. €. HepBUIHOE 6Aar0, MOCKOABKY Besikoe Oprtne Gaaro. Xaoc TioTuesa sascraet
rAy6oxe 4eAOBEIECKOTO 1 BOOOIE HHAMBHAYAABHOTO PasAMdcHUs A0Opa U 3Aa.

Ho umenno IIO3TOMY €r'o HCAB35 IOHUMATDh KaK 3A0.

Taxum 06pasom, pedb HAET O Xaoce U MPOHUCTEKALIEM U3 Hero 3ac. Pao-
PCHCKH, OTBeYasi AOYCPH, IPEAOCTEPEracT e¢ OT IPOYTCHUsI 1I0TYeBa B HU-
THAMCTHYECKOM KAKOYE M ACAACT ITO C OTASAKOM HAa aHTHYHYIO MBICAb: TIOT-
YEBCKHUIH Xa0C, PaBHO KaK U Xa0C APEBHEIPEYCCKON PUAOCOPUU “HEHTpaAcH :
3TO «BBICIUIUI 3aKOH Mipa, KOTOPBIM U ABIDKETCS KU3Hb».¢ OH HeoOXx0ANM,
Tak Kak «Dbes yHMuTOXKEHMS XU3HU He ObIAO ObI, Kak He Ob1AO ObI ce U 6e3
poskacHUsI» B 3TOM CcMbICAE, — 3AKAIOYAET OH, — MBI MOXKEM BOCIIPUHHUMATD
3TOT 3aKOH «KaK KPacoTy Mipa, KaK “3AaTOTKAHHBIH [TOKPOB ; U PAAOCTb XKU3-
HH, IIOAHOTA >KM3HU M OIPABAAHHE )XH3HH — B IPHUOOIICHUH K ITOH Kpaco-
T€, B IIOCTOSIHHOM BOCIIPUSITHH M cO3HaHUH ¢€>».> OAHAKO 9TOT ACCTHBIN OT-
3bIB O Xaoce TI0TYEBa B TO XK€ BPEMsl OTTCHSIETCS KPUTHKOH MHPOBO33PCHUSI

s Cwm. ITaBea A. ®aoPEHCKUM, Covunenus B 4 TT., T. 4: ‘Ilucema ¢ Aasbnero Bocroxa u
ConoBkoB’, cocT. u 0611, pea. urymena Anppornka (A.C. Tpy6auesa), I1.B. ®aopenckoro,
M.C. Tpy6aucsoii (Mocksa: Msicab, 1998), c. 180-181 (nucemo ot 8 dpespass 1935 1. ¢ Co-
AOBKOB).

Tam e, c. 181.
Tam xe.
8 Tamxe.
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Aocroeckoro. Y Pepopa Muxaiinosuda, ¢ Touku 3perus Paopenckoro, xaoc
PABHO3HAYCH 3AY, Y HETO Xa0C — 3TO TEMHAsl PasAararoiyasi ObITHe CHAa:

AocToeBcKuil, XOTs U He Be3AC U HE BCETAQ, BUAUT B Xa0Ce HE KOPEHb XKHU3HH, a
M3BpALICHUE JKUSHH, IICPECTAHOBKY AOOpA H 3A, T. €. YCAOBEYCCKYIO K€ HPAB-
CTBEHHOCTB, HO Ha060pOT. DTO — 3A0€ JKEAAHHE PaspyIlaTh A06PO, AOCTABAATH
CTpaAaHHs, YHHYTOXATh TOABKO H MIMCHHO [OTOMY, YTO PaspyIIacTcsl  CTPaAa-
et p06poe. VI AocToeBekuii BCKpBIBaeT B 4€AOBEKe, GOABHOM, U3BPALCHHOM He-
AOBeKe, 0co6eHHO B cebe, T. K. OH Ob1A GOABHOI H3AOMAaHHBIH YEAOBEK, 3Ty H3-

BpalllCHHOCTD, 9TO JKCAAHMC 3Aa PaAH 3Aa.°

Yro6sl OHSTB, 4TO 3acTaBUAO PAOPEHCKOTO CTOAB PE3KO 0TO3BaThCA O AO-
CTOCBCKOM, HE CACAYET 3a0bIBaTh, YTO B AAHHOM NUCbME 3a00TAUBBLI OTEL} IIpe-
XKAE BCEIO 72¢04202, 2 TIUCBMO AAPECOBAHO AOYCPH, ACAAIOLICH AUIIb IICPBBIC
uiarn B OOABIIOM M ONACHOM MHPE KAACCHYECKOH AMTEpaTypsl. Bor modemy
DropeHckuil B IEPBYIO 09€pEAb CTapaeTcsi 0OpHCOBaTh OOIKE YEPTHI AKTA 10~
HHMMaHUsI AUTEpPaTypHOro npousseacHust. B mucsme Oae oT 27 Aekabpst 1933 T.
OTEI] COBETYET AOYEPH:

Hapo moHmMats, Kak cA€AQHO [AHTEpaTypHOE] IIPOUBBEACHHME, B €IO LICAOM U
OTACABHBIX IAEMEHTAX, U 049 4€20 OHO CACAAHO UMEHHO TaK, a HE MHaue [...].
MHoe kaxxeTcst CrepBa cAyYaiiHBIM, HO KOTA2 BAYMACUIbCsI, TO YBUAMIIb €rO He-
06XOAMMOCTD, YBHAHIIB, YTO HHAde 65140 61 xyxe [...]. TyT MOXHO BHACTS, Kak
XYAOKHHUK GE3KAAOCTHO YHHYTOXACT OTACABHBIC YacTH, $pasbl, TAABEL U T. A.,
caMu 10 cebe OYCHb 3HAYMTCABHBIC U CHABHBIC, HO HAPYIIAIOIIME CAUHCTBO H

LeAbHOCTD IIpousBeacHus. OcobenHo cacaua 3a atum [ Tymxun.”

CDAopeHCKI/If/’I, [0 BCEH BUAUMOCTH, CUMTAA, YTO AOCTOEBCKUI He cobaro-
AAET 3THUX TpeGOBaHHI"d. OAHaKO 3aMETHO 3TO AAAEKO HE BCSKOMY — ITOHATH
BHYTPCHHIOIO CTPYKTYPY IPOU3BEACHHUS MOXET AUIIL TOT, KTO IPOLIEA TOABI
IIKOABHOTO YYEHHYECTBA U MEPEMIEA K 6oace yrAy6AeHH0My U3YYEHUIO AUTEpPa-
TypBI (qame BCETO 3TO IIPOUCXOAUT Y>KE BO B3POCAOM BospaCTe). B 6oaee mosa-

9 Tamxe.

10 Tam e, c. 60-61 (mucpMo oT 27 Aekabpst 1933 . ¢ Aaabnero Bocroka). B aror e nepuop
DaropeHcKuil HATHCAA HECKOABKO 3aMETOK, HALICALIUX OTPAKCHHUE B AAHHOM COOpHHKE IH-
CeM, U IPEAHA3HAYCHHBIX AAsL ero aodepu Oan. B Hux coaepxutcs crmcok us 6oace yem
TPHALIATH KAACCHYECKHMX AUTEPATYPHBIX IPOUSBEACHHH HAH KPUTHYECCKUX TEKCTOB, ITOAC3-
HBIX AASL ee obpasoBanus. B AaHHOM cricke HeT HU OAHOM KHHUTU AOCTOEBCKOIO, HO €CTh
texct Mepexkosckoro: Toacmoii u Jocmoesckuii.
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HCM ITHMCbMC (DAOPCHCKI/Iﬁ YTBEPIKAACT, YTO TBOPUCCTBO AOCTOCBCKOI‘O « 6OA63-
HCHHO>>, YTO €CMY HCAOCTACT BHYTPCHHCfI YHUCTOTDI:

Crpaimsaciub 0 AHHAX POCTA PyccKOU auteparypsl [...]. Xouy Te6e otmMeTnts
TOABKO MBICAD, BbIcKasaHHyW0 [Ipocnepom Mepume B ero nepenucke ¢ Cobo-
AEBCKMM, 2 UMEHHO, 4TO Bcsl auTeparypa XIX Bexa (pycckast u eBpomeiickas)
OPEACASIETCS ABYMsI HCXOAHBIMU LieHTpamu: B. Tioro u Ilymkunsiv, onu — aH-
THIIOABL. Mepume cunTaer, uro ot Ilymkina uaer Tedenue 3sA0poBoe, a ot Jioro
HEECTCCTBEHHOE, 00AC3HEHHOE U puTopraeckoe. 1o mocaeaHell AnHMM mOWEA
Harp. AOCTOeBCKHI, T. €. 370 Bcé roBoput Mepume. BepositHo, IpoBecTH MBICAD
Mepume A0 KOHIA 6BIAO OBl 3aTPYAHUTEABHO, HO B HEH €CTh KAKOE-TO LICHHOE

SIAPO, HaA KOTOPBIM CACAYET IIOPAa3MbICAUTD."

B apyrom mucsme PaopeHCKUIT yTBEPKAACT, YTO AOCTOCBCKUI MTOAYYHA-
Cs1 «H3 CAABSIHCKOM AYILIH 1O BBIYCTE M3 HEE “IOHAYECTBA , T. €. phIjapcTBax.” M
3aKAIOYAET:

AyMaeTCH, 3TO CYmCCTBCHHO CBs3aHO C HCYCBOCHHUCM CHMBOAHYCCKOIO, réTeB-
CKOT'O ITIOAXOAQ K >KHM3HH. VY™merp BUACTDb U LICHUTDb I‘Ay6I/IHy TOTO, YTO OKpYy>Ka-
CT T€6ﬂ, HaXOAHUTD BBICHICC B «3ACCH» H KTCIICPb>»> M HC PBATHhCS MCKATb €ro HC-
IIPECMCHHO B TOM, YCTO HCT MAH YTO AAACKO. CTPaCTb TCM-TO M BPCAHAQ, YTO BO
UM TOTO, Y€ro HET, YCAOBCK IIPOXOAHUT MHMO TOTO, YTO €CTh U YTO IO CYILICCTBY

ropaspo 6oaee nerno. OHa ocaenasier.”

B srux mucsmax PAopeHCKHIT HAMEPEBACTCSI OTPAAUTD CBOIO AOYb OT “Xa-
oca” AocroeBckoro (Kak Mbl BCKOpe YBUAUM, caM $UAOCO( MCIOAB3OBAA TO-
pasao Goace peskue BhIpaxeHUs, 4eM “xaoc”). OTel CTpeMHUTCS K TOMY, 4TO-
661 OAst IO3HAAA HAC/MOSULY0 LICHHOCTh AUTEPATYPhl U HE BIIaAa B CBOCIO POAQ
KYABTYPHbIC AOBYILIKH, O CYIIECTBOBaHUHM KOTOPbIX PAOpEHCKMIl 3HAA OYCHDB
XOPOLIO ¥ KOTOPBIM YACASIA MHOTO BHUMAHUS B CBOEM TBOPYECTBE.

B Apyrom mmceMe, MpHHAAACKAIIUM ITOMY K€ IIEPHOAY, CYXKAeHHE 0 Ao-
CTOEBCKOM CTaHOBHUTCSI e1é Goace onpepeacHHbIM. COBpEMEHHAs AUTEpPATYpa,

11 Tam xe, c. 246 (MUCHMO OT 13-14 MIOHA 1935 I. ¢ COAOBKOB). JTa MBICAb O CYIECTBOBAHUU
ABYX HAIIpaBACHHI1 B MHPOBOIi KYABTYpE (B AAHHOM CAyYac IIPUMEHHTEABHO K AUTEPATypE),
OAHOTO IIOCTPOCHHOTO “CHHU3Y , 2 APYTOIO IOHHUMAEMOIO KaK “B3IASIA CBEPXY ', XapaKTepHA
At DAOPEHCKOrO U BCTPEYAETCS BO MHOTUX €rO MPOU3BEACHHUSX, HO OCOOCHHO B O4YepKe
Obpamnuas nepcnexmusa (1919 Toaa).

12 Tam xe, c. 299 (mucbMo 0T 16 centsAbps 1935 1. ¢ COAOBKOB).

13 Tam xe.
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— IINIICT OH OAC, - 336LIA3 LICHHOCTHU KAACCHMIIM3MaA M TCIICPb 3TO HC YTO HHOC,
KakK

KACBETa Ha ObITHE, OYATO BECh HAPOA, BCS CTPAHA — AMIIKASL TOIIb, CIIAOLIHAS
rpsi3b 6¢3 TOYKH OMOPDI, CHAOLIHAS THUAD [...]. CAOBHO B3SAM 32 HOTU U OKYHY-
AM B IOMOJKY, TA¢ Bce cvemnaHo. [Ipasaa, 6piBaet u Takoe. Ho B ocHoBe cTpaHa
HE TAKOBA, PACTET, YYUTCS, OIKOACTCS M UCIIPABASICTCS, BACUCTCS K COSHAAHHIO.
MoxHO, KOHEYHO, PaCCMATPUBATh AIOOYIO KAPTUHY B AYIIY U HE YBUACTb B Hell

HUYETO, KPOME IPA3HBIX KOMOYKOB."*
B cBs3u c atum on HEABYCMBICACHHO 3a5BASICT:

[...] pycckas AuTeparypa mocTymaeT HMEHHO Tak: TYT HET yMa, YMHOTO CO3epLia-
HUS SKM3HH. TOACTOMH, AOCTOEBCKHUIT U AP. BCTYIIAAH Ha 3TOT IyTh — KOBBIPSITh-
Csl B THOE, KOTAQ TIPEA HMMHU JKMBOE CYILIECTBO, U HE 3aMEYaTh 3TOTO CYLIECTBA.
A 3a HUMH IIOLIAO — AAABIIE U AAABIIE, BOT YK HOAHOE OTCYTCTBHE AUHAMUKH
TBOPYECTBA B TAPMOHNYECKOM CHHTE3€ ¢ OOBEKTHBHBIM CTPOCM IIPOUSBEACHMS:
HH TBOPYCCTBA, HU CTPOSI, HM TapMOHHH |...]. [Topa e HakoHel MOHATB, 9TO
HArPOMOXAEHUE MEP3OCTEH HE ACAAET IPOU3BEACHHUS PEAAUCTUYHBIM, A AUILD
CAY>XUT OOBUHHUTEABHBIM IICHXOAOTHYECKUM HAU CKOPEE IICUXOMATOAOTHYCCKUM
AOKYMEHTOM IpOTHB aBropa. «Crapast rpsi3Hast depenaxal>» — 3To camoe obua-
HOC PyraTeAbcTBO y KuTaiines. Lleayio TeGst Aooporast, He morpyxaiics B cyGbek-

TUBHOCTb, a 6yAb B COAHCYHOM CBETeE."

CaoBa, HOAOOHBIE ITHUM, KaK KaKETCsI, OCTABASIIOT MAaAO MECTA AASL MHTEp-
nperanuu. Beé e yMecTHO OYACT 3aMETUTS, YTO XOTS AAHHAS “TICAATOTHYECKAs]
OLICHKA ¥ HE PACXOAUTCS C MUPOBO33PEHHEM PyccKkoro ¢pruaocoda, oHa He CO-
BCEM ITOAHOCTBIO COOTBETCTBYET ACHCTBUTEABHOMY CyXacHUIO PropeHckoro o
Aocroesckom. CaMblil sIpKuUil IpUMEp TOMY — OTPBIBOK 13 nuchma ¢ CoA0BKOB
k mMatepu, Oabre ITaBaoBre. Ha atot pas, roopst ¢ Heit, a He ¢ poouepsio Oaeti,
DAropeHCcKuUIT TOYTH HEOPEKHO KOMMEHTHPYET KHUT'Y AOCTOEBCKOTO, KOTOPYIO
YHUTACT B TIOpbME (HE TOBOPHUT KaKYI0), U KOHCTATUPYET «KaK UCTOPUS HPOSIB-
ASICT XYALICE M AYHILICE, OTCTAMBACT MYTh U BBIACASICT KAACCHKOB |...|. Mbicap
yTeWnTeAbHAs >, — muueT PAOPEHCKUI, — «YTO €CTh BBICUIMI CYA — UCTOPHU-
u» . M HeOXKHAAHHO KOMMEHTHUPYET:

14 Tamxe, c. 438 (mucpMo ot 8-9 anpeast 1936 . c CoA0BKOB).
15 Tam xe.
16 Tam xe, c. 537 (nuchMO OT 13 aBrycra 1936 I. ¢ COAOBKOB).
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Tak BOT, B yacTHOCTH, U AOCTOEBCKMIA: xopomo caesaHo. MoxxHo He coraa-
IIATHCS C HACTPOEHUSAMH U MBICASIMU ABTOPA, BO3PAXKATh MPOTUB IPEAMETA €TO
BHUMAaHHS H T. A., HO C AIOOOH CTPaHMILBI BUAHUIID, YTO CAEAAHO XOPOILIO: II0-
CTPOEHO, KOMIIO3UIIMOHHO, HE MPEACTABASIET TPYAY ChIPBIX BIEYATACHMH, LI€A€-
ycrpemaenno. K ctrao AocToeBckoro moAXOAUT M €ro KOPEHHOH HEAOCTATOK:
MOAHOE HEBHHMAHHE K NpUpoAc. Buaumsp toabko crensl, poaxke Hesa e uys-
crByeTcs. Ho Kak yeAoBex MOXET KUTP B TaKOH 6ccnpupoAH0171 ITyCTOTE — MHE
HETOHATHO, KaK BOOOIIe HEMOHATHA TOPOACKAsl )XM3Hb, BHE IEH3aXKa, 6e3 ckaa,
BOABI, 3¢ACHH, IIOYBBI. ECTECTBEHHO, YTO B TAKHX MCKYCCTBEHHBIX YCAOBHSAX BO3-
HHUKAET U UAAIO3HOHUCTUYHOCTh MUPOOTHOILIEHUS ¥ U3BAOMAHHOCTDb BCEX YEAO-

BCYCCKUX IyBCTB."”

3a€ch BIIepBbIE CTAHOBHUTCS SIBHBIM ITIOAAMHHOE OTHOIIeHHEe PropeHckoro k
AocTtoeBckomy. 3AeCh MBI IMEEM ACAO HE C "HOPMATHUBHOMU HACCH , IPEAHA3HA-
YEHHOH AASI AOYEPH, a ¢ caMoit MbIcAbIO Ppuarocoda. CoraacHo PaopeHckomy, y
AOCTOEBCKOTO €CTh «KOPEHHOI HEAOCTATOK>»: OH He 3aMedacT npupoabl. Pé-
AOp MuxaiiA0BUY OYECHD XOPOLIO 3HACT YCAOBEKA, HO 6€3 IPHPOADBI ITO BUAC-
Hue yuepOHo. Takum 00pasoM, raaBHbL IIOPOK AOCTOEBCKOTO — €ro HeyKope-
HEHHOCTb B IPUPOAE. DTO CUABHO MEHSIET CAMY IIOCTAHOBKY BOIIPOCA.

B roab!, KOrAa HCTOPHYECKUI TOPUSOHT OBIA KaK HUKOTAQ TEMEH, KOTAQ, BO3-
MOXHO, DAOPECHCKUIT YYBCTBOBAA, YTO €rO JKM3HH IPEACTOSAT HEH30eKHbIC
TPYAHOCTH, OH PELIACT OCBATUTb CBOMM ACTSIM OAAHHHOE AYXOBHOE 3aBella-
Hue, B ctuAe ba. ABrycruna. Tax poxaaercs npoussepeHue Jemam moum. B
3TOM HEOOBIKHOBEHHOM aBTOOUOrpadrueckOM TPYAC, HAIIMCAHHOM MEXAY 1916
U 1924 TOAAMH, OH NIOAPOOHO PAcCKasbIBACT O TAYOOYAHIIMX HOPBIBAX CBOETO
CEPALIA: O TOM, YTO 3aCTABASIAO €IO PAAOBATHCS, YAUBAATHCS U UCKATh HCTHHY,
O MECTaxX CBOErO IPOIIAOTO, O IIPHPOAE U O CBOEH Aye. B raase, mocssimien-
HOI «IIPHPOAE>, HAIIUCAHHOH B 1923 TOAY, OH TOBOPHUT % 0 TOM, YTO HE MOXET
HUMETh MECTA B MIOAAMHHOM TPUPOAC BEILICH, a 3TO KAaK Pa3 M €CTh BCCACHHAS
pomaHOB AOCTOEBCKOTO.

Ho B nHameii cembe He 65140 651 MecTa AocToesckomy. OH €O cBOCI HCTEPUKOH Y
HAC OCEKCs OBL, B 3TOM 5 YBEPCH. |...] M AQKE POMaHBI €T, XOTS U CTOSIAH B IKady,
HO, OTKPBITO IO KpaifHEH Mepe, HUKEM HE YUTAAMCh KaK YTO-TO COMHUTEABHOE —
B IPOTHBOIIOAOXKHOCTh HACTOABHBIM U nposoaraamaeMeiv Aukkency, Hlexcnu-

py: T'ére u Ilymxuny, KakoBbIe IPH3HABAAKCH BIIOAHE U HACKBO3b IIPUANYHBIMH.'®

17 Tamxe, c. 537-538.
18 Cwm. DAOPEHCKUH, Jemam moum, c. 29.
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Ho yxe B caepyroweil cTpoke, IOMUMO TEMBI “OTBEPXKCHHsI POMAHOB “He-
npuandHoro  mucareasi, PaopeHckuil uaaaraet ropaspo 6oaee 0ObEKTHUBHBIN U
OTCTpPaHEHHBIN B3rasip Ha AocroeBckoro. OH nuiuer:

AocroeBckuil, ACHCTBUTCABHO, — HCTEPHUKA, U CIIAOLIHAS UCTEPUKA CACAAAA ObI
HECTEpPIUMON XHU3HDB, n AocTOoeBcKuil craomHoM Ob1a 651 HecTepium. Ho, op-
HAaKO, €CTh TaKHE YYBCTBA M MBICAU, ECTh TAKHE HAAAOMBI M TAKHE Y3ABI JKH3-
HEHHOTO ITyTH, KOTAQ BBICKA3aThCA MOXKHO TOABKO C MCTEPHKOH — HMAM HHKAK.
AoCTOEBCKUII €AMHCTBEHHBIH, KTO BIIOAHE IIOCTUI BO3MOXHOCTb IIPEACABHOM
MCKPEHHOCTH, HO 6e3 GecCThIACTBA OGHAXKCHHS, U HAIEA CIIOCOOBI OTKPBITHCS
B CAOBE ADYIOMY 4€AOBEKY. Aa, KOHEYHO, 9TO CAOBO OYACT HCTEPHKON U IOPOA-
CTBOM, H OHO HEKPAacHBO U caMO 06010 3ampeT cpean 6aaroo6pasus, mopAuH-
HOTO 6Aaroo6pasus, HO 3aKyYIOPHBAIOILETO XAPKOH IIOPbI HauboAce 6e3A0HHBIX

ray6oKo 4eAOBEUECKHUX OOLICHIMA.”

«Hcrepuka», xoropyio PAopeHCKHI B MHCBMAX AOYEPH HA3BIBAETCS AO-
XKBIO, 3ACCh OLICHUBACTCS KaK, IIOPOH, CAHUHCTBCHHASI BO3MOXXHOCTb BBIPA3UTh
cebst B 00wennu ¢ aroabMu. [TopanHHOE cA0BO, yTBepxkaaeT Propenckuii, ecTb
HCTEPUYECKOE CAOBO IOPOACTBA, U AOCTOEBCKMI €AMHCTBEHHBII aBTOP, B PO-
MaHaxX KOTOPOIO OHO IPOSIBASICTCSL CTOAB SICHO U BBIYKAO. lakum obpasom
MpIcAb PropeHCcKOro 0 AOCTOEBCKOM ABOHUTCS, PACXOAUTCS ABYMS IYTSMH, Be-
AYILIMMH K ABYM Pa3HBIM HCTHHAM, KOTOPBIE AHIIb IIOHATHIE B X EAMHCTBE Pac-
KPBIBAIOT aHTHHOMHYHOCTH IIOCACAHEH, IIOAAMHHON mpaBabl. Tak, Paopen-
CKHUH MULIET B KOHIIE CBOMX PACCYKACHUH (H 3TO, MOXKAAYH, CaMBIH OGOABIIION
KOMIIAMMEHT PYCCKOMY ITHCAaTEAI0): «/AOCTOEBCKUII CHOBA OTKPBIA, IIOCAE aH-
THHOMUI antocToaa [TaBaa, ciacuTeABHOCTD TAACHUS U 6AATOCAOBEHHOCTD Ipe-
Xa, He KaKOTO-HUOYAD TI0A TPEX, 10 AIOACKOMY OCY)XACHHIO, IIOCTYIIKA, & BCAM-
ACAMILIHOTO TpeXa M MOAAMHHOIO mapcHusi».* EcTb Heckoabko crmocobos
usobpasuts rpex u mapeaue. Coraacao Paoperckomy, AOCTOCBCKUI OTKPBIA
CaMbl¢ IIOAAMHHbIC U3 HUX, IMEHHO ITI0O3TOMY OHH CIIOCOOHBI CTaTh YaCThIO BbIC-
et npaBabl. Kak 651 970 HU KasaA0Ch HeBepOSTHBIM, HO caoBa Propencko-
IO MIMEHHO TaKOBBI — TOABKO artocToA ITaBea 1 AOCTOEBCKUIT CMOTAH PaCKPBITH
TAYOMHHYIO CBSI3b TPEXa M CITACCHHUSL.

B saBemjanun Jemam moum ocyxaeHue AOCTOEBCKOro mpeacracT Goace
“roHkuM’, 6oace BbiBepeHHBIM. PDAOPEHCKHI HEe OTPULIACT LICHHOCTH ITUCATEAS,
a IIPOCTO IIPOBOAUT I'PAHHILY MEXAY LIEHHOCTSIMU MTHUCATEAS], U TEMH LICHHOCTS-

19 Tam xe, c. 29-30.
20 Tam xe, c. 30.
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MH, B KOTOPbIE OH BEPHA U KOTOPbIE KYABTUBUPOBAAKCH B €ro cembe. [IpoBoast
TPaHHULY, OH HE 3a4EPKUBACT UMsI AOCTOEBCKOrO, a AUIIb TIOAYEPKUBACT CBOCO-
6pasue ero TBopuccTBa. FIMEHHO HCXOASI U3 3TOH MO3ULIMK MBI MOXKEM IEPEii-
TH K QHAAM3Y HEMHOTOYHCACHHBIX, HO 3HAYUTCABHBIX LIUTAT U3 A OCTOEBCKOIO B
tBOpuecTBe PropeHckoro.

Omxposernus ucmunwe: 06pasvt Jocmoescrozo 80 Propenckom

IuTarsr u3 pomanoB AocroeBckoro B TBopuecTBe PAOPEHCKOro OTHIOAD HE 5IB-
ASTIOTCS BEIBIO PEAKOH U € TpyAoM Haxoaumon. KoHeuHo, B AaHHOM cAydae,
pedb HE HACT O LICACHAIIPABACHHOM TOAKOBAHHH TBOPYECTBA PYCCKOTO ITHCATE-
Asl, PE4Yb MACT AHLIb O CAYYaHHO 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIX 00pasax, CAMHCTBEHHOI Lje-
ABIO KOHX OBIAO AQTh Aydinee IOHMMaHHUe HAcH camoro Paopenckoro. 3aech
MBI HE HAHAEM ITOACKA30K, TOMOTAOIIUX AYYIIE ITOHSTh IIMCAHHOE UM B YaCT-
HOM HEPENUCKE, OAHAKO IIPEYMEHBIIATh 3HAYCHHUE ITUX LUTAT ObIAO Obl OIIHO-
KOH, BEAb OHH HE TOABKO AOKa3bIBAIOT, 4TO PAOpEHCKHIT ObIA XOPOIIO 3HAKOM €
POMaHAMHU ITHCATEAS], HO ¥ TIOMOTAIOT AYYIIIE IOHITh AMHAMHKY €IO MBICAH.

M3 Bcex npoussepenuit Aocroeckoro, PropeHckuil damie BCEro LUTUPYET
bpamuves Kapamasosvix v becos, 4T0 He yAMBUTEABHO, BEAD B HUX 3aTParuBaioT-
Cs1 PEAMTHO3HBIE TeMBbI, OAU3KHE HMHTepecaM caMoro MbicauTeast. OAHAKO ITH-
MU POMAaHAMH €r0 3HAKOMCTBO ¢ TBopuecTBoM PEpopa Muxaiia0BHYa OTHIOAD
He orpaHu4nBaercsa — PAOPEHCKHUIT MPEKPACHO 3HAKOM CO BCEM AMTEPATYp-
HBIM TBOPYECTBOM A OCTOEBCKOrO, 60ACE TOTO, EMY XOPOILO U3BECTHBI M KPUTHU-
Yeckue paboTsl mocaeaHero, u ero buorpadust. Koneuno, orcbiaku k npousse-
ACHHUSIM PYCCKOTO MHUCATEAS MOSBASIIOTCS B paborax PAOPEHCKOrO He BCEIA, U
He paBHOMepHO. OHHU ITOYTH OTCYTCTBYIOT B TPYAAX IO PUAOCOPHU HAYKH UAH
B $pHAOCOPCKHX IMaccaxkax, Kacaromuxcst Mbicau [ 1aarona u ero anrunoaa Kan-
ta. OpHAaKO 1UTaTHI U3 AOCTOEBCKOTrO MPHUCYTCTBYIOT B AOCTATOYHOM KOAHYE-
CTBE B PCAHUTHO3HBIX [IPOM3BEACHUSX, HAH B TPYAAX, HAIIMCAHHBIX ITOCAC 1914
rOAQ, B IICPHOA, KOTAQ MBICAMTEAD IIOCBSITHA Ce0sl aHAAU3Y BCCACHHON M MECTa
4YeAOBEKA B HEH. Hemeﬁ HMHTEPECHBIN anKT, Ha KOTOPBIM CTOUT O6paTI/ITb BHU-
MaHHE, 3aKAIOYAECTCS B TOM, 4TO Ljutar u3 AocToeBckoro, Hanpumep, 8 Crnou-
ne u ymeepidenue ucmunv. — TOPasA0 OOABILE, YEM OTCHIAOK K €I0 ‘A0OUMBIM”
[Tymxuny, TioraeBy u AepmonToBy. C KOAHYECTBOM 06pa3soOB, 3aHMMCTBOBAH-
HBIX U3 TBOPYECTBA AOCTOEBCKOTO, MOXKET IOTATAThCS TOABKO [omep. Dta TeH-
ACHLHsI 0OHAPY>KUBACTCsI HE TOABKO B Crmoane u ymeepycoenun ucmumst, Ho U B
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APYTHX IPOUSBEACHUSIX MBICAUTEASL.” Bropoii akT, Gpocarommumiicst B raasa, co-
CTOHT B CACAYIOLIEM: B OTAMYHE OT TOTO, YTO OBIAO CKa3aHO O AOCTOEBCKOM B
mucbMax K pAodepu Oae, 9TH IJUTATHI HE UMEIOT OTPHUIIATEABHON KOHHOTAIIHH.
06pa31>1 AocToesckoro, nosiBasiomuecs B puaocodpckux Tpyaax Paopenckoro,
HE SIBASIIOTCSI OOBEKTOM KPUTHKH, HA000pOT, $PUAOCOP ONMUpacTcsi Ha HUX, 5Ke-
Aasl SICHEE OYEPTUTh KOHTYPBI 00CYXKAACMOM IIPOOACMBL.

Dunrocopexuit magnum opus Paopenckoro, ero Cmoan u ymsepycdenne uc-
MuHbL, TIO3BOASCT AyYLIE NOHATh 00pa3 AOCTOECBCKOTO B CO3HAHMU PHAOCO-
¢a. MM nmucateas u, mpexae BCEro, HEKOTOPBIE MECTA U3 €r0 POMAHOB (Hpe-
cmynaenne u naxasanue, Houom, Becot, Bpamvs Kapamasoss) ynoMUHAIOTCA B
061l CAOKHOCTH MOYTU ABaALATh a3 (B TEKCTE U B MPUMEYAHUSX), U OYTH
BCEIAQ CO 3HAYCHHEM TAaMHCTBEHHOCTH M IAybmubl. 3ocuma no muenuo Pao-
PEHCKOTO OAMH H3 SPYaHIINX IEPCOHAXEH, CO3AaHHBIX AocToeBcKHM. B Hem
9YBCTBYETCS CHAQ IIPOPOYECKOTO BUACHHS, B HEM MBI BBIXOAHM 32 IPaHb MUpPa
OYEBUAHOCTEH U IPHHUKAEM YXOM K MHUPY TaiHbl. PAOpEHCKOroO B IIEpPBYIO OYe-
PEAb IPUBAEKACT HMCHHO 3Ta BO3BBIIICHHOCTh, HMEHHO 3TOT IIPOPOYECKUI M-
¢oc. boaee Toro, oH MpUsHAET MPABO MHCATEAS HA IPOPOYCCKHI AQp.

B 4erséprom mucsme “Caer Mcrunsl’, KOTOpoe 10 mpaBy MOXET CYUTATh-
Cs1 BEPIIMHOM €ro MeTadpu3UYECKOro ydeHus o Absu, PropeHckuil nurupyer
3ocuMy, pasBUBasi MBICAb O TOM, YTO «3Ta AOOOBb>» COCAMHSCT ABA MUpA: BEY-
HOCTb U TIPEAEA, AKT U NOTeHIUIO, S 1 He-Sl: «B TOM U BeAHKOE, YTO TYT TailHa,
— YTO MUMOMAYIIMI AMK 3¢MHOH U BeuHast McTuHa conpukocHyAHCh TyT BMe-
cre» . ,A,pyraﬂ ArobuMas uTaTa (I)AopeHCKoro, K KOTOpOH OH o6pamaAc51 HE
pas, Basita us becos. OHa onpepeasieT ray0OYaiilunii CMbICA HCTUHBI M, CACAOBA-
TEABHO, IIOAAMHHOH $HAOCOPUH KaK «TaHHBI»: «Bc€ ecTp TaiiHa, — rooput-
cay @.M. Aocroesckoro, — Bo BceM TaiiHa bokust... A 4o TaiiHa, TO OHO TeM
AQXKE U AyYIIIE: CTPALIHO OHO CEPALYY M AUBHO; H CTPAaX CEH K BECEABIO CEPALIA...
Tem emé npekpacHee oHO, YTO TailHa..» BocbMoe MHCBMO, 0O3araaBACHHOE
“Teenna’, coAepXXUT GOABLION OTPBIBOK U3 [Ipecmynienus u Haxasanus, Npu-
3BaHHBII [10Ka3aTh BEPLIMHY «OE3YMHOI CaMOCTH», TO €CThb anodeosa rpe-
Xa, MOHHMAEMOIO KaK «OTCYTCTBYIOIJAsl CYIJHOCTh» M HETOXKACCTBCHHOCTD
— MMCHHO YTBEpXKACHHE ceOsl B $OpME OTCYTCTBUSI €CTb OCYLICCTBACHUE MaK-
cumyMa rpexa. B cBsisu ¢ atum PaopeHckuit aHaausupyer auasor PackoabHu-

21 XOTs TOYHBIE MOACYETHI TAKOTO POAA IPOUBBECTH HEAETKO, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO MPSMBIX
CCBIAOK Ha AOCTOEBCKOTO H €TI0 IPOU3BEACHHS HECKOABKO ACCATKOB, H BO BCAKOM CAyYac
GOADLIIE, YeM B CPEAHEM Ha APYTHE IIOAOOHBIEC AUTCPATYPHbIC HCTOYHUKH.

22 ITaBea A. ®aorEHCKUM, Cmoan u ymsepmc?euue ucmurvL (Mocha: AxapeMudeckuin
MIPOEKT, zou), c.98.

23 Tam xe, c. 163 (I Tucpmo mecroe: “IlporuBopeunc”).
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xoBa U CBHAPUTraliAOBa, KOTOPHIE Pa3MBILIASIIOT O BEYHOCTH IIPEACTABASA €€
TaK, OYATO OYACT «OAHA KOMHATKA, 3TAK BPOAE ACPEBCHCKOM OaHU; 3aKOMTEAAS,
a 110 BCEM YTAAM IIayKH — U BOT U BCSI BEYHOCTh>».** PropeHCKUi KOMMEHTHPY-
eT:

TaxoBa reeHHa, — eduncmeennas PE€aAbHOCTD B COOCTBEHHOM CO3HAHUU, U Hil-
4mo — B co3HaHUU bora u npaBepHnkos. Passe HaM xasko O6CTPI/DKCHHI)IX HOT-
TEH MAM AQXKE OTPE3AHHOTO YACHA? TAKoKe M MPABEAHMKAM HHCKOABKO HE XKaA-
KO BEYHO-TOPSIINE CAMOCTH, CTOAD K€ MAAO CYIIECTBYIOIIME AASL HUX, KaK AAS
SKUBBIX AIOAEH HE CYLIECTBYIOT 20COAIOTHO-HEU3BECTHBIE UM gy>xue Mpican. Her
JKAAOCTH K TOMY, YTO IIO CAMOMY CYILECTBY A€AA PELIIUTEABHO HEAOCTYIIHO #u-

“bem)y BOCIPUATHIO.™

Kax BupHO, BHuManne PropeHckoro oOpaiieHo Ha ABa IPOTUBOIIOAOXKHBIX
IOAIOCA — PABEAHHUKOB M OTAABIIMXCS BO BAACTh HUYTO rpelrHuKoB. Mmenno
KpafHHE [IPOTUBOIIOAOKHOCTH MPUBACKAIOT BHUMaHHe PAropeHCKOro B TBOP-
gectBe AocroeBckoro: 3ocuma, Cpuppuraiiaos, Crasporus. Ilpomexyrou-
HbIE COCTOSIHUSI YEAOBEYECKOTO AYXa €TO IIOYTH HE 3aHUMAIOT. Takue repou, Kak
kHaA3b Merkun, FBan n, noxaayi, psaxe Aaémra Kapamasos He cuabHO UHTe-
pecyior Paopenckoro.

B xuure Hxonocmac (1922), BIOCAEACTBUH CTAaBIIEH KAACCUYECKHM HCCAE-
AoBaHMeM 110 “¢purocodun uxons, PaopeHckuil ynomuHaer AOCTOEBCKO-
IO AULIb OAMH Pas, HO ACAACT 3TO B OAHOH M3 HauboAce BOXKHBIX IAAB CBOCTO
Tpyaa. PasBuBas NPEpHIBUCTYIO M <TPEXYACTHYIO» (MaACKA, AUK W AUHO) TEO-
PHIO AHLIA IPUMEHUTEABHO K HKOHE,*® OH BCIOMUHAECT UMEHHO AOCTOEBCKOTO,
ckasasuiero mpo CTaBpOruHa, 4TO y HEro «KaMEHHAsl MAaCKa BMECTO AMIIa>.”
[Topo6HBIE UTATH YacTO BCTpeyaoTcs B TBopuecTBe Propenckoro: ¢ opHOM
CTOPOHBI OHM IIOMOTAIOT Ay4YIUE PacKPHITh CYTh OOCY>KAAEMOI IPObAEMBI, C
APYTOHl — OTAQIOT AOAXKHOE OACCTSIIIEH MHTYUIINY, BBICKA3aHHOH B pOpME AU-
TepaTypHOro cAoBa. B cBoeil HesakoHueHHOM pabote Pusocogpus xysvma Pao-
peHckuit obpaaercs k becam AocToeBckoro,” Aabbl IOKa3aTh, YTO AAXKE BHY-
TPU «KYABTa» CYIIECCTBYIOT CHABI, BeAylnue Ko rpexy. CHABI 3TH CTOAB SCHO
usobpaxens! B becax, 4to, no MHeHHI0 PAOPEHCKOrO, 3TOT pOMaH «OKa3bIBa-

24 Tam xe, c. 245 (Bocsmoe mucemo: “Teenna”).

25 Tam xe, c. 246.

26 Tam xe, c. 26-34.

27 ITasea A. ®aoPEHCKUH, Hronocmac (Canxr-Tlerepbypr: Asbyka-kaaccuka, 2010), ¢. 32.

28 ITasea A. OAOPEHCKUI, Quiocogns xysvma (Onvim npasocaasrodi anmponoduyen) (Mo-
ckBa: Maa. «Mbicab>», 2004), €. 134, 235.
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eTcst He MeTadpOPHIECKUM, a OyKBaAbHO BepHBIM».* B ouepke “Mbicab 1 s13bIK,
3aAYMAaHHOM KakK [AaBa TaK U HE 3aBEPLICHHOTO TPyAa YV 8000pasdensos moicau, B
KOHLIE AAMHHOTO AMAACKTHYCCKOTO PACCYXKACHUS, B KOTOPOM IIPOTHBOIIOCTAB-
ASIIOTCSL APYT APYTY Hayka u puaocodust, Paopenckuit HazpBaecT AOCTOCBCKO-
ro u lamaera cuMBoAamMu mopAuHHOH $uaocoduu: oba — B oramuue or Toa-
CTOTO, KOTOPBIII BOIIAOLIACT «CaMOyBepeHHbIH Ayx Hayku» — «Bbipaxaror TO
LIApCTBEHHOE CMUPEHUE YMa, 6e3 KOTOpOro Het $puaocoduu» *°

B HeKOTOpBIX CAyYasIX OLICHKA CIIOCOOHOCTH AOCTOEBCKOIO IIOCTUIATh Ye-
AOBEYECKYIO AYLIY B €€ BBICIIMX IOPBIBAX AQXKCE IIPEBOCXOAUT BCE OXKHAAHHSL
Hanpumep, B counnenun “IlpaBocaaue” (MOMyASIPHOM TEKCTE, H3AAHHOM B
1909 T. Kak ocobas raaBa Tpyaa A.B. Easvanunosa Hemopus peanzun’'), Ono-
PCHCKUIA, pacKpbIBasi HAUOOACE YEAOBCYHBIC M IMMPOKO U3BECTHBIC KAXKAOMY
YePTHI PYyCCKOTO XPUCTHAHCTBA, IIULIET:

«ITpaBocaaBue, — mucaa ITobepoHOCHEB, — 3TO peAnrus GAYAHHL M MBITapCH,
uaymux B Lapcrso HebecHoe Briepep sakoHHnKoB u $papuceess. Tak — noHun-
MaAd npaBocaaBue AeckoB U AOCTOCBCKHI, a BEAb TAyOKe UX HUKTO HE OIH-
cpIBaa cymHocTH HapopHOH Bepsl. Cuaa boxust B HeMowu coBepimaercs; ecan
caM Bor sBHACS B HEMOLIIHOM BHAE, TO KaK MOXCEM MBI IPE3UPATh HEMOIIHOE?

Moxet GbITh, IMEHHO B HEMOLIHOM ¥ 0OHAPY>XUBaeTcs 6Aaropars?™

Mer BupuM, uto coraacHo Propenckomy AocroeBckuii u AeckoB Hauboaee
YYTKH K AYXy CBOCTO HAapOAR, KOTOPBIH B MOAUTBE obparaercs He K XpHUCTY
“ITanTokparopy’, a x “pycckomy Xpucry’, XpHCTY, XKUBYIIEMY CPEAH AIOACH U
rpemHuKoB, XpucTy, cepalie Koroporo HamoaHeHO 5kaA0CTBIO K IIPOCTBIM Kpe-
CTbsIHAM, MCLIaHaM, OPOASraM, MOHAXaM, KAMKYLIAM, KO BCEM H3HBIBAIOLIUM
110A OpeMeHeM TPeBOr, 3200T U AMIICHUH. DTOT TUII IPABOCAABHS, [10 MBICAU
¢urocoda, MPOTHBOIIOAOXKEH SI3BIYECKOMY U COBPEMECHHOMY €BPOIICHCKOMY Ca-
MOCO3HAHHIO, KOTOPOE «CHABHEE Bcero BbipakeHO y Humpme».» Kak Bupum,
DropeHCKHI, B OTAMYHE OT MHOTHX PYCCKUX MBICAUTEACH, 4ETKO OTAeAsIeT AO-
croeBckoro or Hurre. Bripodem, se Toasko or Hurre, Ho 1 ot Toacroro —

29 Tam xe, c. 235.

30 ITaBea A. PAOPEHCKHUH, “Mbicab u Msbik’, in [TaBea A. PAOPEHCKUH, V 60dopasdesos
mwscan (Depmu xouxpemnoti memagusuxn) (Mockpa: AkapeMUICCKUIl IPOCKT, 2013), C. 138.

31 Cm.: Anexcanpp B. EABSAHUHOB, Homopus peanzun, cepust “HapoaHsii yausepcurer”
(Mocksa: 1909), c. 161-188. 3arem acce 6b1a0 cobpano B: [Tasea A. PAOPEHCKUI, Coyn-
Henus B 4 TT., T. It “IIpaBocaaBue’, c. 638-662.

32 Tam xe, c. 657.

33 Tam xe, c. 658.
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MTOCAEAHHUH OBIA AAS DAOPEHCKOrO «CEKTAHTOM >, OTBEPTAOIUM AOTMATHKY U
IPaBOCAABHYIO AUTYPIHIO BO UMs pasyma.’* B mporuBoBec emy AocroeBckuii
HE TOABKO T€HHAABHO H306pa3HA ROOAUHHO NPABOCAABHYH0 HAPOAHYIO AYLIY B
CBOMX POMaHaX, HO U CaM ObIA €€ YacThIO:

Tun Takod, MCTHHHO IIPaBOCAABHOM >KHMSHH AaA cBoed Gumorpadueit Aocto-
eBCKUIL. B 4acTHOM >KU3HHU 3TO OBIA OOBIKHOBEHHEHINHI OOBIBATEAD, KHUTCH-
CKH 032004CHHBIH — BECh B TATOCTHOH BAACTH OyAcH, “U3HBIBAIOIIUI B HAIIPsI-
JKEHHH YCHAMH OKOAO MEAOYEH SKM3HH, TOKPBITHIH MBIABIO XKUTCHCKOM MPO3BI
(O6 arom CMOTpH cTaTbio Boaxkckoro Bo 2-M Beimycke cbopruxa Bonpocs: pesun-
eun). Kaxoit poarexoit ot Bora xaxercs Takas >KusHs! Heysxean ects 4to-HubYyAD
ofwee y 9TOro npos3sbaHus ¢ pEAMTHO3HOM, — AQ M HE TOABKO PEAMTHO3HOIL, a

MPOCTO KU3HDBIO

Ha aror Bonpoc CDAopeHCKI/H?I AAET MTOAOXKUTEABHBIN OTBET: «Aa, OTBeyaer
IPaBOCAABHBIN, XPUCTOC, KOTOPBIH XKUA C TPEITHUKAMH U 6Ay,A,HI/IuaMI/I, XOAUT
U CPEAU HAC, B HalllEH MEIaHCKOM obcraHoBKe>» . M A00aBAsIET, YTO 3TO TUIIHY-
HO PyCCKasi 4€pTa MPaBOCAABUSA:

AyMaeTcst, U3 BceX XpUCTHAHCKUX HCIOBEAAHHUI HU OAHO TaK KMBO HE 4yBCTBY-
eT auuH020 XpUCTa, KaK paBocaaBue. B nporecranTusme ator 06pa3 AAACK U HE
HUMEET AUYHOTO XapaKTePa, B KATOAMILU3ME OH — BHE MUPA U BHE CEPALIA YEAO-
Beueckoro. Karoanueckue cBATBIE BUAAT €T0 nepec? coboro, Kak o6paseu, KOTO-
POMY OHHU CTPEMATCS yHOAOGI/ITbCH AO CTUTMAaTOB — I'BO3AMHHBIX PaH, U TOABKO
MPaBOCAABHBIM — HE TOABKO CBATOH, HO U PSIAOBOM 6Aaro4ecTUBBIi MUPSHHH —

gyBcTByeT Ero B cebe, B cBOEM cepane.’®

OTO OAHMH U3 TEX PEAKUX CAy4YaeB, KOTAa PAOPEHCKHUI PaCKPBIBAET CBOE BH-
aeHue Xpucra (BcrmoMHUM, 4TO DBepasieB 06BuHsiA PropeHCKOro B TOM, 4TO TOT
MOYTH HUKOTAQ HE TOBOPHA O XpyICTe”). B srom ouepxe PropeHckuit onuce-

34 O Toacrom cm. c. 61.

35 Tam xe, c. 660. 3aecs PAOPEHCKUI CCHIAACTCS, KAK OH IPSIMO 3asBUA, HA O4EPK AHTEPATY-
poseaa A.C. Boaxckoro, KOTOPBLI TOABKO 4TO BbIICA B cBeT, Koraa Paoperckuil mucaa
aror Tekcr. Cm. Aaekcanap C. Boaxckuit, “XKusup AocTOEBCKOro U €€ peAMrHO3HbII
cMsblcK’, Bonpoces peaneuu, N° 2, 1908, ¢. 123-192.

36 Tam xe, c. 660-661 (kypcus aopenckoro).

37 Ha camom peae HekoppekTHO yTBEpKA2TD, yTo Propenckuil #uxozda “He rosoput o Xpu-
cre”. OH He AeAQ€T ITOrO TaK, KaK TOro XOTEAOCh 651 Bepasieny, To ectp kak 06 ncropude-
CKOII AMYHOCTH, a He 6orocaosckoit ¢purype. O6 arom cm., B yactHoctH: Hukoaait A. BEP-
ASIEB, Pycckas udes (CaHKT—HeTep6ypr: «Asbyka-KaaccHKa >, 2008), c. 283; Huxoaait
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BACT “IIPABOCAABHOTO XPHUCTA’;, XOASIIEIO CPEAH IIPOCTBIX AIOACH, C HHMH JKH-

BYIICro, 1 ¢ HUMH CTPaAomiCro. HMmenno Oxn crour 3a IPOU3BCACHUSIMUA AO-

croeBckoro u Aeckosa — YTBCPIXKACHHC, KOTOPOC HABCPHIKA YAUBUAO 6bI AQXKE

bepasieBa, xoTopsIii, ckopee Bcero, He 3HaA aroro Tekcta. OpHako Aocroes-

CKUI1 H300pasHA HE TOABKO “HApOAHOrO XPHCTa', OH TaKXKe SIBASCTCS ABTOPOM
Aezendvr 0 Beanxom Huxeusumope. Xpucra atoit acreaast OaopeHckuil npu-
HATb yXKe He MOXeT. B cBoeit crarbe o Xomsxose (1916) ¢unrocod He MOKET

BCTaTb Ha CTOPOHY XPI/ICTa Hus3 AerHabl:

B «Acrenae o Beankom nnHkBH3HTOpPE» Y AOCTOCBCKOIO paspBocHHE o6pa-
3a XpuCTOBa Ha ABA, U3 KOTOPBIX HU OAMH, HU MHKBU3HTOp, HI «XpHCTOC>,
HE €CTh YHUCTOE BBIPAKECHHE AyXa XPHUCTOBA, IIPUBOAUT PEAUTHO3HOC CO3HAHHE
K 6CCKOHCUHBIM TPYAHOCTSIM, 3aCTaBASISL BRIOHPATh MEKAY «AQ» U «HET» TaM,
rae tertium dandum est. Muksusurop — He ot XpHCTOBa AyXa MMEET MOMa3a-
Hue. Ho Heysxean, ¢ opyroit cropoHst ocraBasich yaeHoM Llepksu, A03BOAHTEAD-
HO OTPHLATbh «aBTOPHUTET, YYAO U TAHHY>» HAM XOTs Obl 4TO-HHOYAb OAHO U3
tpex? Tak sxe n 'y Xomsikosa: MIHKBU3HTOPY AOCTOEBCKOTO COOTBETCTBYET «Ky-
IIUTCTBO>», « XpHCTy>» AocToeBckoro — «upancro> ? Ho Toraa ayxy Xpucro-
BY, LlepxBH, HE HAXOAUTCS HCTHHHOTO MeCTa B cucTeMe. «FpaHcTBO>, KOTOpOE
asst XOMAKOBA MOYTH CHHOHMMHYHO XpuctHaHcTBy U Llepksu, Ha camoMm ae-
A€, 10 XaPAKTEPHBIM YEPTAM CBOUM, BECHMA HAITOMHUHAET [POTECTAHTCKOE CAMO-

YTBEPXKACHHE YeAoBedeckoro «Sx» [..].%8

OTa cTaTbs BHI3BaAa PCE3KYI0 OTIIOBCAD BCPA}ICBa. B OTBCTC, HAIITMCAHHOM B

1917 TOAY, OH O6BI/IHI/IA CDAOPCHCKOI‘O B pCaKIIMOHHOCTH, B TOM, UTO CMY TY>XKA

AYX PYCCKOI‘/)I PECAUTHO3HOCTH, U B TOM, YTO OH 3aHAA CTOPOHY MHKBHU3HUTOPA, A

He XpucTa.” Mbl BUAUM, KaK CKBO3b IIPH3MY AMCKYCCHU O XOMSKOBE, PyccKas

38

39

A. BEPASIEB, Camonosuanue (Mocha—EepAnH: Aupexr-Meaua, 2016), c. 199. I Boobme
o xputuke Paopernckoro: Hukoaait A. BEPASEB, “Cruausosannoe npasocaasue (Orer
ITaBea Onopenckuit)’, Pyccxas moican, N 1, 1914, c. 109-125. O pasanuusx mexay Bepas-
eBbiM 1 Propenckum cm.: Ceraana C. HEPETUHA, “Bepasies u Paopenckuii: o cmbicae
ucropuyeckoro’, Bonpocst gurocopuu, N°3, 1991, ¢. 67-83; FOast A. TPUIIATOBA, “Tema an-
tponoaunen B dpurocopun IT.A. Oaopenckoro u H.A. Bepasiesa’, Quaocopus u xyavmy-
pa, N¢ 8, 2017, c. 78-89. Ha temy “Pyccxoro Xpucra” cm. usectHoe uccacpoanue: Paul N.
EvpoxkiMmov, Le Christ dans la pensée russe (Paris: Traditions chrétiennes, 1986, nepsoe us-
AAHHE 97O T.).

ITaBea A. DAOPEHCKMI, Counnenns B 4 TT., T. 2, “Oxonso Xomskosa (Kpurnueckue sa-
MeTKkH)”, COCT. U 061, pea. urymena Ansponuka (A.C. Tpy6auesa), I1.B. ®aopenckoro,
M.C. Tpy6auesoit (Mocksa: Mbicab, 1996), c. 295.

Cwm.: Hukoaait A. BEPASIEB, “Viaen u sxusus. A. C. Xomskos u cesimennuk [LA. Oaopen-
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PECAMTHO3HASL MBICAD, IIBITAIOLIASICS OCMBICAUTD pEHOMEH AOCTOEBCKOTrO, IIpe-
AOMASIETCSI, U PACXOAUTCS AByMst Aydamu. C OAHOM CTOPOHBI MBI HMEEM SIPKO
BBIPOKECHHOE npaBocAaBre PAOPEHCKOTrO, C APYTOil — TPAAUIUIO PYCCKOTO Iy-
MaHU3Ma. AMHHUHU 3TH, XOTSI U [IEPECEKAANCH, TAK U HE COLIAUCH.

Mrak, mbr yBupean, uro orHomeHue Paoperckoro k AocToeBckoMy Ko-
ACOAETCSL MEXKAY HEIPUSTHEM HCKAKCHHOTO MHPOBO33PCHUSI M BOCXHUILCHH-
€M YMCHHEM IIHCATCAS] O3BYYUTh IIOAAMHHYIO Y€AOBCUECKYIO HCTUHY. Bo Baras-
ae Ha Xpucra Beanxoro MHkBu3HTOpa 3Ta ABOMCTBEHHOCTD KPUCTAAAUBYETCS
OKOHYATEABHO, YTO IIOMOTAET BBISIBUTH CYLIHOCTHBIN Xapakrep Mbican Pao-
penckoro. bepasieB cmoTput Ha Aezendy cKBO3b IIPUSMY SKECTKOTO BbIOOpa: AU-
60 o1 ¢ MHKBHSHTOpOM, AHGO co XpuctoM. VIMeHHO aTOT He AOmycKaomuii
KOMIIPOMHUCCOB B3IAsIA 3acTaBasieT bepasieBa cuurars, uro PaopeHCKHIT 3aHsIA
cropony Muksusuropa. Opxako mpicap Properckoro toHbie. XpUCTOC, CO3-
AanHblil ViBanoMm Kapama3oBbiM, AASI HEFO IIPOCTO HE MMEET CMBICAQ, BEAb OH
abCTpaKTeH, OTCEYCH OT TalHbI U aBTopuTera LlepkBU: HHKBUSHTOP Xe, paTy-
IO O ACAC LICPKBH, CO3HATEABHO OTpeKcst oT Xpucra. Takum obpasom bep-
ASICB, AaHAAUBHPYSI ACTCHAY, CMOTPHUT Ha HEE CKBO3b NPU3MY HAH-UAH, Dro-
PEHCKHI ke CKBO3b IpuaMy “HU-HU . Propenckuit u bepasieB ocratorcst AByMst
AHTHUIIOAAMHU PYCCKOI peaurnosHoil ¢puaocopuu Cepebpsinoro exa. Punoco-
¢ust 060UX ONPEACASICTCS AHTHHOMHYCCKUM M AMAACKTHYCCKHM XapaKTCPOM
OTHOILCHHUSI TPOTHBOIIOAOKHOCTEH, YTO 3aCTABASICT IPEATIOAOXKHTD, YTO UMCH-
HO B CHAY HX NIPOTHUBOIIOAOKHOCTH ITU ABE IO3ULMU HECOOXOAUMO AOASKHBI
ObIAM COCYLIECTBOBATD, U COCYLIECTBYIOT B PYCCKOI MBICAH.

Bu1800: uasrwsusg, pearvrocmy u... Jocmoesckui

Ilpu ouenke B3rasina PaopeHckoro Ha AOCTOEBCKOrO HEOOXOAMMO MPUHU-
MaTh BO BHUMAHME KOHTEKCT, OOYCAQBAMBAIOIIMI COACPSKAHHE BBICKA3aHHBIX
UM MBICACH: UMsI PYCCKOTO ITMCATEAS] IIPOU3HOCUTCS [I0-PA3HOMY B 3aBHCHMO-
CTH OT TOTO, BCTPEYAEM AU MBI €0 B $UAOCOPCKOM TPyAE, aBTOOHOrpadude-
CKOM BOCIIOMHMHAHHH HMAU “Oe3ameaasnnoHHbrx” mucbMax K Oae. [TocaepHne
6bIAM 0OYCAOBACHDI, C OAHOH CTOPOHBI, LICH3YPOI U HEOAATOMOAYIHBIM [IOAO-
JKCHHUEM ACA B MECTaX AMILCHHS CBOOOABL, € APYTOH, HX YHCTO YYCOHOM LICABIO.
C “MopasbHON™ M “HOPMATUBHON TOYKH 3peHHUs, AOCTOECBCKHMH, COrAACHO
daropeHcKkOMy, BO BCEX OTHOIICHUSX NMAOXOH yuuTeab. OH HE CTOABKO <«Ke-

cxuit’, in Huxonait A. BEPASIEB, Tunss peanzunosrodii moican 6 Poccun [ Cobpanue cosunenuil,
1. III] (ITapux: YMCA-Press, 1989), c. 567-579.
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CTOKHMH TaAaHT>» (OHpCACACHI/IC H. MuxaifA0BCKOro), CKOABKO MacTep, yMe-
FOII U 06MaHyTb, c00AA3HUTEABHO I/I306P331/ITI> MHUDP HENPABABI, 3aBACYL YH-
TaTeAs B 1JapCTBO MapeBa U HAAlo3uil. CoraacHo PropeHCKOMY, TOAAUHHBII
o6MaH ecTb H306pa>1<eHHe AEHCTBUTEABHOCTH B KaUECTBE HENPEPHIBHOTO KOH-
THHYYMA. 3AECh PEUb HAET O CcrocobHOCTH XYAOXHUKOB M YYEHBIX CO3AABaTh
MUP, OTPAXKAIOLIUII HAIIC BUACHHE “CHHU3Y BBEPX , AAANTHPOBAHHOE K HEKOTO-
PBIM 2AEMEHTAPHBIM HOTpC6HOCT5[M HAU CTpaxaM; BUAECHHE, KOTOPOE HUKOT-
A HE BBIXOAUT 32 IIPEAEABI TOTO, YEM MBI YIKE ABASIEMCS, MAH TOTO, YTO HaM YK€
HM3BECTHO.

Hcxopst us panHO# mosunun, PAOPEHCKHI AOCTATOYHO KPUTHYECKH Ha-
CTPOCH I10 OTHOLICHHUIO KO MHOTHM ILICACBPAM MHPOBOH AMTEpaTypbl. lakue
reHuu cAoBa, Kak [llexcriup mau AocToeBCKUH, CKAOHHBI K 1/1306pa>1<eHmo MU-
Pa B KaueCTBE HENPEPLIBHOIO KOHTUHYYMa, KaK €CAH 651 OH OBIA oAU OHH-
YEeCKHM HMAM YHHUBEPCAABHBIM.*° VIX TBOpEHMS MOTYT Ka3aThCsl YKOPEHEHHBI-
MU B PEaABHOCTH, TOTAQ KaK Ha CAMOM AEAC OHU TAKOBBIMHU HE SIBASIFOTCS, AAXKE
He B3Mpasi Ha TO, 4TO $OpPMa UX XYAO)KECTBEHHO BO3BBIIICHHA, 3 COACPIKAHUE
BIIOAHE y6C,A,I/ITCAbHO. Kax BupuM, AaHHOE MHEHHE HE CMABHO OTAMYAETCS OT
MBICACH, BBICKA3aHHBIX LOACTBIM, U3 IPOM3BEACHUH KOTOPOTO CDAopeHCKm?I
LIEHUT OYEPKU 6oAbIIE, UEM pOMaHBI, U B ocobeHHOCTH ero acce — Hcnosedv.*
HMnoe peao TBOpIIHI, CIIOCOOHBIE MTOCTHYD caMy npupopy peasbHoctu. Omu-
pasch Ha AaHHOe nporuBonoAsoxeHue, Paropenckuii AocroeBckomy u Toa-
cromy nporusonocraBaser [lymkuna u Tioruesa, YaiikoBckomy u CKPSI6I/I-
HY — FAI/IHKy,“ a EeTXOBeHy - MouapTa.43 B to BpeMsI KaK IEPBbIC TBOPSIT TO,
4TO )€ COOTBETCTBYET YEAOBEYECCKOMY IOHMMAHUIO, BTOPHIC CO3HAAIOT HO-

40 O6muit orabis o TBopuccTse Lllexcriupa copepxurcsa B muchme Paopenckoro NO 47 (sn-
Bapb 1936 1.) us Coaosenkoro sareps (PAOPEHCKUM, Covunenns B 4 TT., T. 4: “Tlucema
¢ Aasbnero Bocroka u Coaoskos”, c. 373-380). Peskoe muenne ®aopencroro o Aocroes-
CKOM H BOOOILE O COBPEMEHHOMN PYCCKOII AUTEPATYPE BUAHO U M3 €O IIUCEM M, B 4ACTHO-
CTH, U3 TUchMa 56 (8-9 anpeas 1936 r.) (Tam xe, c. 438).

41 O6 “obpawenun” Paopenckoro uepes urenue Henosedu Toacroro cm.: AOPEHCKHUH,
Aemss moun, c. 133-134. Properckuil pacckassiBaet 06 3TOM COOBITHU U B APYTHX MECTaX
CBOETO ITPOU3BEACHHSL.

42 Cm. nucemo 96 (23 mapra 1937 r.) (PaorEHCKUM, Covnnenus B 4 TT., T. 4: “Ilucema c
Aaabnero Bocroxa u Coaoskos’, c. 687-689).

43 O cpasrenuu Berxoena u Monapra . ITasea A. PAOPEHCKUM, “AHaAu3 mpocTpas-
CTBA U BPEMCHU B IIPOUSBEACHHSX M300pasUTEABHOrO UCKycCcTBa, in [TaBea A. PAOPEH-
CcKuit, Cmamou u uccredosanns no ucmopuu u Pusocofun ucxycemsa u apxeosozun (Mo-
ckBa: Mblcab, 2000), c. 213. O Mouapre cM. Take nuchMo 57 (19-20 ampeast 1936 T.)
(ProrEHCKUM, Covunenus B 4 TT., T. 4: “TluceMa ¢ Aaasrero Bocroka u CoaoBkos”, c.

442-443).
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BBIH MHp, IIOHATh KOTOPBIA MOKHO AMIIb OTKPHIBIIMCh BAUSHHUIO HEU3BEAAH-
Horo. O6e rpymnimsl, OAHAKO, HCOOXOAUMBI AASL CIIACCHUST AHTUHOMHUH, T. €. AASL
TOTO, 4YTOOBI ITOKA3aTh 1IEAOCTHBIH U ACHCTBUTEABHBIH 06pa3 UCTHUHBI, KOTO-
pasi HUKOTA2 He ObIBae€T OAHOCTOPOHHEH, HO Bcerpa aHTHHOMUYHA. PropeH-
CKHUI1 MOXET OBITH OYCHb PE3KHM B CBOUX CYXXACHHUSX O AUTEPATYpE, OAHAKO
He OyAeM 3a0bIBaTh, YTO OH OTHIOAb HE CKAOHCH KPHTHKOBATh XYAO)KCCTBCH-
HYIO LIEHHOCTb NpOou3BeAcHUs. PAOPEHCKHIT BRIPAXKAECT CBOE HEAOBEPHE AHTE-
parype 1o ApyruM IpUYMHAM — OH IIOABEPTAET COMHEHHUIO BO3MOKHOCTD ITH-
careast o6pa1uaTbc,<1 B CBOEM IIPOUBBEACHHUH K IIOCACAHEH M CAMOH IMOAAMHHOM
PEaABHOCTH, KOTOpPasi HUKOTAQ HE SIBASIETCS YEAOBEYECKOH PEAABHOCTBIO ¢ %e-
noseveckoi mouku 3penus. Pusocodp aeaut mucareseit Ha ABe rpymmsl. IIpu-
HaAAEXKAIME K TEPBOM IPU3HAIOT AHIIb «XYAOXKECTBO BOCXOXKACHUS > (1. e.
TBOPYECTBO, KOTOPOE ABHDKETCS OT CYObEKTHBHOI TOYKH 3PCHUS K €€ YHU-
BEPCAABHOMY PAaCIIMPEHHIO). BTOPBIM K¢ AOCTYIIHAa M BOSMOXHOCTBH «XYAO-
JKECTBA HUCXOKACHHUS» (T. €. pedb UAET O MPOU3BEACHUH, HE ONPEACACHHOM
CyOBEKTUBHOCTBIO TBopua).44 AanTte u Ilymkus npuHapAexar Ko BTOPOH Ka-
teropun; AocroeBckuil, ToacToil u aaxe reHuassusiil [llexcrup mpuHapae-
JKaT K IEPBOM.

Mcxoast u3 Bcero BbimeckasaHHoro Paopenckoro u AOCTOEBCKOTO MOX-
HO Ha3BaTbh MACHHBIMU aHTHIIOAAMM: UX BO33PEHMS HA YEAOBEKA, MUP U MCTH-
Hy IPOTHUBONOAOXKHBI. KOHEYHO, Ha 1epBbIil B3rasip 00a POSBASIOT CHABHBLH
HMHTEPEC K HEAMHEHHBIM, AMAACKTHYECKHM U AAXE IPOTHBOPEYUBBIM CTOPO-
HaM >KU3HH, HO 3TOT HHTEPEC IMPOSBASETCS B ABYX COBEPIICHHO PasHbIX pop-
Max. Aast PAOPEHCKOro YeAOBEK — ITO CYIECTBO «CIIOCOOHOE» YBUACTD U I10-
HATH IPOTUBOPEYHE, ABASIONIEECS CYIIECTBEHHBIM AHTHHOMHUYECKUM 3aKOHOM
mupa. Aas AOCTOEBCKOro, HAIPOTUB — II0 KpailHei Mepe, aast AocToeBcKo-
ro ¢ Toyku 3peHuss PAOPEHCKOro — caM YEAOBEK €CTh BOIAOIICHHOE IIPOTHUBO-
pedre: OH IPOTUBOPEYUT MUPY U oTpuuaet ero. OTcoaa 1 rayOoKuil Tparusm
mbicau Aocroebckoro. Yeaosek (ubum, MOXKAAYH, CAMBIM 3HAUYUTEABHBIM BO-
mAOLeHHEM B 9TOM cMbicae siBasercs Vsan Kapamasos) y Aocroesckoro
IPEACTABASIET COOOM OIACHOCTD AASL MUPA U AASL 3AKAIOUCHHOM B HEM BBICILCH
npaBpbl. CACAOBATEABHO, 3TO OIIACHOCTH AA caMoro «borax, koTopsrit sBAs-
ercs rapanToM uctuHsl. CoraacHo PAOPEHCKOMY €AMHCTBEHHASI OIACHOCTH CO-
CTOMT B TOM, YTO YCAOBEK MOXXET OOMaHyTh caMOro cebs U MOTOMY MOXKET He
YBHAETh MUP TAaKHM, KaKOH OH eCcTb Ha caMoM AeAc. ['ymanusm Aocroesckoro,
Ass DAOPEHCKOTO, «CAMIIKOM YEAOBEYCH» — OH HCKAKOYAET BCAKYIO BO3MOXK-
HOCTb TPAHCLICHAUPOBAHUSI CAMOTO CeOsL.

44 O6 sroM pasanyauu cm. DAOPEHCKUY, Hxonocmac, c. 20.
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Dropenckuit cypos mo orHomeHnio K Aocroesckomy. BepositHo, 1 oTBeT
IIOCACAHETO CBOEMY KPUTHKY OblA Obl He MeHee sxecTkuM. Omnupasice Ha cTa-
TbI0 BepasieBa MBI A20Ke MOXEM HPEATTOAOXKHUTDH €O BO3MOXKHOE COAEPIKAHHE.
MBe1 Bupean, kak crop 0 XOMSIKOBE Pa3spoccsi B CIIOP O BO3ZMOXKHOCTH PYCCKOTO
PEAUTHO3HOTO I'YMAaHU3Ma, OTAUYHOTO OT 60rocaoBckoro cormarusma. C aroit
TOYKH 3peHHs AOCTOEBCKUIL ObIA ObI LIEAMKOM Ha CTOPOHE YCAOBEKa, U, KaK Ka-
XKETCsI, IPUMUPHUTD €TO B3TASIA C IIPOTHBOIIOAOXKHBIM HEBO3MOXHO. B opHOM
caydae (y PaopeHckoro) yeaoBeyecKass TPareAUs MMEET LEHHOCTb Kak QyHK-
uust AGCOAIOTa; B APYIOM (y Aocroesckoro) nennocts A6coaroTa ompeAeAs-
€TCSI €0 OTHOLICHUEM K Y€AOBedecKOM Tpareann®. OAHAKO He B3Upasi Ha BCE
ato, OropeHckuil mMo-cBoeMy AOHA AOCTOECBCKOTO U BBICOKO LICHHA €rO Kak
XYAOXKHHKA: 3TO A0OOBb BO MHOTOM aHAAOTHYHA TOH, KOTOPYIO OH UCIIBITHIBAA
k Kanry, MbIcAb KOTOpPOrO cunTaA OAHOBPEMEHHO M OOMAHYUBOI, U IAYOOKOIL.
Mup AOCTOEBCKOTO NMPUTATMBACT CBOCH OOMaHYMBOCTBIO U IIPUSPAYHOCTHIO,
A4, 3TO MUP, KOTOPOTO «HE AOASKHO OBITb>, HO KOTOPBIH B TO XK€ BPEMSI M0-
Jcem HeCTH B cebe 4TO-TO HCTHHHOE U MoAAHHHOeE. Kak ObIAO ITOKA3aHO BhIIIE,
DAOpeHCKHUIT caM HEOAHOKPATHO 0Opaljascs K HpO3peHUsiM AOCTOEBCKOrO,
KOTAA BO3HHMKAAQ HEOOXOAMMOCTb IIPOSICHUTD 3aIy TAHHBIA U CAOSKHBIH BOIIPOC
C ITOMOLIBIO SKMBOTO XYAOXKECTBEHHOTO 00pasa, Hecylero B ceOe CBET MHTYH-
TUBHOrO noHuMaHus. CO3AAETCS OLYyILIECHHE, YTO B “HAAIO3HH  AOCTOEBCKO-
IO TaKoKe ObIAA COKPBITA BO3SMOXHOCTb UCTUHBL. He Bce aAeMeHTHI Kaskyumecs
IPOTHUBOIIOAOXKHBIMU TOASITCSL AASL TOTO, YTOOBI AQTh SKM3Hb UCTHHHOM aHTH-
nomuu Propenckoro. Kak npaBocaasue (a He KaTOAMIIMBM HAM TIPOTECTaH-
tnsM, obbsacusaer Paopenckuit B Cmoane u ymeepucdenun ucmunvs*®) mpea-
CTaBASICT IIOAAMHHBIN AYX XPUCTHAHCKOH UCTHHBI (T. €. «IIEPKOBHOCTB> *7), TaK
U ryMaHu3M AOCTOEBCKOTO IIOAAMHEH B TOH Mepe, B KAKOH APyrHe HaIpaBAe-
HUsI TOH e MbIcAM (Hanpumep, rymanusM Toactoro) Her.

EcAu pucKHYTb CA€AATD CACAYIOLIMIT LIAT, MBI MOTAH Obl AQXKE CKa3aTh, YTO
AocToeBckuil npeacTaBasier cob0i BHyTPEHHEE IPOTUBOPEUUE, HE0OX00UMOE
Ass dusocopun PAOPEHCKOTO, SIAEMEHT, KOTOPBIH MMOAPBIBAET U, B TOXKE BpE-
MsI, KK 9TO HH IapPAAOKCAABHO, YCHAMBAET €r0 CHCTEMY. B AMBHOM mpepsr-

45 DTO yTBEPXKACHUE HAAO IOHUMATh B caMoM obmem cMbicae. Aas Paoperckoro abeoaror-
HAsl UCTUHA BCETAQ BBIIIE CAYYAHHOCTEH YEAOBEYECKOMN XXM3HHU, KOTOPHIE, BIIPOYEM, TAKO-
BBIMH SBASIIOTCSI AUIIb C HAIIEH OIPAHMYEHHON TOYKH 3peHUsA. AOCTOEBCKUI JKe, 3AHIMAET
HPOTUBOIOAOXKHYIO CTOPOHY AHTUHOMHUM OTHOLICHHS YACTHOCTH U AGCOAIOTA: B €rO TBOP-
9eCTBE caMble CAyYaiHbIe U OOBIACHHBIE COOBITHS IPHOOPETAIOT Pa3Max KOCMUYECKOR Apa-
MBI.

46 Cym. DAOPEHCKUMN, Crmoan u ymsepucdenne ucmutvl, C. 11-14.

47 Tam xe.
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BHCTOH rapMoHUH Mupa (DAOPEHCKOrO MOAIIOABHBIN 4eAOBEK AOCTOEBCKOTO
IPEACTABASICT U3 ccOsl aHOMAAUIO M OOMaH, HO — €CAU AOIYCTHUTh ITOT Tep-
MUH — OH HUKOTO He oOMaHbIBaeT. McTrHa MOAIIOABHOTO YeAoBeKa TpedyeT He
TOABKO HHTEAACKTYaABHOTO HAH MHCTHYECKOTO OTKAHMKA (ABa IIpeobaaparomux
acriexta y PAOPEHCKOro), HO M OCTAHOBKY B LICHTP YCAOBCUCCKOH AMYHOCTH
¢ ¢€ NOTPeOHOCTSIMU M AUYHBIM B3TASIAOM Ha Mup. OTKa3 ke OTBETUTH Ha 30B
AMYHOCTH OCTaBASIET CaM BOIIPOC He3aTPOHYTHIM. C OAHOI CTOPOHBI, BEPHO,
4TO «KapaMasoBIUHA», Kak e¢ HasbiBaeT PAOPEHCKUI, HE 3AMEYACT «<IICAB-
HOII PaBABI» U AQXKe OTKPBITO oTpuriaet ee. C Apyroit croponsl, mup Aocro-
€BCKOTO TOXE CONMPUYACTEH LIAPCTBY UCTHHBI, OH SIBASETCS 4aCThIO TOTO ~HEra-
THBHOI'O MOMEHTA', KOTOPBII XOTb M HECET Ha cebe OTIIEYaTOK PU3PAYHOCTH U
o0MaHa, B KOHL|e KOHL[OB II03BOASICT HaM YBUACTb IIPOTHBOPEYHUE, KOTOPOE, CO-
raacHO PAOpPEHCKOMY, U €CTh HCTUHHAS PEAABHOCTb.
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Koncrantun A. BAPIIT
HNPAU PAH (ITymxunckuit Aom)

O «6ecepgax» crapya 3ocumbl

(bpatbAa KapamasoBbl @.M. [JocToeBCKOro)
um KkHure A.M. byxapeBa

O coBpeMeHHbIX AYXOBHbIX MOTPEOHOCTAX
MbICJZIM U )KU3HU, OCOGEHHO PYyCCKOM

Kusup u tBOpenus apxumanapura Peopopa — sApkoe sSBACHHE B UCTOPHU
LlepxBu u, B 1jcAOM, CYIECTBEHHAsI 4aCTh XPHCTHAHCKOH KyAbTypsl Hosoro
BPEMCHH, 3aHMMABIUAsI 3HAYUTCABHOE MECTO B SKM3HHU PYCCKOTO 00IecTBa BO
Bropoit moaosuHe XIX Beka, He ycrapeau ero uaeu u mo ceit Acp. 06 atom
CBHACTEABCTBYET HAPACTAIOLIEE U3 FOAQ B TOA KOAMYECTBO HAYYHBIX TPYAOB O
HEM, PaBHO CBETCKHX PUAOCOPOB U AML, OOACYCHHBIX AYXOBHBIM 3BaHHEM.'
bansocts peaurnosno-¢uaocoPpckux B3rasn0oB AOCTOEBCKOTO 3HAYUTEABHO-
My psiay konuenuuii A.M. Byxapesa 6siaa 3aduxcuposana eme B 1861 ropy
HOAUTHYECKUM AKTOM KYpHaAa Bpem.s, BCTYNUBIIEIOCS 33 OMAABHOIO apXH-
MaHAPHTa,” OHa ObIAa 6e3 TPyAa 3aMEYCHA X COBPEMEHHHUKAMU H ITOCACAOBA-
teasmu: A.A. CHerupessiM, koTopsii nepseiM BBea A.M. Byxapesa B cdepy
peaurnosHo-puaocodpckoit npobaemaruxu tBopuectsa Aocroesckoro,’ A.B.
KaprarmmeBsiM, KOTOPBIN B CBOEM MOHYMEHTAABHOM TPYAE 110 UCTOPHU PEAHU-
IMH 3aMETHA, YTO AOCTOCBCKUII «6AarOCAOBCTBOBAA CBOMMH XYAOIKCCTBCH-
HBIMM 00pa3aMu>» HE CTOABKO B CTOPOHY OQHIIMAABHON LiCPKBH, CKOABKO B
HanpaBAcHUY, pasBuBacMoM 0. Peopopom,* a Tarke 6E3yCAOBHO HCIIBITaB-
muM BospercTBHe uAeH byxapesa H.A. bepasesrim’ Ilo muenuio B. Posa-
HOBa, byxapeB cAeaas HedTO Ype3BBIYANHO PEAKOE B HCTOPHH PYCCKOM AHTE-
parypsl 1 ¢HAOCOPUHU: «AAA IIEPKOBHYIO $pOpPMY, LIEPKOBHOE BBIPAXKEHUE TEM

1 Apxumandpum Deodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et Contra. Auurocms u meopuecmso apxumar-
dpuma Deodopa (Byxapesa) 6 oyenxe pycckux moicaumenedi u uccredosameneii (Canxr-ITe-
1epbypr, PXTA, 1997), c. 772-782.

2 Amnoason A. IPUTOPBEB, “Onnosuuus sactos. Yeprsr us ucropuu mpaxobecus’, Bpes.s,
1861, N? 5, mal, c. 1-35 (BTOpaH MaruHaIms).

3 A.[A.]. CHETHUPEB, “Ousocodckoe mupocosepuanue O.M. Aocroesckoro’, Bepa u pasym,
188s, 1. I1, w. IT. Otaea ¢puaocopexuit. Host6ps, k. 1, c. 418-42.1.

4 Anron B. KAPTAIIEB, Beeserckue cobopar (Hapmx: MMKA-TTIpecc, 1963), c. 189.

s Hukonait A. BEPASEB, “O xapaxrepe pycckoii peaurnosnoi Micau XIX sexa’, Cospesen-
uwte sanucku, 1936, LXII, c. 325-327.
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HACAM U ABIDKCHHUSIM AYIIH, KOTOPhIE TOPA3AO MO3AHEE HANIAU CBETCKOE, H
[PUTOM T€HHaABHOE, BoipaxeHHe B AocroeBckom».® IT.A.Qaopenckuit yka-
3pIBAA HA MOIITHOE BAHSAHHE, KOTOpoe okaszaau uaeu A.M. byxapesa na Bcex
COBPEMEHHBIX U OOACE TO3AHUX PYCCKUX MBICAHTCACH, HE HCKAOYast 1 AocTO-
eBckoro./ 3 cOBpEeMEHHBIX MCCACAOBAHHUI CACAYET OTMETUTH ITYOAMKALIUIO
A.A. Tpuropsesa,® baccrsiuit Aokaap, cAcaanssiii Ha Crapopycckux dre-
ausix E.I. HoBukosoit u H.B. CepeOpeHHUKOBBIM U IOCBSICHHBINA BaKHEH-
MM IIyHKTaM UCTOpUKO-Onorpadudeckoit csisu mexpy O.M. AocroeBckum
u A.M. ByxapeBpim: sHakoMcTBY AocTOEBCKOrO co B3rasipamu byxapesa, cra-
ThE AIIOAOTETA 6yxapeBc1<of/'I ¢urocodpuu A.A. Ipuroprepa, CBUAECTEABCTBY 06
yBakeHHH K byxapeBy co croponsr A0CTOEBCKOro 110 BOCIOMHHAHUAM BAOBBI
¢uarocoda A.C. byxapesoii u Ap.; B 9TOM IPE3BBIYANHO COAEPIKATEABHOM AO-
KAaAe ObIAQ TaKKe BBIPaKCHA MBICAB, 4TO A.A. [puropses 6bia mpoToTHIIOM
Amutpus Kapamasosa.

MccaepoBareasimu 6b1aa BEpHO 3aMeYcHA U IPOAHAUSHPOBaHa OyXapeBcKas
HACSL O «BEAHKOM ITOCAYIIAHUU B MHPY>» H, TAABHOE, OTMEYCHA CBSI3b MEXKAY
[OYYCHUSAMH CTapla 30CUMBI M OyXapeBCKOH MACOAOTHEH, MBICABIO O «CAHU-
HEHHUHU B AIOOBH >, OTMEUCHDI CXOAHBIC Y€pThl B XpUucTosoruu byxapesa u Ao-
croesckoro.” Heckoabkumu ropamu panece H.B. CepeOpennukoB rosopua o
OyxapeBckoil pereH3nu Ha poMaH AoctoeBckoro [lpecmynienue u Haxasanue,
OIyOAMKOBAaHHOM, K COXaACHHIO, TOABKO IIOCAC CMEPTH IIHUCATEAS,"® HEOOXOAU-
MO TaKKe Ha3BaTh LieHHYIO mybaukanuio B.A. Pareesa” u crarsio H.T. Atmm-
6acBOi,™ coaeprKamue HAco 0 Oamszoctu B3rasipoB A.M. Byxapesa u O.M.

6 Bacuauit B. PO3AHOB, “AckoucHckuil u apxum<anapur> Peop<op> Byxapes’, in Apxu-
mandpum Deodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro er Contra, c. 536-537.

7 TTaBea A. ®aoPEHCKUY, “Caswy. Apxumanaput Peopop (AM. nyapeB)”, TaM Xe, C. $86-
587.

8  Amwurpuii [A.] [PUTOPBEB, “AOCTOECBCKHIL B PYCCKOM LIEPKOBHOH U PEAUTHOZHOPHAOCOP-
CcKoI1 KputHke, Boavnas moicas, Miorxen, 1968, N 4, gesp., c. 136.

9 Eaena I. HoBukoBA, Huxoaait B. CEPEBPEHHUKOB, “A.M. byxapes kak BO3MO>HbLIT
npororun Aaemu Kapamasosa’, in Jocmoesckuii u cospemennocme. Mamepuanoe X Mexcdy-
Hapodnvix Cmapopycckux wmenuts 1995 2. (Crapas Pycca, 1996), c. 96.

10 Huxkonait B. CEPEBPEHHUKOB, “Poman IIpecrynaenue u Hakasanue B Bocpusitud A.M.
Byxapesa’, in Adocmoesckusi u cospemennocmn: Tesucos svicmynaennsi na «Cmapopycckux
ymenngx 1991 200a» (Hosropoa, 1992), 4. 1, c. 124-129.

11 Baaepuit A. ATEEB, “Peanrnosno-puaocopckue upen apxumanppura Geosopa (AM.
Byxapesa) B TBOpuyeckoM Hacaeanu B. Posanosa u o. I'l. ®aopenckoro’, Iumerexus, 1999,
Ney, c. 35-43.

12 Harasass T. AmIUMBAEBA, “Apxumanppur Peopop (nyapeB) u AocroeBckuir’, in
Credano AA03 (mop pea.), docmoesckuii: Punococxoe moimaenne, 832450 nucames
(CaHKT—HeTep6ypr: Amurpuit Byaanus, zou), c. 267-276.
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Aocroesckoro. Ha coBpeMeHHOM aTame M3ydeHHUsI 3TOro BOIpoca He OyaeT
AUIIHYUM NIEPEITH OT ONPEACACHUI OOLIEro XapakTepa K KOHKPETHBIM HaOAIO-
ACHUSIM HaA TEKCTAMU ABYX BBIAQIOIIMXCSI MBICAUTCACH.

DBoabiuast moaemuka BOKpyr TpyAoB apxumanapura Peopopa, B ocobeHHO-
ctu ero kuur O npasocrasuu 6 omuomenun x cospemertocmu (Mocksa: Ctpan-
HUK, 1860, 324 ¢.) 1 O cospemennix 0Yx08HbIX ROMPECHOCTNIX MLCAL U HCUSHYL,
ocobenro pyccxoit. Cobpanue pasnvix cmameii A. Byxapesa (Mocksa: Vsa. A. V.
Manyxuna, 1865, 635 c.), He IpolIAa MUMO BHUMaHHUA AOCTOEBCKOrO, paBHO
KaK U APyTHE €ro TpyAbl — o Hosom 3aseme, 06 anoctoae ITaBae, o Kuuze Hosa
u Ap. Kommenraropst [oanozo cobpanns covnnenui ®.M. Aocroesckoro orme-
THAH, YTO IPUCYTCTBYIomas B bpameax Kapamasose: untepnperanus Kuuzu
Hosa cocrosiaach He 6e3 BansHus tpyaa A.M. Byxapesa Csamoii Hos Muo-
2ocmpadanvrvisi. Obospenne e20 pemenn, u uckyuenus no ezo xnuze (Mocksa:
Hsa. A. M. Manyxuna, 1864, 107 c.), KOTOPBIN ObIA «Hebesp3BecTeH AocTO-
esckomy» (ITCC 17; 311), paBHO Kak u Apyrue ero kuuru.” Tpyast Byxapesa,
a TAKOKE €0 “TIOABUT” —, OTKa3 OT CaHA APXMMAaHAPHUTA — B 1860-¢ IT. BBI3BAAU
OYpPHYIO pPeakLUIO B OOIIECTBE, «IIOTPSICCHHE BO BCEX PEAMTHO3HBIX KPyrax, B
TOM YHUCAC U CPEAU IMOKAOHHUKOB U YICHUKOB>.'* I/ICTopr o. CDevopa, uc-
KaBIIIETO CBOM AMYHBIN ITyTh K XPHUCTY, CTAAd OAHOH U3 OCHOBHBIX TEM PYCCKOMH
nybaunucTuky B 1860-¢-1870-¢ 1T. Cpeau M3AQHUIL, BHOCHBIIHX CYLICCTBCH-
HYIO AenTy B obcyxAcHHe, MOXHO HasBath kHury M.IT. IToropunas crarsu
A.B. Crapuesckoro B Coire omevecmsa, MHOI‘OO6pa3HI>IC ny6AHKauHH B XKyp-
Harax Cmpannux, Aewv u ap.* O ananocru Byxapesa, o0aapasuiero, o MHe-
auio I'1.B. 3HameHcKOro, MAAACHIECKH YUCTOH AYIIOH,” OBIAO HAIHCAHO He-
MaAO BEPHBIX CAOB, 4TO KacaeTcsi ero Tpyaos, I LA, Paopenckuii cripaBeaAnBO
OTMETHA, YTO «apxuMaHAPUT Peopop — 0AHO U3 HanboAce BaKHBIX OPOAHAB-
HBIX HayaA» PyccKoi obijecTBeHHON xu3HM, a At “CepebpsiHoro Bexa® —
«POAOHAYAABHHK PEAUTHO3HOTO U OTYACTH AHTEPATyPHOro TedeHHus..».* K
aromy MHeHHIO npucoeannsiacs H.A. Bepases, muorue uaen «Cmpicaa TBOp-
4eCTBa>» KOTOPOTO, CO BCEH O4EBUAHOCTBIO, IIOYEPIHYTH U3 TPpyaoB byxapesa:

13 Cwm.: Apxumandpum ©eodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 766-767.

14 bopuc ®. EroroB, Om Xomsxosa do Aommana. Hemopus pycckodi aumepamypos u xysomy-
por (Mocxksa: YOpaitr, 2018), c. 120.

15 Muxaua IT. TToropauH, Ipocmas peus o myopensvix semyax. 2-¢ usp. (Mocksa: Tun. B.M.
Opu, 1874), ¢. 108-109.

16 Apxumandpum Deodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 783.

17 Ilerp B. 3HAMEHCKUH, “TledanpHoe ABapLIaTHACTHE, TAM XKE, C. 357.

18 [Tucoma apxumandpuma Deodopa (Arexcandpa Mameseesuua byxapesa) x xasauckum opy-
svam: B.B. Awbumoson, A.H. Aybposuroii u npomoueper B.B. Aaspckomy. Vspaa u nosic-
uua npumed. cas. [Tasea @aorEHCKHH (Ceprues [Tocap, 1917), 136 c.
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«OH HHTETpUPOBAA YEAOBEYHOCTb LICAOCTHOMY Xxpuctuanctsy. OH Tpebyer
npuobpererus XpuUcTa BCeH IIOAHOTOH YCAOBEYECCKOM >KU3HU. Besikast nerus-
Hasl 4€AOBEYHOCTb AAsL Hero XpucroBa. OH NPOTHB YMaACHHUS YCAOBEYCCKON
npupoAsl XpUCTa, IPOTHB BCAKOH MOHOPH3HYECKOH TeHAeHuu».”” C. Byara-
KOB CTaBHA DyxapeBa B OAMH psip ¢ CAMBIMHU BBIAAIOLIMMHU TCHUSAMH 3€MAH PyC-
ckoit — nipm. Cepa¢pumonm Caposckum u A.C. I lymxunpim.*

AocToeBckuii 06paLuaAc;{ K AMYHOCTU U TpyAaM byxapesa B Hauase 1860-x
IT., 3AIUIAst €TO OT HAMAAOK €O CTOpPOHBI petporpapos (B.JM. Ackouenxoro u
ero Jomamnets becedor, A.H. 3arockuna u Ap.) crarveit A.A. Ipuropsesa “Orn-
nosunust 3actos.” Her 60AbInX coMHEHMI, YTO AOCTOEBCKUIT IPHCOCAUHSIA-
cs1 K MHeHMIO [ puropsesa, Ob1a 3HaKoM ¢ kuuramu byxapesa Tpu nucoma x H.B.
Lo20410, nucannvie 6 1848 200y, Hecxonvxo cmameii o Cesmom Anocmone Ilasae.
CoraacHo BocioMuHaHHAM BAOBBI byxapesa, « Aocroesckuii cam, emre Bo Bpe-
M3l M3AQHUSL “ODIOXH’, COUYBCTBEHHO OT3bIBAACs 00 Aaekcanape MarseeBuye u
C YKOPOM OTHOCHACS K APYTHM 32 BpaXXACOHOE K HEMy OTHOLICHHE».** PaboTa
AOCTOEBCKOTO Kak peaakTopa Bpemenu BbIsBasa AOOPOSKEAATCABHYIO OLICHKY
apxumanpputa Oeopopa, KOTOPBLIL OTMETHA, YTO PEAAKTOP XKypHasa «obpasa
MBICACI CBEXETO, )KUBHEHHOTO BO MHOTOM, TOABKO €III¢ HE 3PEAOTO, HE AOBOAB-
HO TOYHOT'O HAM HE COBCEM OTYETAUBOrO».” B 1867 1. Byxapes Hamucaa craTbio
“O pomane Aocroesckoro ‘TlpecrynaeHue u HakasaHHe 110 OTHOLICHHIO K Ac-
Ay MbIcAM 1 Hayku B Poccun’, B 1870 I. OH ee A0paboTas, OAHAKO OIybAHKOBaHa
OHa 0bIA2, K COXKAACHUIO, AUIIb IIOCAC CMEPTH [HCATEASL.

Briepsble MbIcAB O HCOOXOAUMOCTH TAYOOKOTO AyXOBHOTO IIpeoOpasoBaHus
pycckoii sxu3Hu Obiaa BbickasaHa byxapesbim B kuure O [lpasociasuu 8 om-
Howenuu x cospemennocmu (1860), TAC OBIAM yTBEPKACHBI PEAMTHO3HO-HPaB-
CTBEHHbBIC OCHOBAHHSI KYABTYPBI, CIIOCOOHOI y0Oepeub 4YeAOBEKa M YCAOBE-
YeCTBO OT IK3UCTCHLMAABHOTO Kpusuca. OCHOBHBIM IyOAMIIMCTHYCCKUM H
peanrnosno-¢pusocodpckum poctikenneM A.M. Byxapesa cunraercs ero kHu-
ra O co8pemenHbIxX 0YX0BHBIX NOMPEOHOCINIX MUICAL U HCUHU, 0COOEHHO PYCCKOL.
Cobpanue pasuvix cmameii A. byxapesa, B KOTOPOH OH IIOCTaBUA BOIIPOC O He-
00X0AMMOCTH TAyOOKOH XPUCTHAHUB3ALMU PYCCKOH OOIICCTBEHHOH >KH3HH.

19 Huxonait A. BEPASIEB, Pyccxas udes (Iapuwx: YMCA-PRESS, 1971), c. 94.

20 Cepreit H. byaraxos, “Ha nupy 6oros’, in Cepreit H. byArakos, Covunenns 6 2-x mm.,
1. 2 (Mocksa, 1993), c. 589.

21 AnoasoH A. IPUTOPBEB, “Onnosuuust sacros. Yeprst us ucropun mpaxobecus’, Bpems,
1861, NO 5, maii, c. 1-35.

22 Cm.: H.B. CEPEBPEHHUKOB, “ApxuMaHppurt u otaeacHue kputuku: Cyap6a Byxapesa’, in
Apxumandpum Deodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 12.

23 ApxumaHppur PEOAOP (AM. ByxapeB), O cospementvix Jyxo8HvIx nOMPEGHOCMIX, C. 359.
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OcnoBHas uaest apxumanapura Peopopa, Ha KOTOPOI 3MKAETCA BCE, YTO OH
IIMCaA U FOBOPUA — HEOOXOAUMOCTb IIPOHUKHOBEHUS Ayxa XpHUCTOBa B KU3HD
pycckoro obmjecTBa, He NOKa3HAs U apapHO-A€MOHCTPAllMOHHAs, HO CYII-
HOCTHas. B cBoeM mocaepHeM mHcbMe, CBOETO POAA 3aBEIJAHUH, OH ITHCAA:

s Bepyio B Jocrioaa, ymepuiero 3a 6e33aKOHHbIX U IPELIHbIX, 4 IIOTOMY B XXU3HH
HaA YEAOBEKOM HAH LICABIM POAOM BEDKY HE CTOABKO THEB, CKOABKO MHAOCTb bo-
)KHIO, BBOASIILYIO IPCIIHBIX B COYYaCTHE, BOACKO HAH HEBOACIO, B CIIACHTEABHBIX
crpapaHusix Araia boxus, B3emaromero rpexu Bcero mupa. Bepa, HacrpoenHas
TakuM 06pasoM, GyACT MOAMTBCHHO IIPHBACKATh K cefe U APYIMM MHAYIOLIYIO

6aaropars Xpucrosy.**
30cuMa 3HAMCHATEABHO IIOBTOPSIET 3TY MBICAD B CBOUX “Oecepax’:

Bparbst, He GoiiTech rpexa AIOACH, AIOOUTE 9eAOBEKa M BO rpexe ero, nho cue yx

nopo6ue 6okeckoil Al6BH U ecTb Bepx alo6BH Ha seMac (IICC 14; 289).

B cBssu ¢ atum H.A. bepasie nucaa: «Ilonnmanne Byxapesbim xpucru-
AHCTBa MOXKHO ObIAO Obl HasBaTh MaHXPUCTU3MOM. OPUIHHAABHOCTD €ro 6biAa
B TOM, 4TO OH HE CTOABKO XOTE€A OCYIIECTBACHHS B IOAHOTE )KU3HH XPUCTHAH-
CKHX IPHHLHUIIOB, CKOABKO IIPHOOPETECHUS IIOAHOTON JKU3HU CaMOro XPUCTa,
KaK OBl IPOAOAKCHHUS BOIIAOICHUsI XPUCTA BO BCEH SKU3HU».* IIMeHHO B Ta-
KOM HAITPaBACHHH ABHI'aAaCh U MBICAB CTapLia 30cUMbl U3 pomaHa bpamvs Ka-
pamasoset. Kparkoe 3ameyanue Ha a1y Temy 65180 cpcaano CepeOpeHHUKOBBIM,
OH OTMETHA, 4TO y4eHHE DyxapeBa O «ACATEABHOH AIOOBH>» IIOAYYHAO CBOC
oTpaxkeHHE «B beceaax crapua 30CHMBI», K COKAACHUIO, HE PACKPBIBAS, 9TO
MMCHHO U B KaKMX aCIICKTaX OBIAO OTPaXkeHO.** 3HAYCHUE ITOH CBSI3U AASL I1O-
HUMaHUs CMbICAA poMaHa bpamuvs Kapama3osv. HACTOABKO CYILECTBEHHO, YTO
HE MOXET OBITh OCTABACHO B CTOAb HeompepeacHHOM coctosinuu. Ecan bByxa-
PEB cuMTAaA, YTO 3HaYCHHE FH08020 3a6¢/ma 3aKAIOUAETCS B PYKOBOACTBE KO CITa-
CEHUIO, AOCTIKCHHIO HCTHHHOTO HAa3HAYCHUS YCAOBEYECKOTO BO BCEX OTHOIIE-
HUSIX, TO AOCTOEBCKUI OBIA YBEPECH B TOM, YTO YCAOBEUCCKAS KU3HD HE MOXET
coCTOsIThCs 6€3 omopsl Ha cBsi3b ¢ borom u caepoBanus o nytu Mucyca Xpu-
cra. B aToM ABIKEHMH K HPABCTBEHHOMY MAECAAY HET MECTA ABYM OTKAOHCHH-

24 Ilerp A. auHCckui, “Ms Bocnomunanuii 06 Aaexcanape Marseesuue Byxapese (6p1B-
ntem apxumanapure Oeopope)’, in Apxumandpum Deodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c.
100-101.

25 Huxkoaait A. BEPASIEB, Pyccxas udes (Iapuwx: YMCA-PRESS, 1971), c. 186-187.

26 CEPEBPEHHUKOB, “ApxuMaHApUT U oTAcAcHue KputHKU: Cyapba Byxapesa’, c. 8.
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SIM, Pa3bCAAIOIIMM HPAaBCTBEHHYIO OCHOBY PYCCKOI XXU3HU — <« AYXOBHOMY Hy-
AcHcTBY» (HempuMHUpHUMO-cyAcOHOMY OTHOUICHHMIO K GAMXKHEMY CBOEMy Ha
OCHOBE NPHHLMIA “OKO 32 OKO”) M «AYXOBHOMY $apUceHCTBy» (3aMcHE IOA-
AUHHOI BHYTPCHHEH YCTPEMACHHOCTH K XPHCTY 0€3pasAHYHBIM ACKYPHBIM
y4YacTHEM B LJePKOBHBIX 06psiaax), mucaa apxumanaput Oeopop. U To, u Apy-
rO€ €CTh OAHO U3 CACACTBUH PE3KOH TPAHUIIBI, OTACASIOIECH )KU3Hb BEPYIOILETO
B LicPKBH U BHE ec.” DTy MbIcAb 0. Peopop nmpoBoama 1 B Gecepax ¢ MUTPOIIO-
autoMm PraaperoM, KOTOPBIN B KOHEYHOM UTOIE €O MOHSA M «YTELIUA AACKO-
BBIM [IPHEMOM U 6AarocAOBeHHEM > .*

Msicap Oblaa TIPOCTast, HO UCKAIOYUTEABHO TAYOOKasl M aKTyaAbHas: YCAO-
BEK AOAYKCH BBICTPAUBATh BCE CBOM ITOCTYIIKU B PCAABHOM KM3HH HE TOABKO CO-
FAACHO CYIIECTBYIOLIMM IOPHAUYCCKHM ITOAOKCHUSM, HO M IO AyXy XpPHCTO-
BY, OCBOOOXAASICh OT TOTO, YTO B CYLJHOCTH CBOCH, CYTh <«SI3BBI U CTPYIIBI TOM
AYXOBHOH IIPOKa3bl», KOTOPOU OOABHBI MHOTME XPHCTHAHE.” IJTa <«AyXOB-
Hasl IIPOKA3a>» BEACT K TOMY, YTO «MBICAb U BCSI )KU3Hb YE€AOBEYECKAS [IOCTAB-
ASICTCSI, YCTPOSIETCSI M Pa3BUBACTCSL B OTACABHOCTH U HE3aBHCHMOCTH OT XpH-
cra CriacuTeAsl MAH TOABKO IIOYTH B OAHOH HAPY)XHOH 4HUCTO (pOPMAABHON
nopduHeHHOCTH EMy 1 moToMy ray6oKo, XOTs U He Tak 3aMETHO, 3apaskacTcs U
OCKBEPHSIETCSL AyXOM HECTPOCHUSI, HEYUCTOTSI, 6e300pasust u pactacHus».*° B
3TOI XK€ TOHAABHOCTH AOCTOCBCKUIL IIHCaA B KOHLC $peBpas 1854 rOA AcKa-
opuctke H.A. ®onBusuHOII: «s1 cAOKHA B cebe CUMBOA BEpbl, B KOTOPOM BCE
AASL MEH3L ICHO U CBSITO. DTOT CUMBOA OYCHb IIPOCT, BOT OH: BEPUTh, YTO HET
HHYETO NIPEKpacHee, TAyoke, CUMIIa<TH>4Hee, pa3yMHee, My)EeCTBCHHEE U CO-
BepuieHHee XPHCTa, U HE TOABKO HET, HO U C PCBHUBOIO AI0OOBBIO TOBOPIO Ce-
6e, 4TO ¥ He MOXXET ObITh. Maao TOro, ecan 6 KTO MHE AOKa3aA, YTO XPHCTOC
BHC UCTHHBI, U ACHCTBUTEABHO OBIAO OBI, YTO UCTHHA BHE XPUCTA, TO MHE AyY-
1€ XOTeAOCh 6Bl OCTaBaThCs cO XPHCTOM, HeXkeAH ¢ UcTHHOM» ([ICC 28; 176).

OrHocsimuxcest $OPMAABHO K ITOMY BOIIPOCY M CACAYIOLIUX HE CTOABKO Ay-
xy, ckoabko OykBe HoBoro 3aBera, Byxapes HasBaa «HYACHCTBYIOIIUMY B XpU-
CTHAHCTBE» HAHM «COBPEMEHHBIMH HYACSAMH>»,” HMes B BHAY, 4TO OHH HE
CABUHYAMCH Ha ABe ThICsIUH AeT oT Berxoro 3asera k HoBomy. Orpunas ¢op-
MaAbHOE OTHOIICHHE K PEAMIUH, OH TPEOOBAA CHUSHUTb HAKAA <OKPEICCKOM>»
QYHKIMY CBSICHHUKOB, IPUOAUSHB UX HAPOAY U K peaabHOM sxu3HH. [T0A00-

27 apxum. DEOAOP, Heckonvko cmameii o cs. Anocmone Ilasae (Canxr-Tlerepbypr, 1860), c. 8

28 Anexcanap M. byxaPEB, “Bocnomunanus o mutp. Quaapere’, in [lpasociasnoe obospenue,
1884, anp., c. 746.

29 O npasocrasuu 8 OMHOWEHUIL K COBPEMEHHOCINUL, C. 209.

30 Tam xe, c. 210.

31 BYXAPEB, O Hosom 3aseme, c. 25, 30, 34, 36, 43, 50, 55 1 Ap.
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HBIM 00PasoM U MHOK, 110 30CHMeE, HAXOASIIUICS HA HE3PUMOM IPAHHUIIE, OTAC-
ASIIOLIEH CAKPAABHOE HMPOCTPAHCTBO MOHACTBIPSI OT CBETCKOTO MHUPA, MPUHAA-
AeXa UM 000HM, BaXKHEHIIEE IPOMEKYTOIHOE 3BEHO MeKAy MupoM Lepksu u
00IeCTBOM, B 3TOM €I'O CIIACUTEABHOE AASI CTPaHBI Ha3HAYCHHE. DTOMY BOIIPO-
cy nocssiieHa raasa 3anucox 3ocumsl “Heuto 06 HHOKE PycckoM U 0 BO3MOX-
HOM 3HAYCHUH €TO : «OT CHX KPOTKHX U XKKAYIIUX YEAUHECHHOH MOAHTBBI BbI-
HAET, MOXKET OBITB, el1je Pas3 CIIaceHHe 3€MAH PyCCKOM !> (IICC 14; 284).
3aMeTHM, 9TO IOBECTBOBATCABHBII Popmat “Oecea” crapia 30CHMBbI ITOBTO-
psier raaBbl KHuru byxapesa O cospemennvix yxo8Hvix nompebHocmIx moic-
At u Heusnu, ocoberro pyccxoti (1865), OCHOBHASL YaCTh KOTOPOH IPEACTABAS-
et coboit beceay crapua orua FoanHa ¢ MOAOABIM YE€AOBEKOM, «CTYACHTOM>,
KOTOPBIH IBITACTCS IIPUBECTH B CUCTEMY CBOU XaOTHYECKHE MbIcAH O bore u
HA3HAYCHUM SKU3HH YCAOBEKA; Oeceaa IOHOUIM ¢ YMYAPCHHBIM XPHCTHAHCKUM
ONBITOM NPABEAHUKOM IIPOXOAUT B aTMOCeEpe TAyOOKOro AOBEpHs U «AKO-
BH>, apPXUEPEH U IOHOIIA TOTOBBI CAYIIATh APYT APYTa «CKOABKO YTOAHO>, a
B3aUMOIIOHMMAHUE MEXAY HUMH AOXOAUT AO YPOBHSI «BOCTOpra»’* II0 Me-
pe INPEOAOACHUS «COMHEHUI U KoaeOaHuii».» TakoBa ske TOHaABHOCTH Oc-
cep 3ocuMbl ¢ Aaelieil, IPOXOASIUX HA BHICOKOM YPOBHE AYXOBHOTO €AUH-
crBa. C Apyroi cTopoHsl, 30cHMa, KaK U 6yxapeBc1<m?1 «oter; MoanH», roToB
001aTbCsI ¢ AOOBIM YEAOBEKOM, HE THYIIASICH €O HUSKUM MOPAABHBIM MAU CO-
LIMAABHBIM CTaTyCOM: «DpaThsi, He 6oriTech rpexa AOACH, AOOUTE YeAOBEKA U
BO IPEXE €ro, — MpUsbIBacT 30cuMa, — HOO cue yxK mopobue 60KkecKoi AI06BH
H ecTh Bepx Aw06BuU Ha seMae» ([ICC 14; 289). Yernbim 6ecepam 3ocumbl, He
THYLIAIOLIErOCst BCTpeyeit ¢ «myToM» u bysorepom D.IT. Kapamasosbim, Tak-
K€ MOXKHO HaHTH 1oA0Oue B nosunnu byxapesa, yTBep>KAABLIETO, YTO HET Ta-
KOTO IPECTYIIHUKA HAH IPELUIHHUKA, MSTKO HA3BAHHOTO UM «YBACYCHHOH IpHU-
3PaKOM JKHBOH AYLIH>, KOTOPOTO HEAb3s OBIAO Obl YAOCTOHTL 6eceAOl, B
KOTOPO# OYACT BOBMOXHO HE «CBS3BIBATh U [IOPAXKAT OOMAHYTYIO MBICAD OA-
HHUMHU OCY)XACHHUSMH MAOA2>, U, KAK CACACTBHE, «YOHUTb 9Ty XKUBYIO AYLIY>,
HO AI0OOBHO HampaBUTh e K HcTHHe.* B HeponmcanHoi raaBe “O ape u aa-
ckoM orse” “6ecep’ 30CHMBI COACPIKUTCSL KOPHEBAsl MBICAb O TAYOOKOM KOH-
PAUKTE MEXAY PasyMOM M BEPOIl, BCTYIAMIIUX B IIPOTUBOCTOSIHUE IIPU Pas-
MblmaeHusx o norycroponneM mupe ([1CC 145 292-294). Crapey 3ocnma
YTBEPXKAACT pacIpocTpaHeHre XPUCTOBOH BOAH Ha BCE )KMBOC, HE OTPAHHYHU-
BasIChb YeAOBEKOM: «Bceskas-To TpaBka, Besikasi-To Oykaluka, MypaBei, Im9eAKa
30A0Tasi, BCE-TO AO M3YMACHHUS 3HAIOT ITyTh CBOM, HE UMEs YMa, TallHy bosxxuio

32 BYXAPEB, O cospemennvix 0yxo8Hvix nompebnocmsx, . 13, 129, 179, 180.
33 Tam xe, c. 265.
34 Tam xe, c. 465-466.
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CBHACTEABCTBYIOT, OCCIIPEPHIBHO COBEPILAIOT €€ CAMH [...] BCE XOPOLIO U BEAH-
KOACIIHO, ToToMy 4To Beé uctua» (I1CC 14; 267). DTa MbICAb IPOHHU3BIBACT
Bce TBOpYecTBO Dyxapesa: «Bepb HeT B Mupe HU IECYMHKH, HU CAMOTO ACTKO-
IO ABMDKCHHSI KAKOTO-HHOYAb AMICTHKA Ha ACPEBE B YEM HE OCYICCTBASIACS Gbl
KaKOHU-HUOYAD Pa3yMHBIH 3aKOH>, BBIPaXKAIOLIMH HEKYI0 MBICAb, YYAO, KOTO-
poe «packpbiBacT TaiiHy». OAHAKO «AIOAM HAyKH, 3HAHMS, KOTOPBIX U IIPH-
3BaHHE — AO3HABaThb MCTUHY, 3HAaTh €€ HE XOTAT AKE B HATASIAHBIX OIIBITaX, B
ocs3aeMbIX PaKTaX, a MEKAY TEM MEYTAIOT O cebe, 9TO OHM CPAaBHHTEABHO C
APYTHMH, TEMHBIMU AIOABMH, UMCIOT AOCTOMHCTBO AIOACH 3PSIYMX; OHH OYe-
BHAHO IIOCTYIAIOT B 3TOM OTHOIUCHHU TOYHO TaK, KAK COBPEMECHHbIC XPUCTY
KHIDKHUKH U Gapucen...»»

[TporecTyst IPOTUB NPETECH3UI PALJMOHAABHOTO 3HAHUS, 30CHMA YTBEPKAA-
eT: «Y HHX HayKa, a B HayKe AMIUb TO, YTO IIOABEPXKEHO YyBcTBaM. Mup e
AYXOBHBIH, BBICIIASI IIOAOBHHA CYILECTBA YCAOBEYCCKOTO OTBEPIHYTa BOBCE,
M3THAHA C HEKMM TOPXKECTBOM, AaKe ¢ HeHaBHCTbIo» ([1CC 14; 284). [Tapan-
ACABHO (MAM B POAH IIPETEKCTA) ITHM MBICASIM Nepconaxka bpamaves Kapamaso-
6v1x ByxapeB ¢ ropeusto nmncas 0 MHUMOH, «(paAbIIMBOI MBICAH O HECOBMECT-
HOCTH 3HaHHs C BEPOIO, O THPAHUYCCKHU OYATO ObI OCKOPOUTEABHOM U OOHAHOM
CTCCHCHMH 3HAHHS BEPOIO; U YXKE 3Ta MBICAb |...| IPHUBOAMAA AKOOO3HATEAD-
HOCTB €TI0 K pasaaAy ¢ Bepor».** B ero kHure sTo coCTOsSHUE HA3BaHO «CaMO-
IpaBUEM>» PasyMa, HEAONTYCTHMOM <«KakK Obl HH AOBKO AASL ceOs M AASL APY-
IMX OH IPHUKPBIA €€ AWM M aXMHCI0» ;7 «IIPU3HABas CAMO3AKOHHE pasyMas.,
HEOOXOAMMO BKAIOYHTDH B MOAIMHCHHOCTH 3TOMY PasyMy <«CTPOXKAHLIYIO OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTb>, KOTOPasi HE AACT €My OTKa3aThCsl OT BEPbI, 10 MHEHHIO Dy-
xapeBa.”® COraacHO €ro AOIMKe, B IIPEACAAX OTBETCTBEHHOCTH IEPEA CBOCH
COBECTBIO YCAOBEK HE CMOXET MATH IIPOTHUB HCTUHBL, €TO pa3yM He OYACT B co-
CTOSIHMU IIPOTHBOPEYUTH caM cebe, TaK KaK OKAXKETCS B KECTKOM OTCOCAHHE-
HUH OT CMbICAQ OBITHSI KaK TAKOBOTO, YTO HEMHHYEMO BEACT K AOTHYCCKOMY H
SK3UCTCHIIMAABHOMY TYNHKY.” B HpaBCTBEHHOM aCIIEKTe Ta 5KE HACS «CaMo-
3aKOHUS>», YKa3bIBaCT DyxapeB, HEMHHYEMO MPHBOAMT K AIlIOAOTHH IIPHHIIU-
a2 «BCE II03BOACHO>, TO €CTh HAAUIIO ONTACHOCTH IICPEXOAA «CAMO3AKOHMUS»
B I'yOUTEABHOE «CAMOHPABHE» C €I0 «ACTKOMBICACHHON HEBHHMATECABHOCTBIO
K IIPOYEMY YCAOBEUECTBY >, UCXOAS U3 IIPEACTABACHHS, YTO «BCE PaBHO — BCE
IPOAET, BCE YBSIHET M UCTACET, YTO UCTHHBI BEYHOH M HE3bIOAECMOIT OYATO HET

35 Tam xe, c. 268-269.
36 Tam xe, c. 237.
37 Tam xe, c. 425.
38 Tam xe, c. 427.
39 Tam xe, c. 602-603.
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U OBITH HE MOXKET>>.*° Pasym uesoBexka, coraacHo byxapey u crapuy 3ocume,
IUTACTCS HPABCTBEHHOM CHAOM, Kak TOBOPHUT DyxapeB B OAHOM U3 CBOHX ITH-
CEM, OH HE TOTOB CMHPHUTLCA C « HECIIPABEAAHBOCTBIO OCTABASATH BHE XPHCTA U,
3Ha4uT, BHe OaaroBoaeHust Orua HebecHoro — pasym yeaoBedeckuii, KOTOPOro
HEPBBIN OpraH — puaocoPus> .+

OO6paruM BHEMaHHE Ha TO, YTO cTaper; 30CuMa OOBSICHSCT CBOM HACH C HC-
IIOAB30BAHHUEM IIPUTY — MAAKOCTPALIUI OOLIEH HACH C HOMOILBIO IPUBEACHUS
KOHKPETHBIX npumMepoB: «F1 4o 3a caoBo Xpucroso 6e3 mpumepa? [...] xa-
KAET Ayma Ero caoBa u BCAKOTO MPEKPACHOrO BOCIIPHATHSA > (IICC 14; 267),
HOSICHAA ACHCTBHE HPABCTBEHHOIO 3aKOHA OAHHM M3 ITOKa3aTEABHBIX CAyYa-
eB U3 cBoci >ku3HU. CACAyeT OTMETHTD, YTO PaspaboTKa BOIIPOCa O MOBECTBO-
BAaTEABHOM QopMe, B KOTOPOH XPUCTOC IPENnoaaBas CBOMM y4eHHKaM boxe-
CTBEHHYIO HCTHHY, SBAJETCS OAHOH U3 Ba’KHEHIIMX TeM KHuUru byxapesa O
Hosom 3aseme Iocnoda namezo Hucyca Xpucma (1861). Mbicab Byxapesa 3a-
KAIOYAETCsL B TOM, 4TO VcTHHA He MOXET ObITh AACKBATHO BBIPa’KEHA HA YCAO-
BEYCCKOM KOMMYHHMKATHBHOM SI3BIKE, M [IOTOMY PaCIIOAAracTCsi He B OyKBAABHO
IIOHSATOM TEKCTE HPHUTYCH, KOTOpbIEC OBIAM AMIIb MeTadpOPOH MCTHUHBI, METO-
AOM, C IIOMOIIBI0 KOTOPOro XPHCTOC AAS HATASAHOCTH MAAIOCTPHPOBAA KOH-
KPETHBIC CAy4Yau NPUMCHEHMs OOLIEro 3aKOHA, C TPYAOM MOHMMAEMOIO BET-
XO3aBETHBIMU MYACSIMH, M IIOTOMY <«BO30Y>KACHHOC B YYCHHKaX XPHCTOBBIX
AYXOBHOE PacCY>KACHHE TOABKO AQBAAO MM IOHSATb, YTO CIIACUTEABHAS MCTHHA
— HE B 6y1<Be OpUTIEH > .+ St HNPUTYH, HACBIIICHHEIC rAy601<ofl CHMBOAUKOH,
HEOOXOAMMBI AASL TOTO, YTOOBI 0OO3HAYUTH HEAOCTYIIHBIC YCAOBCYCCKOMY YMY
CBOMCTBA MHPO3AAHHS U 3aKOHbI, UMEHHO ITO3TOMY, roBopuT byxapes, nmpuryn
OBIAU [IPEAHA3HAYEHBI TOABKO AASI AIIOCTOAOB, CIIOCOOHBIX YCBOUTD CKPBITYIO 32
HHMH MBICAD, IOATBEPYKAQSL CBOH BBIBOA LuTaTol U3 EBanreams: «Cero paau
B IIPUTYAX TAATOAIO MM, SIKO BHASILE HE BUAST, M CABIIIAIE HE CABIIIAT, HU Pas-
YMEIOT>» (M(l) 13, 13). I'putyn Xpucra, no byxapesy, oTkpbiBaoT Mup Belei,
HEAOCTYITHBIX YYBCTBEHHOMY BOCIIPUSITHIO YCAOBEKA:

npu MOSICHCHHOM YKE TaliHe 6AaI‘OAaTHOI‘O AOMOCTPOHUTCABCTBA, 6A21I‘0A21THO
AOCTABASIIOT HaC U B HACTOAIICM 1yBCTBCHHOM MHMPC M B SKUTEHACKOM 06AaCTI/I,
KakK B SACMe; I/I60 OTKPBIBAIOT AyXOBHbII;‘I CBET CITACUTEABHON MCTUHBI HE TOABKO

B SIBACHHSX AYXOBHBIX, HO H B IIPCAMCTaX IPUPOABL... HOCCMY-TO BCAHMKOMY An-

40 Tam xe, c. 442.

41 “Tlucema apxumanapura @eosopa (A.M. Byxapesa) x A.A. Acbeaeny’, Bozocroscxuii
secmuuk, 1915, N2 10, €. 425.

42 Anexcanpap M. ByxareB, O Hosom saseme locnoda wameeo Hucyca Xpucma (Cankr-
ITetepbypr, 1861), c. 8.
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TOHHIO U HC TPC6OB3AOCB HHUKAKOH KHUIH, KpOMC KHHUTI'H IIPUPOABI, COCTOﬂmCﬁ

U3 ABYX AMCTOB — Heba u 3eman...+
Crapen; 3ocuMa MOATBEPIKAAET ITY MBICAb:

He sabyapre Toxe nputan [ocnoann, npenmymectsenno no Esanreanso or Ay-
ku (Tak s Acaaa), a notoM U3 AesHuil anocroabckux obpamenne Casaa (310
HerpeMeHHo, HenpemenHo!),** a nakouen, u us Yersu-Muneit xots 651 xuTHE
AAckcest 4eAOBeKa GOXKHUSI M BEAUKON U3 BEAUKHX PAAOCTHOH CTpapaAmibl, 6o-
TOBUAMIIBI M XPHCTOHOCHIB! MaTepu Mapuu EruntsHeiay — 1 npoHsuus emy
CEpALIE €r0 CHMHU IIPOCTBIMH CKAa3aHHSMM, M BCETO-TO AHIIb YaC B HEACAIO, He-

B3UPas Ha MAAOE CBOE copeprkane, oant qacok ([1CC 145 267).

OO6parum BHUMaHUE Ha CBsI3b MEKAY oObsicHeHusiMu DyxapeBbiM npurye-
BOIT OCHOBBI peveii Mucyca, BEIBOASIIIEH CMBICABI 32 IIPEACABI 6yKBaAbHOFO o-
HMMaHUS TEKCTA, U BbICKA3bIBAHMEM AIIOAOIETA HOBOTO IIpaBOCAaBust “Kusss
U3 nepBoil peaakuuu pomana becoi: «Onu Bee Ha Xpucta (Penan, Ie), caura-
IOT €ro 32 OOBIKHOBEHHOTO YCAOBEKA M KPUTHKYIOT €r0 YYCHUE KaK HECOCTOSI-
TEABHOE AAS HAIIIETO BPEMEHU. A TaM U yYECHUS-TO HET, TAM TOABKO CAyYailHbIC
CAOBa, a TAABHOE, 06pa3 XpHCTa, U3 KOTOPOrO UCXOAUT Besikoe yuenue» (I1CC
11; 192).

Maes1, xoTOpast pyKOBOAMAA SKH3HBIO U ACSATEABHOCTBIO Byxapesa, ero mo-
CTPYDKCHHEM B MOHAXH, 3aTE€M CHATHEM ¢ ce0s caHa, BCETO, YTO OH IIHCAA U IIpe-
nmoaaBaA Kak npodeccop MOCKOBCKOH AyXOBHOH aKaAE€MHH, COCTOSIAA B TOM,
uro cepearHa XIX Beka — mepuoa, CXOAHBIN ¢ HyAeBBIMH ropamu mo Poxae-
cTBY XpHUCTOBY, KOTAQ YE€AOBEYECCTBY IPECAITUCAHO CACAATh YCHAUE U IIOIBITATh-
Cs IIPUHATH HE HA YMO3PHUTEABHOM, HO Ha MpakTHieckoM yposae Hoserit 3a-
Bet Mucyca Xpucra. Apyrumu ca0BaMH, MHPOBOE XPUCTHAHCTBO B HACTOSIIEE
BpeMsI, COTAACHO MHEHHIO DyxapeBa, K KOTOPOMy NPHCOEAHHSAETCS U 30CH-
Ma u3 bpamees Kapamasosvix, morpssso B GpapuceicTBE U A3BIYECTBE, CACAO-
BAaHUIO HE AyXy XPUCTOBY, HO MEPTBOM OyKBe U yOUBAIOLIMM AYXOBHYIO CBOOO-
AY AloAci puropuamy u pormatuamy. O TOM, KaK TSDKEAO M MydHTeAbHO Berxuii
3aBeT cMeHsIAcsi HoBbiM mpu 3eMHOI sku3HH XPHUCTA U B IOCACAYIOIIHE Ac-
catuaetust Byxapes namucaa xuury O Hosom saseme Locnoda namezo Hucyca
Xpucma, ¢ BecbMa IIPO3padHbIMU HAMEKAMHU Ha TO, YTO HEYTO MOAOOHOE HEOb-
XOAUMO CACAATb U B COBPEMEHHBIC €My TOABL, 00 9TOM ITOBECTBYCT TAKKE KHH-

43 Tam xe, c. 201.
44 Heapsst uckarouuts, 4o AoctoeBekuil OblA 3HAKOM € APYTHM BBIAQIOIUMCS TPYAOM Dyxa-
pesa: Hecxonvxo cmameit o Cessmom anocmose Iasae (Canxr-Ilerep6ypr, 1860), 205 c.
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ra O cospemennbix 0YX0BHBIX NOMPEOHOCTNIX MBLCAW 1 HCUSHU, 0COOEHHO PYCCKOIL.
VMeHHO 32 9TH B3IASIABL, COYTCHHbBIC €PETUYCCKUMHU, OH ObIA TOABEPTHYT SKe-
CTOKHM IIPECACAOBAHHAM.* aest 0 TOM, 4TO COBPEMEHHOE YEAOBEYECTBO CO-
CPEAOTOYHAOCH Ha OBITOBOM KOMPOPTE U YTEPSIAO KUBOH XPUCTHAHCKHUIL IIPO-
MBICEA, COACPIKHUTCS B “3aBeTax’ CTapLia 30CUMBI: «B MUpe BcE boace u boace
YIacaeT MBICAb O CAY>KEHHH YCAOBCYCCTBY, O OPATCTBE U LICAOCTHOCTU AOACH
¥ BOMCTHHY BCTPEYACTCS MBICAb CHSI AKE YK€ C HACMELIKOM, MO0 KaK OTCTATh
OT IPUBBIYEK CBOUX, KYyAQ IOHMACT CEil HEBOABHUK, €CAH CTOAb IIPHBBIK YTOASTH
GecurcACHHBIC TOTPEOHOCTH CBOM, KOTOPBIE CaM K¢ HaBblayMaA? B yeannenun
OH, U KaKOE EMY ACAO AO LjeA0ro. M AocThrAM TOro, 4TO Belweil HAKOIMAU OOAB-
ute, a papoctu cranso Menbuie» (I1CC 14; 285).

He Toapko caoBa Xpucra, roBopur byxapes, npuorkpsiBator cetr Mcru-
HBI, HO, TAaBHBIM 00pa3oM, auno Ero camoro ectb myTh u mpumep AAst oppa-
JKAHUSL KaK B OBITOBOI KH3HU YCAOBEKA, TAK U B IIPU TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM HAH 00-
IICCTBEHHOM CTPOHUTEABCTBE.** DTO MyTh, IO €TO CAOBAM, IPU3BAH OYUCTHUTD
CO3HAHME U AYIIY OT «BCSKOTO Apsi3ra M xaama». Perporpapam Byxapes 3apaer
BOIIPOC: «3a 4YTO BBl HCKAIOYHTE |...| 4€AOBEKA M3 CAMOI BO3MOXXHOCTH Pasys-
HATh UCTHHY OTO AXH?»* OTKasaBlLIeeCs: OT CACAOBAHMSI CBOCH COBECTH YEAO-
BEYECTBO OAYXKAAET B IOAYMPAKH:

M yBuaeA st Takol CyMpaK B HalleH PyCCKOM MBICAH IO BOIPOCY 06 OTHOLICHUH
MEKAY TPOKAAHCKUM M LICPKOBHBIM, MHPCKHM U AyXOBHBIM, 4TO M bBor Bects
KOIAQ MBI BhIObeMcst k cBeTy Boskuio [...]. He ckporo u Toro, 4to B yeaAuHeHHbIX
MOMUX TSDKEABIX AyMaX s IIAQKAA, KaK PeOCHOK OT IPEACTABACHHSI, YETO Mbl, IIpa-
BOCABHbIC, AUIIACM ceOsl U APYTUX UPEe3 CBOU OAHOCTOPOHHOCTH HAH UpE3 Ac-
HOCTb M HEXOTCHbE OTYCTAUBO BBUICHUTH cebe XPUCTOBY HCTUHY IO BOIPOCY
00 OTHOLIECHMH MEXAY CBETCKMM M AYXOBHBIM, — II0 9TOMY BEAHKOMY BOIIPOCY,
H3-32 KOTOPOTO CTOABKO IIPOAMTO U AOCEAE IIPOAMBAECTCS KPOBU. DTH CyMPaKH
1 IIOAYMPAKH B HALICH MBICAH, CKA)Xy BaM, 00Ace MEHsI IIyraioT 1 06e3HaAeKUBa-

. o 8
10T, YEM ITOAHBIU U OTKPbITbII/I Mpax...»‘*

byaro mpoaoaxast aty mpicab, 3ocuma ropoput: «HyxxHo anip mMasoe ce-
Ms1, KPOXOTHOE: OPOCh OH €ro B Aylly HPOCTOAIOAMHA, U HE YMPET OHO, OyACT
JKMTb B AYIIE €IO BO BCIO )KU3Hb, TAUTBCSA B HEM CPEAU MPaKa, CPEAH CMpaAd
IPEXOB €T0, KaK CBETAAS TOUKA, KaKk Beaukoe HaniomuHanue» ([1CC 14; 266).

45 Cw.: Apxumandpum ©eodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 7-692.
46 BYXAPEB, O cospemennvix Jyxo8Hvix nompednocmsx, c. 40-41.

47 Tam xe, c. 367-368.

48 Tam xe, c.32
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HpaBcTBeHHO-KYABTYpHBIE CyMEPKH, B KOTOPBIX, I10 MHeHHIO byxapesa u
AocroeBckoro, bayxaaet Poccust, 06ecrieanBaioTcst paspspOM AIOACH, KOTOPBIX
AOCTOECBCKUIL, UCIIOAB3YSI LIUTATY U3 AnoKxaiuncuca, Ha3bIBAA <HHU TOPSYUMHU,
HU XOAOAHBIMU>»,* a ByxapeB — «paBHOAYLIHBIMU»: «6AarOpacrnoAoKeHHe K
XPUCTHAHCTBY, XOTs Obl U HE OTPELIMBIICECS OT Pa3HBIX AIOOUMBIX HAOAOB, Ka-
XKETCsT, OAMKE K UCTUHE, YeM PaBHOAYILHE K HeMy...»*° AOCTOEBCKUIA U €ro re-
pou-¢uaocodsl TaKxKe ObIAN YOCKACHBL, 9TO AIOOOI €PETHK MHOTO Ay4ILE IIPa-
BOBEPHOIO, BEPYIOLIEro He cepalieM, a mo 6ykse. [ToaobHO AocroeBckomy,
CYUTABLIEMY, YTO CO3HATCABHBII aTCHUCT CTOUT Ha BBICOKOM YPOBHE AYXOBHO-
ro passutus (Apxuepeii TUXOH n3 HCOKOHYECHHOM raaBbl becos, Takke, Bepo-
STHO, CpOPMUPOBaHHBLI nucareaeM He 6e3 Bausiuust A.M. Byxapesa, rosopur:
«...TOAHBIH aTE€U3M ITOYTECHHEE CBETCKOro paBHoAymmsa» — [ICC 11; 10), by-
XapeB OBIA TOTOB HANTHU IIOTACHHBIH XPUCTHAHCKUI CMBICA «B HPaBCTBECHHBIX
HCKaHUSX AQKE CBOUX ATCUCTHYCCKUX NPOTUBHUKOB».S' 30CHMa yTBEPXKAA-
€T HECOOXOAUMOCTb CBOOOABI MBICAH M CAOB2 B ITyTH YCAOBEKA K UCTHHE B paM-
KaX aGCOAIOTHOTO PaBCHCTBA B « AYXOBHOM AOCTOMHCTBe» dcaoBeka (/1CC 14;
286), B TO BpeMs Kak ByxapeB B cBOCii KHUIC YTOYHSET: «TOABKO YK CAUTKOM
3aCHYBIUHE AYXOM M3 [PABOCAABHBIX HE IIOAYYAIOT MAHM HE CABIIIAT OAOOHBIX
yAoCcTOBepeHUIT XPUCTOBOI 0AAroAaTH»,* TaK KaK «COMHCHHE» U <«HEBe-
pue» — NPUHIMIHAABHO pasandHbie coctosiHus” CoraacHo MHeHMI0 byxape-
Ba, KOTOPOE CO BCEH OYEBUAHOCTBIO PAa3ACASIA U AOCTOEBCKHIL, HE BIIOAHE KOP-
PEKTHBII IyTh K bory MHOro Aydiie Tymoro paBHOAYIIHS U 3aMECHE TPYAHOTO
OIIBITA AYXOBHOTO CTAHOBACHHSI Ha aKKYPATHOE CACAOBAHHE LIEPKOBHOMY Ka-
ACHAAPIO, BEAD AQXKE T€, KTO MPUAEPIKHBAIOTCS «HE COBCEM ITPABOMBICACHHBIX
U ALKE IPOCTO ASKHMBBIX BEPOBAHUU» 0OE3YCAOBHO 3aCAY>KMBAIOT COYYBCTBEH-
HOTO BHUMaHHs « XPHCTa, EAMHCTBEHHOTO AAst Bcex Criacuteasi» 5* [IpaBaa He
C AIIOAOTETAMH «3aCTOSI» U «O00CKypaHTaMu >, yKassiBaa byxapes, HO ¢ Temu,
KTO OTPHULIACT «AYX pabCTBa>» U OPUCHTHPYETCs HE Ha OYKBY, 4 HA «YUCTHIC U
CBETABIC [...| HCTOYHHKH » XPUCTHAHCTBA.

Ha sroii sxe mosunuu crout u crapen; 3ocuma. I'lo ero muenuro, raaBHoe co-

49 «3HAIO TBOU ACAQ; ThI HH XOAOACH, HU TOPsIY; O, ecAM 65l TbI 614 XOAOACH, HaU ropsia! Ho,
KaK ThI TEIIA, a He TOPSTY M HE XOAOACH, TO 3BeprHy Tebs u3 yer Moux» (Otxp. 3.15-16).

so BYXAPEB, O cospemennvix 0yX081bix NOMPEOHOCNIX, C. 473.

st Huxoaait B. CEPEBPEHHHUKOB, “ApxumMaHapur Peopop U OTACACHHE KPUTHKH: CyAbOa
Byxapesa’, in Auxumandpum Deodop (A.M. Byxapes). Aumonrozus (Caunxr-Ilerepbypr: PX-
TA, 1997), c. 10.

52 BYXAPEB, O cospemennvix 0yx081bix nompedHocmasx, c. 266.

53 Tamxe, c. 376.

54 Tamxe, c. 250.

ss Tam xe, c. 266.
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KPOBHILEC XPUCTHAHCTBA — HE «OYKBa» M HE AOTMBI, HO 9YBCTBO <KHBOI SKH3-
HM>, HEYKOCHUTEABHO Beayiyee K Xpucty. Kak u VBan B “Beauxom nnxsu-
3UTOpe” OH OTPHLIACT BAACTh ABTOPUTETA HAA YCAOBEKOM, CBA3BIBAIOIIUM CeOsl
c borom. Aormar B TpapuLMU XPUCTHAHCKON LiepKBU 0003HadaeT coboil yue-
HHME 00 OCHOBHBIX BOIPOCAX BEPBI, TPeOysl NPU3HAHUS 32 HUM abCOAIOTHO-
IO aBTOPUTETA, HE CAYYaiHO, BIIEpBbIc $OpMaT ‘AorMara’ ObIA IPUMEHEH Keca-
peM ABrycToM npH nepenucu HaceacHUs Pumckoit umnepun (Ax. 1, 6). Aas
AocroeBckoro, kak u Aas1 byxapesa, Ob1A0 BaKHO IPUKOCHOBEHHUE YEAOBEKA K
«YHCTOMY U CBETAOMY HCTOYHHKY>» — HPABCTBEHHOMH OpHeHTAlMU Ha AUK Mu-
cyca XpHcTa; IPUAYMaHHbIC AFOABMU AOTMATHYCCKUE OTPAaHUYCHUS B cepe Ay-
XOBHOM >KM3HH MOIYT OKa3aTbhCsl OLIMOOYHBIMHU, 3aMETUM, XPUCTOC HUIAC U
HHKaK He 0003HaYaA UX HEOOXOAUMOCTb. AOCTOCBCKUIL ObIA YBEPEH B TOM, YTO
IIyTb Ka)XAOTO Y€AOBeKa K bory cyrybo nnauBHAyaAeH u He Bceraa tpebyer ce-
6¢ YAOOHBIX TPOTYapOB B BUAC aBTOPUTETHBIX ‘AOIM . byxapes He pas nucaa o
I'yOHTEABHOCTH AASL XPUCTHAHCTBA «MOHOIIOAMH Ha MCTHHY>,"* KOTOpBIEC He-
U30CKHO «yOMBAIOT BCSKYIO JKM3HD MBICAM>» .Y DOpMUPYsI Takoll 5Ke HACOAO-
IMYECKUH KOMIIACKC, KaKkoil ympasasier peyamu KlukBusuropa B pomane Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO, OH NHUILET:

[IpeTeH3uy Ha MOHOIIOAUM B ACAC HCTHHBI — BOT 4YTO IAABHBIM 00pasoM u
PASBEAMHACT U HEU3OEKHO AOAKHO PasbEAMHSITD CAMBIX AAKE HCKPEHHHX AC-
ATEACH IO AEAY MCTUHBL. MOHOIOAUCT B A€A€ UCTHHBI B OTHOIIECHUH K APYTO-
My YCAOBEKY TAUT B AyOUHE CBOCH AYIUH TAKYIO MBICAB: “Ha MOCH CTOPOHE HC-
THHA U [IOTOMY, €CAH Tebe AOpora U A06E3HA HCTHHA, CAYLIANCSI MCHS M MAH
TyAQ, ACAQH M MBICAH TaK, KaK U KyAa 51 Tebe yKaxy; a MHaYe Thl 4CAOBEK ApSH-

HOI1, Bpar uctunbr’ S

DByxapes ykasbiBaA Ha yIepOHOCTb CACIIOIO CACAOBAHMSI AOTMAaM, Ha3bIBasI
TAKYI0 PEAHTMO3HYI0O MOACAb BEPOI B «CTPAAAABHOM 3aAOTE€>», KOTAA MBICAB
IPUHUMACTCSL <TOABKO Ha BEPY>, 2 «COOCTBCHHOE CAMOCTOSITCABHOE AO3Ha-
HHE> [IPOMCHSHO Ha «BHEILIHIOK OYKBY AOrMaTH3Ma>; «BbI ckaxere, 4TO Hc-
THHHOEC OTKPOBECHHE HE MEPTBasi OYKBa, & AyX U SKM3Hb; HO BCE-TAKH OHO AACT-
Cs1 MHE CO BHE, U C MOEH CTOPOHBI TOABKO U €CTh MECTO CTPAAATEABHOI Bepe» >
[MTucanns crapua 30CHMBI HOATBEPKAAIOT HYXapeBCKYIO HACIO O TOM, 4TO «Jo-
croab ObIBaA pap BO30OYXACHHIO B KOM-AHOO SKMBOM MBICAH>, OOHApyXUBas

56 Llur. no usa.: Apxumandpum Peodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 10.
57 DYXAPEB, O cospemennvix dyxosrvix nompebnocmsx, c. 440.

s8 Tam xe, c. 349.

s9 Tam xe, c. 231
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B 9TOM <«3HaK OAM30CTH M LApCTBUIO HeOecHOMY >, 1 caM ucyc, no mueHuio
60rocaoBa, siBAsieT co00i1 0Opaser; U IPUMEp «AyXa CHIHOBHEH CAMOCTOSITCAB-
HOCTHU B MCCACAOBAHUH, Pa3y3HAHUU U YHOTPEOACHUH BCCOOBEMAIOLINX COKPO-
Bl Boxuunx».*> AoctoeBckuil B cBoeM Awuesnuxe nucamess NOAICPKUBAA:
«Hpascreennnit obpasen u naeaa ectb y Mens, pat, Xpucroc» ([1CC 275 56).

ToBoputs 0 xpucrosorun AOCTOEBCKOrO HYKHO C GOABLIOH OCTOPOXHO-
CTbIO, MBILIACHHE IIUCATEAS] IPOUCXOAUAO OOABIICH YaCTBIO 3a IPEACAAMHU AOT-
MaTHYECKOTO OOrOCAOBHSI MAU AQXKE B IIPOTHBOPEYUU C HUM, B OTHOIICHUHU K
AOTMe BOOOLIIE U K LIePKOBHBIM AOTMATaM B YaCTHOCTH He ObIAO GOABIIOrO 3H-
Ty3uasMa. MOXHO yIOMSIHYTbh XOTsl Obl raaBy “BeAnkuil MHKBU3HTOP B €ro
pomane bpams.s Kapama3o6s., BBIpaxaioliyro IpOTECT IPOTUB AKOOBIX CTECHE-
HMI MBICAHM YEAOBEKA Ha €ro IMyTH K XPHUCTOBOI UCTHHE, T.K., 10 MHCHUIO ITH-
caTeAsi, HUKAaKON MHOM MCTHHBI HE CYLIECTBYCT. B ¢BsA3M ¢ aTM MOXHO yco-
MHUTBCSI B TCHACHLIMH «OOpAlLICHUSI AOTMATa B 3allOBEAb>, OOHAPYXCHHON
A.T TaueBoii B xpucrosoruu Aocroesckoro.” Takoro popa saMeHa KOPEHHBIM
obpasom menser nepuaHoce (BoxecTBeHHas 3amoBeAb) Ha BropuYHOC (BBI-
paboTaHHbBIN MepapXaMH LICPKBU AOTMAT), YTO OBIAO HEIIPUEMACMO AAS IH-
careAsi, MHOTOKPAaTHO HACTAMBABLIETO Ha IPHMaTe ‘AMIa XPHCTOBA OTHOCH-
TEABHO AKOOBIX, CAMBIX aBTOPUTETHBIX MHeHMH, paxe Casmennoe Ilucanue
CTAaBHBIUMM Ha BTOPOE MECTO IO OTHOMwEHHIO K Ero auky. Jrta nmosunus co
BCCIl OIPEACACHHOCTBIO OblAa BbIPaXKEHA M B TPYAaX Dyxapesa: «HecyacTuio B
XPUCTHAHCTBE MOCAY)KHUAO IIEPBOHAYAABHO HAIIPABACHUCE BO3TAABASTH CeOs U
CBOE ACAO, BMECTO caMoro [ocIiopa, B IPOCTHIX IPELIHBIX AIOASX, KaK B [ocmo-
A€ — HAIIPaBACHHE, AOTMATHYECKH BBIPA3UBIICECS B PUMCKOM KATOAHUYECTBE,
HO ACHCTBYyIOLIEE HE B OAHOM 3TOM KaTOAHYECTBE>, IIPO3PAYHO HAMEKaeT 00-
rocaoB.” B peaurnosnoil xonuenuun Aocroesckoro somunupyer Bropas
UrocTach TPOHIBI, KOTOPAs TEM CAMBIM OTOABHIACT HA IEPUPEPHIO AOTMAT O
PaBHOUITOCTACHOU TPOUIHOCTH Boxectna, NPUHATHIN Huxkeiickum co60p0M,
KOTOPBIi, BEPOSTHO, OKAHYUBAA CTOAb MUABIH CEPALLY AOCTOEBCKOTO IEPUOA
“aloCTOABCKOrO IPABOCAABHSL € €IO CBOOOAHOMN, HUYEM HE CTCCHCHHOM CaMo-
CTOSITEABHOCTBIO ITYTH KaXA0r0 deaoBeka k bory. Cymuocts Mucyca aast nu-
careast Oblaa siBACHA B peHOMEHE BOrOChIHOBCTBA, ONPEACATAACH AOKA3AHHON
BO3MO>XHOCTBIO BMEII[EHUS B YEAOBEKE DOXECTBEHHOH WMCTHUHBI, HUMEHHO 3TO
KaK CIIACUTCABHASI IIEPCIICKTHBA COTPEBAAO €IO AYLIY U AABAAO OCHOBAHUE AAS

60 Tam xe, c. 266.

61 Amnacracusa . TAYEBA, “«Iaeaa ectp y MeHs, AaH, XpHucToc»: Xpucrosorus AoCTOEBCKO-
rO B KOHTCKCTE TPAAULMU HPABCTBEHHOTO UCTOAKOBAHUS AOTMATa’, Jocmoesckutl u mupo-
a3 xysvmypa. Dunosozuseckuts ycypuas, 2021, N2 2 (14), c. 48.

62 BYXAPEB, O cospemennix dyx081bix NOMPEOHOCINIX, C. 25 4.
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usHu. B cBoelt kHure byxapep ykaspiBaa, 4To «B XPHCTOBOM >KH3HH, ACH-
CTBUTEABHO PACKPBIBACTCS CaMasi )XUBasi [yMaHHAsl CUMIIATUYHOCTD K OOBIKHO-
BCHHOMY 4€AOBCYCCKOMY OBITY U COCTOSIHUIO>, BHICKa3bIBasl YIIPEK TEM BEpy-
IOIMM, KOTOPbIE COCPEAOTAIUBAIOTCS HA O0XKECTBEHHOM IIPUPOAE XPUCTa, HO
«OIIyCKAIOT U3 CBOErO XMBOrO BHUMaHMs camyio Ero geaoBedHocTs».® 1O
BIIOAHE COOTBETCTBYET MPEACTABACHHAM AOCTOEBCKOIrO, COrAACHO KOTOPBIM
Bor us A106BH K 4€A0OBEYECTBY OOPATHACS K HEMY HAIIPSIMYIO € IIOMOLIBIO CBOC-
ro CbIHa, yKa3aB €ro >KU3HCHHBIM ITyTEM HA HAIIPABACHHE CITACCHUS OT CMEPTH,
u moTomy ¢urypa XpHucra AOMHUHHPOBAAA B PEAUTHO3HBIX B3rasgaax AocToes-
CKOTO, YBOASL Ha BTOpOil maaH u bora-otua, u Ayx Cesroii. Aormar o Tpourie,
yKa3bIBalomuil Ha paBeHcTBo unocraceit Orua, Coina u Casitoro Ayxa, oTcyT-
CTBYEeT B TBOPYECKOM HacAeAMH AOCTOEBCKOrO, He YIOMHUHAETCS HU B IIPOU3-
BCACHUSIX, HU B [THChMAX, HU B TBOPYECKUX 3anucsx. B bpamuvax Kapamasosvix
U [IHChMaX YIOMMHACTCS <« [POMIBIH ACHB>» (IICC 14; 225; IICC 28 ; 33), B
paHHUX cTaThsix — « Ipoure-Cepruesa aaBpa» (IICC 18; 25), u ato Bce. Ta xe
TCHACHLIUS BUAHA U B OTHOIIeHUH TpeTneit unocracu Tpouust — Cesaroro Ay-
Xa, YIOMSIHYTOTO B KOCBEHHOM CMbICAC AHIIb TPU pasa (IICC 20; 205; IICC
22;137; [ICC 29 ; 281), B TO BpeMs1 Kak yloMHuHaHUI XpHcTa — 60Aee THICTIH.
IIpuunHa Takoro crenu$puIecKoro CAOBOYIIOTPEOACHHUS 3AKAKOYACTCS B LCH-
HOCTHOM Iipuopurere AOCTOEBCKOTO: IOAHOM COBMEICHHH Y€AOBEYECKOTO U
BoxxecTBeHHOrO B OAHOM AHlle 0003HaYaeT o4eBUAHYIO nepcrektiBy Crace-
HHsI, KOTOPasi COXPAHSETCS, HO BBITASIAUT OTBACYCHHO-YMO3PUTEABHOH B Ay-
xe Cesitom u Bore-otue, siBAsIommx co60i TPaHCLIEHACHTAABHbIC CYLIHOCTH.
AoctoeBckomy Ob1A TAYOOKO YyXKA AOKETH3M C €TI0 UACCH IPU3PAYHOCTH TEAC-
cHoro obauka CeiHa boxbero u npuspadnoctsio Vckynaenusi, paBHO U KOH-
LICILMsT HECTOPHAHCTBA, TPAKTYMOI[asi XPHUCTa KaK ABYCOCTABHOE CYIIECTBO,
coBMmeaomee B cebe coiHa Mocnda u Mapuu u Crina Boxxsero. Aas Aocro-
eBCcKOro XpHUCTOC — 3TO OAHO AMIL0, OPTAHUYECKU BOIAOLaoLiee B cebe Bbic-
LM YPOBEHb BO3MOXKHOCTEH 4YeaoBeka B camstHuu ¢ borom. ITosromy B ero
IIPOM3BEACHUSX HET 00CYXKACHUS BOIIPOCA O TOM, HACKOABKO TOXACCTBEH Bo-
ry Mucyc Xpucroc, raaBHoe B TOM, 4TO siBAcHHe Mucyca ykasaao myTs K Ay-
XOBHOMY M TeaecHOMYy coBepuieHcTBY Tomo CanmeHc, npeobpakeHUIO 9eA0-
BEYECKOTO CYIIECTBA U3 HBIHCIIHETO HepaoAcAaHHoro  cocrosuus (I1CC 7;
77). B atom cmbicae AocToeBekuii HUYEM He poTHBOpeuna pormaty Hukeii-
CKOTO cob0opa, OAHAKO OAHOBPEMECHHO C 3TUM BCIO KM3Hb COMHEBAACS B He-
00XOAUMOCTH CACAOBATh KAaKMM-AUOO AOTMATaM, IPEAIOYUTAs UM HEIOCPEA-
CTBEHHYIO YYBCTBCHHO-PasyMHYyI0 ¢Bsidb ¢ borom. Maes Apust o rayboxoii,

63 Tam xe, c. 603 (npumeyanue).



88 KOHCTAHTHUH A. BAPIIT

opranuyecko yeaoseyHoctd Mucyca u corsopennn Ero borom ne moraa ne
TPOHYTH Aymy AOCTOEBCKOIO, Tak Kak eije boace cOAMXKAAA YCAOBEKA C BO3-
MO>KHOCTBIO COBMECTHUTS €ro CyuecTBo ¢ borom. Pasmpimasist 06 atom, Aocro-
€BCKUIT 3aIIMCaA KaAAUTpaduaecKy UMsi ApHsi BO BpeMsi pabOoThI Hap POMAaHOM
Lpecmynaenne u naxasanue* NOCTOEBCKUI, PAaBHO U €r0 MEPCOHAX CTAPEL]
3ocuma, 6b1aH YOEKACHBI, YTO COKO3 YeAOBeka ¢ borom He TpeOyeT Kakoro-au-
60 AOIIOAHUTEABHOTO aBTOPHUTETA, TOMUMO aBropurera Mucyca Xpucra, Toro
ke MHEHUs IPUACPKUBAACS U Dyxapes, ykaspiBasi, 4TO €AMHCTBEHHBIM U He-
COMHEHHBIM aBTOPUTETOM AAs Beex siBasieTcst Mucyce Xpucroc, 1 HUKTO HHOM
3aMeCTUTS ero B 3Toi $yHkiuu He MoxkeT.” Oreny Moans, repoii ero kuuru O
COBPEMEHHBIX DYXOBHBIX NOMPEOHOCINIX..., TOAOOHO 3ocume B Bpamvsx Kapa-
MA308bLX, HACTAUBACT HA MBICAH, YTO CYTh XPUCTHAHCKOIO AcAa He B becrpe-
KOCAOBHOM M 0€3AyMHOM HCIIOAHCHHH AOTMATOB, HO B CACAOBAHHU SKMBOMY
Ayxy XpHCTOBY: «He 3a0BIBAHITE, YTO, [...] CHAQ AOTMATOB BCE K€ COCTOMT B Ca-
MOM )KM3HH M AyXE, 2 HE B MEPTBOMU 6yKBC>>, CCBIAQSCD IIPU 3TOM HA EBanreane
ot Moanna (MH. 4. 63).° On HacTamBaa, 4TO CBA3b 4eAOBeKa ¢ AOrocoM Acp-
JKUTCSI OTHIOAD HE Ha KaKUX-AH0O IPeAIHCaHusIX, MOHonoAusupyomux Meru-
Hy, OTBeprasi «0OrOXyAbHYIO NpeTeH3U0 Ha coBMecTHUYecTBO ¢ Camum Xpu-
crom B Ero raaBencrse Hap LepkoBbro» .

HasbiBast ommOKoi TEHACHIIUIO 3AMEHSITb XXUBYIO MBICAb M HPaBCTBECHHBIH
npumep Xprcra HaOOPOM aBTOPUTETHBIX ‘AOIMaToB’, Byxapes npunucsiBaa Ta-
KOTO POAQ HAMEPCHHUE <« AYXY IAIICTBA», AYXY «MEPTBBIX 3a0AyXKACHHIT»,* He-
COBMECTHMBIX C «)KHBBIM HCTOYHHUKOM>» B Auue Mucyca Xpucra. Ilpusnasas
LICHHOCTh AOTMATOB KaK $paKTOB UcTOpuH LepksH, byxapes tpebosaa: «Ilycrs
XK€ KKABIH AOTMAT, KaXKAAsl UCTHHA U YIPEKACHHUE IIPABOCAABHS HU3YYAIOTCS
U COOAIOAAIOTCSL HAMHU HE B CBOCH TOABKO OyKkBe MAU $OpPME, HO HEIPEMEHHO
M B CAMOM XPHUCTOBOM AyXe...»* DTa MBICAb IBCTBEHHO BUAHA B HACTABACHH-
sx crapua 3ocumbl. O6paTuM Taoke BHUMaHHE HA MHTEPbEP €rO KEABH, CBH-
AETEABCTBYIOIUI O PEHINTEABHOM aHTHAOTMATH3ME CTapLja: HECKOABKO «H3-
SIHBIX ¥ AOPOIMX TIPABIOPHBIX M300PKCHUI», KOMHH KAPTUH <«BEAHKHX

64 Kouncrantun A. BApHIT, “KaAAnrpa(l)mquKoe nmucbmo .M. Aocroesckoro B PYKOIHCAX K
pomany [pecmynaenne u naxasanue’, Napis, 2018, Seria XXIV (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
IBL PAN, 2018), c. 262-263.

65 Anexcanap M. BYXAPEB, “Mos anoaorust, in Apxumandpum ®Qeodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro
et contra, C. 53.

66 BYXAPEB, O cospemennix dYxX081bix NOMPEOHOCINIX, C. 196.

67 Tam xe, c. 197.

68 Tam xe, c. 342.

69 Tam xe, c. 596
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HTAABSHCKUX XYAOXKHHKOB IIPOIIABIX CTOACTHI», IPOCTOHAPOAHBIE AyOOUYHBIC
U300Pa’KCHUS, CTAPOBEPYECKAsT MKOHA, «KATOAUYECKUH KPECT U3 CAOHOBOM
KoctH ¢ obnumaromero ero Mater dolorosa» (I1CC 14; 37). 3a 3Tu BOABHOCTH
3ocumMma, YK€ ITOCAE CMEPTHU Aocroesckoro, B 1886 TOAY, IIOAYIHMA JKECTKYIO OT-
IIOBEADb OT LiEPKOBHBIX PETPOIPaAOB: MyOAUKaLyst “Geces” 30CHMBI OTACABHBIM
TEKCTOM ObIAQ 3allpeleHa LEPKOBHOMH LieH3ypoil. PemeHne npunsaTo, ncxops
U3 TOTO, YTO «...y4eHHE 30CHUMbI KaK “UMCIOIIETO TOABKO BHAUMOE CXOACTBO C
yueHreM XPHCTa, HO B CYIHOCTH COBEPIICHHO IPOTUBOIIOAOKHOTO AOKTPHUHE
ITpaBocaasHoit Bepsr” »7° Takoro sxe MHeHHs 6b1A U 06ep-poxypop CasiiieH-
noro Cunopa K.H. ITo6eaoHOCHEB," OAUH U3 NIPU3HAHHBIX NPOTOTHIOB Be-
AUKOTO MHKBU3UTOPA:

AyXOBHOE MeEIIACTCSA CO CBETCKMM, YHCTOC € HCYHCTHIM, OTBACYCHHOE C KOH-
KpPETHBIM [...]. B AyXOBHOI )XM3HU HAaYMHACTCS CAOXKHBIHA U 3aIlyTaHHBLA IIPO-
11ecc, KOTOPBIN MHBIE CKAOHHBI CMCIIMBATh C OPraHUYECKUM IPOLIECCOM PasBH-
TusL. [...] D10 mporecc 60AC3HEHHELI, COBEPILICHHO MOAOGHBIN TOMY IPOLiecCy,
KOTOPHIH COBEpPIIACTCS B PUSHICCKOM OPTaHH3ME IPU SNUAEMHYECCKOM PasA0-

JKEHUH KpOBH.”*

ITporect A.M. Byxapesa npoTus mop06HOro poaa peTporpapHbIX HacTPO-
eHUIT AOpOro obomieacs PUAOCcOdy U, BHE COMHECHHUIL, XKECTOKAsI TPABAS CTAAd
OCHOBHOI IPUYMHOH €ro paHHed cMepTH. Iepondeckas 6opb6a MMOABMI)KHHUKA
¢ GapHCeiicTBOM U SI3BIYECTBOM, OTPABASIBUIMMH PEAUTHO3HOE CAMOCO3HAHHUE
COBPEMEHHHUKOB, BOLIAA B HCTOPHIO OTCYCCTBEHHOM KYABTYPBI KaK sIPKOE 00-
LIICCTBEHHOE ACSHHE, YCTPEMACHHOE K PCIIMTEABHOMY OOHOBACHHIO PCAUIH-
03HOH >xxusHu Poccuy, 3a c4eT KOHLCHTpALMU BHUMAaHHS Ha AyXe CBOOOAO-
MBICAHSI, CBOICTBEHHOTO MUAOMY €TO CEPALLY “AIIOCTOABCKOMY IPABOCAABUIO
IEPBIX BEKOB XPUCTHAHCTBA, 2 TAKXKE YBAKUTEABHOTO OTHOIICHUS K AYYIIHUM
AOCTIDKEHHSIM 3aITaAHOEBPOIIECHCKON Hayku U ¢uaocodun. B nucemax x cBo-
eMYy CIOABHXHHKY, cBam. A.A. Acbeaeny (1861 1.) oH BbIpaxkas TpeboBaHue
IOAHOLIEHHO OCBAUBATh BCE AOCTIDKCHHS 3aITAAHO-XPUCTHAHCKOH MbICAH,?

70 “OrpsiBok u3 pomana ‘bparsst Kapamasossr’ mepep cyaom nensypsr, my6a. B. K. AEBEAE-
BA, Pycckas aumepamypa, 1970, N 2, . 123.

71 Teopruii B. dAroPOBCKU, Tlymu pyccxozo 6o20c10615 (MI/IHCK: beaopycckas I'lpaBocaas-
nas LlepkoBs, 2006), c. 409.

72 Koncrantun I1. [IOBEAOHOCILEB, “AyXoBHasi AMTEpaTypa U LEPKOBHAs IPOMOBEAD, in
Apxumandpum Peodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 523.

73 Cwm. nucema apxum. Peopopa k A.A. Acbeaesy 3a 1861 r.: apxum. DEoAOP (Byxapes),
“ITucema x A.A. Aebeaeny”, bozociosckuii secmuux, 1915, T. 3, N0 10, 11, 12, C. 413-54.4.
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LMTHPYS. ¥ YIOMUHASI TPYAbI €BPOIICHCKUX YYEHBIX, HApuMep, «Kcropuro”
BCGCpa» 4

OO0palyeHHOCTh K MHPCKOH JKM3HH, KOTOPYIO BMCHSIAH DyxapeBy B BHHY,
TPAKTYsI 3TO KaK HEIOAODAIOIEE AASI CBSIILICHHUKA IOBEACHUE, ACMOHCTPUPYET
1 30cHuMa, € TOPEYbI0 KOHCTATHPYS KaK HALJMOHAABHYIO OCAy ITOBAABHOC IIbsIH-
CTBO B HAPOAC M CBSI3aHHYIO C HUM IpobaeMy ceMeitHoro Hacuamsi: «Hapop
3arHOMACS OT IIBSIHCTBA U HE MOXET YK€ OTCTAaTh OT HEro. A CKOABKO XKECTOKO-
CTH K CEMbe, K JKCHE, K ACTAM AXe; OT IbsHCTBA BCE [...]. Aa He 6yaer xe cero,
MHOKH, A2 He OYACT UCTSA3aHUS ACTCIT, BOCCTAHBTE H IIPOIIOBEAYHTE CHE CKOpEe,
ckopee...» (ITCC 14; 286). Takoro poaa siBacHus ray6oko pannau Ayury Byxa-
PEBa, MEYTABLIETO O BOIIAOLICHUH I'OTOACBCKOH HAeH 0 Poccnu xak mpakrude-
ckoM Borowernu Hosoro 3asera: «Bcero poocapsHee nau rpycrree 65140, 4T0
IbsIHBIC MY>XHKH HE AOBOABCTBOBAAUCH OIIbSIHCHUEM APYT APYIa, 3 IPOAOAXKA-
AU, [IO Pa3HbIM CBOUM Ky4YKaM, [IOTYEBATh APYT APYTa, YyTh HE HACUABHO BAH-
Basi BUHO OAHH APYTOMY...».”> DTa Xe TeMa 3By4UT B APyroM KHHre Byxapesa,
KOTOPBIH (PUKCHPYET IAPAAOKCAABHOE HCIIOAHCHHE HM3BECTHOIO ITHYECKOIO
npumepa Mucyca Xpucra “yaapuan 1o oAHOI 11ieKe, IOACTAaBb APYIYIO : «Bor
s BUAAA CCOPBI M APAKH TIBSIHBIX AIOACH, U3 KOTOPBIX OAUH, IIPHHSB HOIICYHHY
OT APYTOTO U YyBCTBYsI Ce6sl yoKe HE B CHAAX IIPOTHBHUTLCSA 3A00¢ Bpara, KpUduT
c asaprom: “6¢ii u B Apyryio meky!” [...] Bol coraacHsl Ha Takoe ucroaHeHHE
6aaropaTHbIx 3akoHoB HoBoro 3aBera?» 76

Anema KapamasoB BpeMeHAMM BBITASIAUT MAHM TPAKTYETCSI OKPYIKAIOLIUMH
xak «10popusblit»> (IICC 14; 20, 74, 175), €r0 IOCTYIIKU U CAOBA PE3KO PacXo-
AATCSL € OOLIECTBCHHBIMU OKMAAHUSIMH U BBIITAAAIOT U3 IPUBBIYHOTO KOHTEK-
CTa, TOTO K€ OTHOLICHUS YAOCTAUBACTCS U €rO YYUTECAb CTaper] 30CHMa, OTKa-
3aBIIMCh B NOPY BOeHHOI cAyx6b1 oT Ayaau ([1CC 14; 273). BocTopxenno o
«4UHE IOPOAMBOTO>» KaK «OpaToAI0OMBOM IIOABUIE >, HALICACHHOM Ha TO, YTO-
Obl HE yMUPaAa «BEAHKasI MbICAB>, TOBOPHT CTapIly 30CHME €r0 «TAUHCTBEH-
uptit nocetureab» (I1CC 14; 276). Takoit xe «4UH>» UMeA U HACTABHUK 30CH-
MbI cTaper; Bapconoguu — ero «60roMOoABLIbI CYUTAAU IIPSIMO 32 OPOAHBOLO >
(IICC 14; 299). Tema «mopBura PoAcTBa XpHUCTa paAr> SIBASCTCS OAHOI U3
BOKHEHINNX B KHUTe Dyxapesa, rac QUKCHPYIOTCSI MHOTOYHCACHHbBIC BAPHAHTbI
PACXOXKACHUS )KU3HH YE€AOBEKA, CTPEMSLICIOCS K UCTUHE, C OOLIECTBEHHO 0AO-

74 BYXAPEB, O cospemennvix dyxosnvix nompebnocmasx, c. 196. byxapes umeer B Bupy, Beposit-
HO, OAHO U3 MHOTOYHCACHHDIX U3AaHUIT Tpyaa [eopra Bebepa (1808-1888), Hanp.: [eopr BE-
BEP, Kpamxoe usnoncenue sceobuyeii ucmopun. Ilep. I'l. Beiinbepra, rr. 1-3 (Canxr-ITerep-
6ypr: M.O. Boabd, 1863-1864,).

75 DYXAPEB, O cospemennvix dyxosuvix nompebnocmsx, c. 32.4.

76 Tam xe, c. 119-120.
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OpenHbiMU HOpMamu 1oBeacHust. OH MHCaA O IOPOACTBE KAK «BEAHKOM IIOA-
BUIC> , KOTOPBIH «IIPOXOAUAH U IIPOXOAST UCTHUHHBIC 0podussie Xpucma padu,
HaA KOTOPBIMH HE CTBIASTCS HEKOTOPHBIE Y HAC...>», 3 HEKOTOPBIE «<TAYMSTCS>»
«110 HepasyMeHHI0>».” OAHAKO B CAMOM HA4aAe CBOErO MOBeCTBOBaHHUS Ao-
CTOEBCKUI ITOAYEPKHUBACT, YTO AAEIIA, HECMOTPS Ha BCE CBOM CTPAHHOCTH,
«6bIA BOBCE He (paHATHK U, IO-MOEMY, I10 KpPailHel Mepe, AAKE U He MUCTHK BO-
Bce. apaHee CKaXy MOE IIOAHOE MHEHHE: OBIA OH IIPOCTO PaHHHI YE€AOBEKO-
awber...» (I1CC 14; 17).

OTtpunast HCOOXOAUMOCTh BCCBO3MOKHBIX 3HAMCHUI M YYACC, ITOATBEPXK-
Aatowpyx 6pitre bora, 3ocuMma canTacT, YTO M TaK OKPY)KAIOLAsl )KU3Hb B Ca-
MBIX IIPOCTBIX CBOUX IPOSIBACHHSX €CTh OCCKOHEYHBII IIOTOK YYAEC, U3 KOTO-
PBIX TAaBHOE — «XPUCTOBA AI0OOBB K AIOASIM €CTh B CBOCM POAC HEBO3MOXKHOE
Ha semac uyp0» (I1CC 14; 216). KopHeBas kaTeropus Bcex NUCaHMI apXMMaH-
Aputa Peopopa — A060BDb, KOTOpasl SIBASIETCSL OCHOBHOI U AOCEAC HE ITOHSTOM
uaceit, ¢ koropoi npuiuea B Mup Mucyc Xpucroc. O Tex, K10 5KHBeT, He BOC-
HPUHHMAsI CMBICA 3TOH HAEH, 30CHMa TOBOPHA TaK:

Tocmoan, moMuAyit Bcex AHECH TIPEA Tob6oro MPEACTABIIHUX. 1160 B KaXXABIH 9ac 1
Ka)KAO€ MTHOBEHHE TBHICSYH AIOAEH IIOKHUAAIOT )KU3HDb CBOIO HA CEH 3€MAE U AYIIU
HX CTAaHOBATCH npep JocrmoAOM — U CKOAb MHOTHE M3 HUX PACCTAAUCH C 3EMACIO
OTbEAMHEHHO, HUKOMY HE BEAOMO, B I'PYCTH M TOCKE, YTO HUKTO-TO HE IOXKAAE-

€T O HUX U AQ>KC HC 3HACT O HUX BOBCC: )KUAU Ab OHHU UAHU HET (HCC 14; 289)

Kak «4yp0» M BEAUKHH «Aap>» BOCIPHUHHUMAET CAYIUBIIYIOCS C HUM HPaB-
cTBeHHyl0 Meramopdosy Muts Kapamasos (I7CC 14; 413), HacTOsIIUM <« dy-
AOM>» B pomaHe HasBaHo poxacHue pebenka (IICC 14; 467). «Mnoroe Ha
3EMAE OT HAC CKPBITO, — PACCY>KAAET 30CHMa, — HO B3aMEH TOTO AAPOBAHO HaM
TAHHOE COKPOBEHHOE OINYLICHHE )KUBOW CBSI3H HAIUEH C MUPOM HHBIM, C MH-
POM OPHHM H BBICIIHM, AQ i KOPHH HAIIUX MBICACH U YyBCTB HE 3A€Ch, 4 B MU-
pax uHbIX. BoT moyemy u rosopAT $HAOCOPHI, YTO CYIIHOCTH BEIEH HEAB-
34 IIOCTUYb HA 3eMAE. bor B3siA ceMeHa U3 MHPOB MHBIX U ITOCESIA Ha CEH 3eMAE
U B3PacTHUA CaA CBOM, M B3OLIAO BCE, YTO MOTAO B3OMTHU, HO B3PAILEHHOE JKH-
BET ¥ JKHBO AHIIb YYBCTBOM COINPHUKOCHOBEHHS CBOETO TAMHCTBEHHBIM MUPaM
usbIM...» ([ICC 14; 290).

CBoero popa KOMMEHTapHUEM K 3TOH ycTaHOBKE AOCTOEBCKOrO U €ro repo-
€B MOXHO CYMTaTh PacCyxAcHHe Dyxapesa: mpeaybexacHue mpoTHB 4yaec,
«XOAJIlee B YYEHBIX KACTaX>, KOTOPhIE CYUTAIOT YYAECA 32 HEKUE «HapyIle-

77 Tam xe, c. 91.
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HUSL HOCTOSHHOTO OOIIETO B MUP CTPOSI», HOAIAC COYETACTCS C HCBHUMAHHEM
K [IOTOKY COBEPLIAIOLINXCS BOKPYT HAC MCTHUHHBIX yyaec: «Beap Her B Mupe
HM TIECYMHKH, HU CAMOIO ACTKOTO ABHIKCHUSI KAKOTO-HHOYAb AMCTHKA Ha AC-
peBe, B YeM HE OCYLIECTBASIACS Gbl KAKOH-HUOYAb Pa3yMHBLI 3aKOH, 4TO HE BbI-
paxkaro Obl B cebe Kakoi-HHOYAD MBICAU: YYAO PACKPBIBACT TAIHY, YTO ITO 3a
YM, BCCOOBEMAIOIMI HAH BCE ONPeAcAsiomui B Mupe».”* CyeTHoe npeacTas-
ACHHE O YyAC KaK HAPYLICHUH 3aKOHOB QU3HUKH OOpalacT Bepy B sA3bIYCCKOTO
[IAQHA MHCTHKY, U TOTAQ HA IICPBbIH IIAQH BMECTO )XUBOTO PEAUTHO3HOIO yB-
CTBa BBIXOAAT AOrMarbl. CTOAKHOBECHHE € KU3HBIO U [POHU3AHHBI CHUABHBIM
HPaBCTBCHHBIM YyBCTBOM B3IASIA B Hee, IO MHeHMIO Dyxapesa, «unsobamda-
T B HAC IPaBOCAABHBIX PaAbIIb (B KOMX U3 HAC €CTh OHA)>, 9TOOBI AdACE CTa-
AO HEBO3MOSKHBIM «C BEPHBIMHU IOHSTHSIMH 00 UCTHHE ObITH HEBEPHBIMH Ye-
AOBEKOAIOOMBOMY 0AaroAaTHO CBOOOAHOMY €€ AYXY M CHAE>» M OOpaTUThCS K
«MEYTATCAPHOMY MUCTULIU3MY >>.””

CxoactBo Bo B3rasipax Aocroesckoro u Byxapesa nposiBuaock u B Bonpo-
Ce O COOTHOILCHUH AYXOBHOIO M TEACCHOTO B ObITHM YeroBeka. MpoHuueckoe
OIMCAHUE ACSIHUI MOHAXOB, YIPKHSBIIMXCS B XKECTOYANIICH acKe3e U HE BXO-
AALIMX B OTHOLICHUSX C OKPYKAIOLJUM MHPOM, HE CAHIIKOM IIOHPABUAOCH
K.H. AconrbeBy, koTOpBIH 3aMeTHA, 4TO B bpamvax Kapamasosvix «Kak-To
MaAO TOBOPHUTCS O OOTOCAY)KCHHH, O MOHACTBIPCKUX MOCAYIIAHUSX; HU OAHON
LICPKOBHOM CAY>KOBI, HU OAHOTO MOACOHa... OTIICABHUK U CTPOIUH MOCTHHUK
DepanoHT, MaAO A0 AIOACH KacaloLIUICs, MOYEMY-TO M300paxkeH Hebaaro-
IPHUSTHO M HACMEIIAKBO...»*° B nuky amoaoreram “ymepsujacHus naotu” Ao-
CTOCBCKMII OIMCHIBACT CBOECIO MACAABHOrO xpucrhanuHa Aaemy Kapamaso-
Ba KaK CTaTHOI'O KPACHOLIEKOTO IOHOLIY, IIBIIIYILEIO 3A0POBbEM, a BOBCE HE KaK
«BAEAHOTO MEYTaTeAs, 4aXAOro M ucmuroro yeaosedka» ([ICC 14; 24). Pa-
BCHCTBO T€AQ U AyXa — AloOuMasi Tema ByxapeBa, Ao0kasaTeAbCTBY 3TOrO Te3uca
OH OTBEA MHOTHE CTPaHHLbl CBOUX COYMHCHHM," B CBOEM IHCHME K IIPOTOHE-
pero A.A. AebGeaeBy OH IHCaA: «...51 HE MOTY COTAACUTBCS, AACKCAHAP AAeKce-
eBHY, ¢ TOH uAcei (xopsaeii y Hac), [...] 6yATO rpex B 4eA0Beke cACTKA KOCHYACS
AyXa, TIPUTYNIUBIIKCH (4€pe3 MPEHMMYLICCTBEHHOE PACKPBITHE CBOCH PACTAH-

78 Tam xe, c. 268-269.

79 Tam xe, c. 199.

80 Koucrantun H. AEOHTBEB, “O Bcemuphoit awbey’, in Koncrantun H. AEOHTBEB,
Toanoe cobpanue couunennsi u nucem, B 12 1., T. 9: Cmamon u peyensuu. 1860-1890 20008
(CaHKT—HeTep6ypr: Baapumup Aaas, 2014), c.208.

81 Baasumup ConoBbeB yHacAeAOBaA GYXapEBCKYIO HACIO O TEACCHOCTH, AOCTOMHOI A0OBH,
«ayxoBHo# TeaccHocTr>». Cm.: Baapumup C. COAOBBEB, Qusocofckoe nacaedue, B 2 TT.,
1. 2 (Mocksa: Mbicab, 1988), c. 400, 619.
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TCABHOCTH) B TEACCHOCTH. DTO BCE KAOHHTCS K YHIDKCHHIO TEAQ TIPEA AYXOM, HE
I10 IIPUPOAE HX, A [I0 OTHOIICHUIO K CAMOMY HPaBCTBCHHOMY 3AY ».*

Crapen 3ocuma mpussiBaet Aaemy KapamaszoBa HOKHHYTh MOHACTBIPH pa-
AU BOKHOTO XPUCTHAHCKOTO ACAA — CTPOMTEABCTBA XPUCTHAHCKON KYABTYPHI B
MHUPY. DTO UMEHHO TO, PaAH €TI0 ITOKUHYA MOHACTHIPh U Dyxapes.” B saunne
pOMaHa IIHCATEAb YKa3aA Ha ONPEACASIONIEE CIOKET IIPOM3BEACHUS IIPU3BAHUE
€ro Teposi: «ITO, IOXKAAYH, U ACATEAb, HO ACSTCAb HEOIPECACACHHBIMH, HEBBISIC-
HUBIIMHACA. [...] OH-TO, MOKAAYH, U HOCHT B ceOc HHON pa3 CEPALICBUHY LiEAO-
IO, 2 OCTAABHBIC AIOAH €TO JMOXH — BCE, KAKUM-HUOYAD HAIIABIBHBIM BETPOM, Ha
BPEMSI II0YEMY-TO OT Hero 0TOpBaAHCh...» (IICC 14; 5). K atomy “acay” u npu-
sbiBacT Aaeury craper 3ocuMa: «Aeaail HeycranHo. Ecan Bcomuuums B Ho-
LM, OTXOASI KO CHy: ‘S He MCIIOAHHA, 9TO HapO OBIAO’, TO HEMEAACHHO BOC-
CTaHb U UCIOAHH. [...] Bepp A0 KOHIja, XOTSI 6BI AQKE U CAYIHAOCH TaK, YTO BCE
OBl Ha 3¢MAC COBPATHAHNCH, A Th AHILb CAUHBIH BEPCH OCTAACS: IPUHECH U TOI-
AQ SKEPTBY M BOCXBAaAU bora TeI, AMHBIN OCTABIIHIACS » (IICC 14; 291). Co-
FAACHO MHCHUIO DyxapeBa, HCTHHHBIM ACAOM YCAOBEKA SIBASICTCS KU3Hb IO
Xpucrosy 3aBeTy: «Bce AOAXKHO ObITh BO XPHCTE, BCE ACAO HALICH MBICAH, BO-
AM, CEPALIA U BCEX HAIIMX 9yBCTBOBAHHN>»,* IPOXOASL «IIyTEM OTYETAHBOIO H
CAMOCTOSITEABHOTO HCCACAOBAHUSI» C LICABI0 <AO3HABATh UCTUHY>», B COCTOSI-
HHMU AI0OOBHOTO OTHOIICHUS K MUPY ¥ IIPOBEPSISL €€ «CYAOM COOCTBEHHOM Ba-
LIEH MBICAH M cOBeCTH>».% FIMEHHO 0 TaKOro posa ‘ACSTEABHOCTH HPH3BIBACT
3ocuma: «Bparbsi, A1060Bb — yuUMTEABHHIA, HO HY)XHO YMETh ¢ mpuobpecty,
160 OHa TPYAHO NPUOOPETACTCS, AOPOrO IIOKYIIACTCS, AOATOK PaboToil U de-
pe3 AOATHIL CPOK, HOO HE HA MTHOBEHHE AMIIb CAYYalHOE HAAO AKOOHTD, a Ha
BECh CPOK>» (IICC 14; 290).B IIEHTPE XMU3HH YEAOBEKA, COTAACHO YGC)KACHI/IHM
A.M. Byxapesa u AOCTOEBCKOTO, AOAXKHA OBITH IOMEICHA “XPUCTHAHCKAS AC-
STEABHOCTD , KOTOpasi BO3MOXHA U HEOOXOAUMA IIPH AI0OOI podeccu U AL-
00ro popa COLMAABHON AKTHBHOCTH YEAOBEKA: «BCE MOXCET OBITh IOMPUIIEM
At cayxeHust Xpucry, B Kotopom opAHOM HcTHHA U crtaceHHe AAsL Bcero».™
Byaro pucys abpuc croxerHoi auanu Aaemn Kapamasosa, Byxapes npusbiaa
CBOHMX COBPECMCHHHKOB <«ACSTCABHO CACAOBAaTh 32 XPUCTOM>,' «8uiimu u3

82 ITucpma apxumanspura Peosopa (A.M. Byxapesa) x A.A. Acbeaeny, Bozocrosckuii secm-
HuK, 1915, N2 10, C. 442-443.

83 Cwm. 06 atom: Koncranrun A. BAPIIT, “Asekceit Kapamasos — nmocacpoBareas apxuman-
aputa Geopopa (AM. Byxapc:Ba)”, Curosecrocmo u ucmopus, 2021, N® 4, . 7-36.

84 DYXAPEB, O cospemennvix 0yxo81vix nompebnocmax, c. 413.

8s Tam xe, c. 267.

86 BYXAPEB, Mos anosozus, c. 62.

87 BYXAPEB, O cospemennvix 0yxo81vix nompebnocmasx, c. 381.
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PABHOAH2EAbHOTL 00UMEN I 8 MUD 1 30€Ch SBUMNBCS INUTMUMULHDIM 2PEUHUKOM >,
C LIeABI0 «TI0cAcAOBaHuUs boxxuio ArHiy» u «packpoitust Ero cBera poast Bes-
KOH cpeAbl Mupa Hamero».* 1o “Aea0” ecTs, o caoBam byxapesa, mpomecc
«IIPUTOTOBACHHS» — OCHOBHAs 33Aa4a BPEMEHHM OKOHYATEABHOTO IIEPEXO0AL
YEeAOBEYECTBA HA HOBO3ABETHBIC TPHHIUIIBI )KU3HHU (BO3MOXKHO, PEMHUHHCIICH-
nueil aTux caoB byxapesa siBasieTcst ynpek, BeickasaHHbIi Tuxonom Craspo-
THHY, B TOM, 4TO TOT «He noproroBaen» — [ICC 11; 27). C aT0¥ LleAbIO He-
06XOAMMO «yCTPaHHTh OAHOCTOPOHHOCTb>» (YMO3PHTEABHOCTB) B TIOAXOAC K
XpucToBy 3aBeTy, 3aBEPUINTD IPOLIECC <BO3BEACHHS 3€MHOIO YEAOBEYECKOTO
ObITa K HACAAY AYXOBHOTO COBEPIICHCTBA>», B 9TOM «H COCTOMT 32A24a HAIIETO
BPEMCHHU U HAAGKAQ OYAYILIErO>, C IPEOAOACHHUEM IIPOTHUBOCTOSHUS APYT APY-
Iy CTOPOH HAIleH XXU3HH — <AYXOBHOH H IPaKAaHCKOH»." Papu satoro pecaa
noproroBaeHHbIH 3ocumont Aaema Kapamasos BEIXOAUT B MHP.

O6a nucateast B CBOMX NPOUSBEACHUSAX CTPEMUANCH K AKTYaAU3AL{MH MBIC-
AM O TAYOOKOI CBSI3M >KH3HM KaXKAOTO 9€AOBeKa M obmecTsa B 1eaoM ¢ Mu-
PO3AQHHUEM, TIBITASICh OOBICHUTH COBPEMEHHUKAM COOBITHS B acmekte boxe-
crBenHoro I'lpombicaa, ¢ 11eABIO IPEAOTBpAIEHHUS HEMHHYEMOI KaTaCTPOQBL.
IroT madoc MPOHU3BIBAET U BCe mucaHus byxapesa, u pomansr AocToeBcKoro
1860-1870-x rr. CymiecTBylomuii B obmiecTBe PacKOA MEXAY BEPOI U 3HAaHHUEM,
¢ 0bpasoBaHHEM 30H ‘CBETCKOIO” M ‘AYXOBHOIO, YTO IIPUBEAO K IOSIBACHHUIO
«CIICIIUAAMCTOB 3HAHUS» H <«CIIEJHAAUCTOB BEPhI>», Mo MHeHHIO Dyxapesa
IyOUTEABHO AASL 3AOPOBbSI CTPAHBI, BEACT K Pa3AOXKCHHIO KYABTYPBI Ha <«BBIC-
IIYIO U HU3IIYIO», <CBETCKYIO ¥ AYXOBHYIO>, «CBOOOAHYIO M AOTMATHYHYIO >
u T.A. OH IpHU3BIBAA XPUCTHAHCTBO K BBIXOAY B MHUP, PEAABHYIO MOBCEAHEB-
HYIO )KHU3Hb AIOACH, IIPOBOASL MBICAb O )XHBOM B3aHMMOAEHCTBUH BEPHI U IPaK-
THYECKOH ACSTEABHOCTH YEAOBEKA, YTO CMOXKET AUKBHUAMPOBATH PACKOA H CIIa-
CTH MHP OT KoAAarica. B Takom ke acriekre BUAEA POAb XPUCTHAHCTBA B MUPE H
Aocroesckuii, mo caoBam B.C. Coa0BbEBa, «SCHOBUASIIIETO IPEAYYBCTBEHHU-
Ka MCTHHHOTO XpUcTHaHCcTBa>».*° O6a MBICAUTEAS, PABHO KaK M IEPOU HX IPO-
M3BCACHUH, OBIAM IIOCACAOBATCASIMH TCOPUH M IPAKTHKU HCHXa3Ma, Tpebo-
BABILIETO ITOAHOTO CAMSHHUSA JKU3HH U ITOCTYIIKOB BEPYIOIIETO C COACPIKAHHEM
ero moanTBbl Hucycy n ob1meit yeTpeMACHHOCTH XKUSHU K CAMSIHUIO ¢ borowm.
Brixop Aaemu Kapamasosa u3 MoHacTeIpss B Mup B bpamvax Kapamasosvix
U peaAbHBII OTKa3 apxuMaHApuTa Peopopa OT caHa € LIEABIO «CACAOBAHUS 32
XpHUCTOM B MHUpPY>, HECOMHEHHO, CBSI3aHBI MEXKAY COOOH HE TOABKO IIPEEM-

88 BYXAPEB, Mos anosoeus, c. s2.

89 Tam xe,c.27.

90 Baagumup C. COAOBBEB, Dusocofus ucxycemea u aumepamypnas xpumuxa (Mocksa:
HcxkycetBo, 1991), €. 241
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CTBEHHOCTBIO, HO U CMBICAOBBIM COACP)KAHHEM, YKa3bIBasi HA PEAUTHO3HO-(U-
AOCO(CKHUE IPHOPUTETDI ABYX [IHCATCACH.

CyMMUpysI BBILICH3AOKEHHOE, MOSKHO CACAATh OO BBIBOA O TAyDOKOM U
cepbe3HOM BAMSIHUM KHUT Dyxapesa Ha “3anucku” crapua 3ocumsl B bpamvsax
Kapamaszo6vix AOCTOECBCKOTO, B HAIIPABACHHSIX: TCOPHS M IPAKTHKA HCHXa3Ma,
IPHU3BIB K MOHAIICCTBY B MHPY , OTKa3 OT M3AHIIHCH SKECTKOCTH L}EPKOBHBIX
AOTM U PHUTYAAOB, IIPU3BIB K CBOOOAHOM Bepe, KOTOPast IIPUHSTA B IPAKTUKE
“crapuecTBa’ ¢ €€ aKL|CHTOM Ha OOICHHE C IPUXOXKAHAMU HE CTOABKO Ha ILiep-
KOBHBIX CAY>K0aX, CKOABKO B IIpOLiecce SKUBOTO Anasora ¢ Humu. Oba mucare-
ASl TIPEABUACAU OOIECTBEHHO-TIOAUTHYCECKYIO KAaTacTPOody, KOTOpast HEMUHY-
€MO HACTYIIUT, CCAU B CTPaHE HE BOLIAPUTCS TETEMOHHSI XPUCTHAHCKOTO AYXa,
BOCIIPUHUMAAH CBOIO ACSITCABHOCTD KaK paboTy [0 MPEAOTBPALLCHUIO MOPAAb-
HOTO U COLIMAABHOTO alMOKAAUICHCA. AOCTOEBCKUI B CBOEH MACOAOTHH TIOY-
BEHHUYECTBA TPEOOBAA YCTAHOBUTH >KU3Hb KOKAOTO YEAOBCKA HA HPABCTBCH-
HO-OHTOAOTHYECKUI (YHAAMEHT TAYOOKOH OCO3HAaHHOM NPUYACTHOCTH €ro
JKU3HH MUPO3AQHUIO, ITOTO Xe TpeboBaa u byxapes, Haxoas 1860-¢ TOABI — Ie-
PEXOAHBIM BPEMEHEM, IIOAOOHBIM TOMY, Kakoe B mepBble accstuactusi Hosoit
apsr mpoxoanao CaoBo boxse, mepexops ot Berxoro x HoBomy 3asery:

AOAXHO 110AB30BaThcsi HoBbIM 3aBeTOM K IPOCBEILICHUIO U CITACCHHIO B HAILE
BpeMsI, UMEIOIEE XaPAKTEP MEPEXOAHOTO BO MHOTUX OTHOIIEHUAX, 3TO MOXKET
BBISICHSITBCSI U3 TOI'O coo6pa>1<f:1-mﬂ, HACKOABKO B 3TOM BPEMEHM ECTb AYX APEB-
HETO UYACHCTBA MAU APEBHETO SA3BIYECTBA, AASL BHIXOAQ M3-TIOA 3TOTO nary6Horo
AyXa B MICTUHHBIH OAATOAATHBIH CBET U Ayx HoBoro 3asera. B atom oTHOmEHNN
0COOEHHO MHOTO MOYKHO OBIAO OBI CKa3aTh O MPUAOXKEHUH MOPSAAKA OTKPHITUS
Hosoro 3asera k HaleMy BpeMEHH AASI PYKOBOACTBA CETO IIOCACAHETO K BO3BBI-
IIEHHIO, 0COOEHHO, HaA AYXOBHBIM MYAEHCTBOM, 9TO6BI npuBAedb K XPpHCTOBOM
HCTHHE U AYXOBHO s3praecTBytomux. Ho aro Tpc6yCT 6oace cO6CTBEHHOTO BHH-
MaHHS U Pa3MBIIIACHHS AYXOBHOTO OT HAC, II0 0CO6CHHOMy MIOAOXKEHHUIO U HY-

SKAQM KaXkpaoro u3 Hac.”'

Orcioaa BOSHHKAA BOIIPOC CTPOUTEABCTBA XPHUCTHAHCKOH KYABTYPBI, OCHO-
BaHHOI, Kak nucas Peopop, Ha

TICPBOHAYAAbBHBIX OCHOBAHHUAX, B CBOCM JKHMBOM AYXC — AYXC caMou 6AaI‘OAaTI/I

1 A06B1 XPUCTOBOIL, M IIPH TOM IPEACTABASIOLICH B CBOEM OTKPBITOM CBETC

‘iPCBBbI‘{aI‘/JIHyIO HOBOCTDb U AAA HC6a, HC TOABKO AASL 3CMAH, — IIPUBBIYHOC, I10-

91 Apxumandpum Qeodop (A.M. Byxapes): Pro et contra, c. 203.
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UTAEMOE YXKE 00MfUM MECOM, HEOKUAAHHO MHOTAA IIOAYYACT CBETAOE M KH-
BOC 3HAYCHUE, — U IICPEA TEM XK€ 00uy1M MECTOM UCTUHBL, OOBIYAsl, YIPEKACHU
XPHCTHAHCKOTO OKa3bIBACTCSI MHOTAA M OOPasOBaHHBIN YCAOBEK KaK HEBEXKAA
nepeA BHE3ANMHOU Ao6p0171 U IMPOCBETUTEABHOH HOBOCTHIO. I HakoHen, cambrii
SI3BIK M BOOOILIE 06pa3 pedu, MMEET U CBOIO 3aHMMATCABHOCTb 110 pasHOOOpa-
3HI0, II0 CTPOHHOMY COCAMHECHHIO B cebe BETXOrO M HOBOTO, M AOCTYIIHOCTb HE
TOABKO HAyYHOMY U3BICKAHUIO, HO ¥ IIPOCTOMY PasyMEHUIO, U 0co6eHHO, AYXOB-
HYIO Ha3HAATEABHOCTD IO CHHUCXOXAECHHIO camoro bora CaoBa A0 BbIpakeHMs

CBOUX Tal{H M HCTHH Ha OOLIEYIOTPEOUTEABHOM YCAOBCYECKOM CAOBE.”*

OTUMHU CAOBaMHU, B LICAOM, MOXET OBITh ONMCAHA M AUTCPATyPHAsI ACITCAD-
HOCTb AOCTOEBCKOTO.

92 BYXAPEB, O nosom 3aseme..., c. 199-200.
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James FERRY
The University of Rhode Island

Individualism and the Metaphysics of Freedom;
Or, Deconstructing Dostoevsky

L waited for freedom, I cried for it to come quickly;

T wanted to put myself to the test again, to renew the struggle...
All this, of course, concerns nobody bur myself.

Fyodor Dostoevsky

A mere twelve pages in to his 360-page fictionalized memoir, Memoirs from the
House of the Dead, Dostoevsky previews the slipperiness of the work’s overarch-
ing motif, human freedom:

There were some rugged and unyielding characters who found it difficult and
had to force themselves, but they did submit. Some who came to the prison had
burst all bounds, broken through every restraint, when they were free, so that in
the end their very crimes were committed, as it were, not of their own volition
but as though they did not know why they had acted so, as though they were
delirious or possessed [...]. “We are a lost people”, they said, “we did not know

»]

how to live in freedom”.

Even in this short piece of exposition, we have “unyielding characters” sub-
mitting before the next sentence can even commence. We see them, these Rus-
sian commoners, bursting “all bounds’, and breaking through “every restraint’,
prior to being imprisoned, not after. And none of this, our narrator claims, is
“of their own volition”, but as though they were “delirious or possessed”. Not in
control of their faculties (and hence not free). To round out these metaphorical
restraints which seemingly exist independently of incarceration, we get a cho-
rus of sorts, an implied pleading for leniency reminiscent of Luke 23:34: “Fa-
ther forgive them, for they know not what they do...”: they did not know how to
live in freedom.

1 Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, transl. by Jessie Coulson (Ox-
ford University Press, 2008), p. 12.
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Freedom is the ideal, made possible only by its supplement, originary un-
freedom. I want to argue that Dostoevsky’s text shows that even when the peas-
ant is “free”, he still feels an absence, an incompleteness in need of supplemen-
tation. Freedom becomes the ‘absent presence’ (or the presence of an absence)
which gives Dostoevsky’s narrator the idealization of a fu// freedom, which, in
its fleeting absence, he can barely imagine and never actually articulate. The
mere concept of ‘freedom), I argue, continually slips away from the narrator like
so much sand through one’s fingers; with this specific opposition or difference
— freedom/unfreedom - the ‘exterior, deprivileged term (unfreedom) con-
tinues to sneak back into any attempt to fortify or secure the privileged term
(freedom). In short, both terms are always already at work as an opposition,
with the hierarchized term depending on the other for its identity. What our
narrator is in effect chasing is the primary source or ‘origin’ of freedom, that
which imbues it with meaning — the supplement. “The ‘unmotivatedness’ of the
sign”, Jacques Derrida argues, “requires a synthesis in which the completely oth-
er is announced as such — without any simplicity, any identity, any resemblance
of continuity — within what is not it”*

In Derridean terms, the “supplement” refers to that which provides the
metaphysical concept of ‘freedom’ with the illusion of presence, the idea that
it exists prior zo and independently of its opposite. Clearly, as our excerpt
demonstrates, this cannot be the case. There is no pure ‘freedom’ prior to or in-
dependent of (literal or metaphorical) prison, regardless of how doggedly our
narrator attempts to capture it, to solidify it, to make it whole. I'll attempt to
demonstrate how Dostoevsky’s text repeatedly deconstructs itself on this point;
this feedback loop of freedom, the attempt to harness what clearly doesn’t ex-
ist in any containable form, serves as the basis for the aporia at the heart of the
work, linked, inextricably, to its individualist ideology.

Memoirs from the House of the Dead’ consists of a series of ‘sketches) a fic-
tionalized form resembling loose autobiography, inspired by Dostoevsky’s stint
in a prison camp in Omsk — a period during which, biographers of the author
claim, Dostoevsky, a “noble” by birth, abandoned the idealism of his youth
for a more conservative brand of individualism, an ethos described by Joseph
Frank as “autonomy of personality”: “His prison solitude had proven to him
that the autonomy of the human personality could be a living reality [...]. It
was only when he arrived at the prison camp, and was forced to live cheek-by-
jowl with the peasant-convicts, that some of his ecarlier opinions were directly

2 Jacques J. DERRIDA, Of Grammatology (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,

1998), p. 47.
3 Otherwise translated as Nozes from the house of the Dead or simply Notes from a Dead House.
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challenged; only then did he begin to realize to what extent he had been a dupe
of illusions about the Russian peasant and the nature of Russian social-political
reality”* Geoffrey Kabat, author of Ideology and Imagination: The Image of So-
ciety in Dostoevsky, argues that Dostoevsky had, as a result of his imprisonment,
developed “a new sense of the density of the society within which the individ-
ual life is lived”, and that he had “learned a lesson in class consciousness at the
hands of the peasant convicts™

But this lesson seems to have resulted, at least initially, in a somewhat cyni-
cal, elitist attitude toward the Russian peasantry, one that the younger Dosto-
evsky — author of Poor Folk, member of the Petrashevsky Circle — hadn’t har-
bored. One of his carliest realizations upon entering the prison was that his
preconceived notion of ‘rank’ seemed to operate in reverse: “It was just as if the
status of convict, of condemned man, constituted some kind of rank, and that
an honorable one. Not a sign of shame or remorse!” The tone here is some-
where between bemused and astonished (assuming the faithfulness of the
translation, which is more salient: the “as if” or the exclamation point?). Zhe
idea that being a criminal could be a badge of honor — unthinkable! If this wer-
en’t a running theme throughout the book, perhaps we could write it off as an
aside, a musing. But it’s a leitmotif: “The hatred which I, as a gentleman, con-
stantly experienced from the convicts during my first years in prison became
unbearable and my whole life was poisoned with venom” (Zbid., p. 272). Even
in the final pages the narrator is still lamenting “the changes in habits, the mode
of life, food, and other things, which are of course harder to bear for a man
from the higher strata of society than for a peasant, who when he was free not
infrequently went hungry and who in prison at least eats bis fill” (Ibid., p. 307 -
my emphasis). A peasant is free, that is, to “not infrequently” go hungry.

This notion of ‘rank’ becomes a prism through which we can interrogate the
theme proper: freedom. The interconnectedness of these binaries (serf/noble-
man, free/unfree) is as old as prison literature itself, making its first appearance
in Boethius’ Consolation of Philosophy, generally regarded as being the original
prison memoir. Much of Books II and III of the Consolation are concerned pri-
marily with the argument that rank itself is an illusion, which “when conferred
upon unrighteous men, not only does not make them honorable, but more
than this, it betrays them and shows them up as dishonorable” True repression

4 Joseph FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Years of Ordeal, 1850-1859 (London: Robson, 2002), p. 88.

s Geoffrey C. KABAT, Ideology and Imagination: The Image of Society in Dostoevsky (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1978), pp. 54-55.

6 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 13.

7 A.M. Severinus BOETHIUS, Consolation of Philosophy (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2001), p. 41.
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cannot be implemented, Boethius argues, over a “spirit that is free” because the
power of the tyrant is both unjust and ephemeral. As for the binaries them-
selves, Boethius is unequivocal:

For it is not in the habit of opposites to join themselves together; Nature
distains the conjunction of pairs of opposites. Therefore, since there can be no
doubt that the most despicable people are commonly installed in positions of
power, then this is clear: Those things are not good in their own nature that

allow themselves to attach to despicable people.®

Dostoevsky, when describing these same “despicable people”, retains the bi-
nary in all its materiality while simultaneously complicating his own meta-
physics of freedom: “Officer’s rank seems to turn their inner selves, and their
heads as well, upside down [yet] with their superiors they display a servili-
ty which is completely unnecessary and even distasteful to many superior of-
ficers... But in relation to inferior ranks they are almost absolute dictators™’
The question here, as always, is the utility of the supplement; if this display of
servility — which implies a lack of freedom — were “completely unnecessary”,
adding nothing, then it would be truly superfluous; yet we still toil with these
fools, watch them squirm as they “live this almost impossible experience, that
is almost alien to the constraints of supplementarity, already as a supplement,
as a compensation”.”

As Boethius so coolheadedly points out, “political rank and power are exter-
nally conferred upon a person and are not anything other than an arbitrary and
transitory gift of Fortune”" The compulsion to compensate for a lack — an “ex-
ternally conferred upon” rank — creates, according to French theorists Deleuze
and Guattari, a subject who is “fantasy-produced” It’s not the object that’s miss-
ing, but the subject who latches onto desire, and desire “does not lack any-
thing; it does not lack its object. It is, rather, the subject that is missing in desire,
or desire that lacks a fixed subject; there is no fixed subject unless there is re-
pression”* Thus, these subjects, these ‘men of rank], are (like us all, perhaps) the
mere residuum of repression (From this we might deduce the syllogism: repres-
sion inhibits freedom/we are all repressed/therefore, we are not free subjects).

8 Ibid., p. 40.

9 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 133.

10 DERRIDA, p. 250.

11 BOETHIUS, p. 165.

12 Gilles DELEUZE & Felix GUATTARI, Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia (Lon-
don: Bloomsbury Academic, 2019), p. 26.
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Material rank, like (metaphysical) freedom, is a fantasy, externally conferred, a
compensation, a supplement. Such oppositional logic (superior/inferior, free/
unfree) becomes entirely unsustainable: titles conferred upon officers reveal a
trace of mediations and differences, each opening up the possibility of the oth-
er while simultaneously closing them off. Every attempt at representation is un-
dermined by a surreptitious appeal to that which is unrepresentable; servile one
minute, dictatorial the next: who among these fools was ever ‘free’ to begin
with? “In this play of representation”, Derrida reminds us, “the point of origin
becomes ungraspable”.”

In short, Dostoevsky had formulated what he perceived to be a more re-
fined concept of freedom, away from his youthful idealisms of Russian broth-
erhood and comradeship, and towards something that, years later, the “under-
ground man” would describe as the “most advantageous advantage”, or “what is
most precious and most important — that is, our personality, our individuali-
ty”* Yet this concept of individual liberty is repeatedly undermined by the log-
ic of the supplement, the #7ace: that which reveals an inherent lack within what
postulates as a moment of pure presence. “The peasant in freedom works”, Dos-
toevsky” claims, “incomparably harder and sometimes even far into the night
[...] but he works for himself and for reasonable ends, and it is infinitely easier
for him than for the convict doing forced labor without any advantage to him-
self” (ibid., p. 24). From a temporal standpoint, there are two ways of situating
this argument: from the viewpoint of Dostoevsky during the mid-1850s, when
he would have been mixing with these peasants, or from his writer’s desk in
the early 1860s, at which point the serfs had finally been emancipated, a “land-
mark in Russian history” during which, “in order to modernize, the country
had to go through a period of ‘primitive accumulation™ Either way, it’s diffi-
cult to interpret Dostoevsky’s description of the ‘free peasant’” as anything but
an oxymoron. Kabat himself alludes to the implications of this “eruption” in
terms of crime: “If crime has its origin in the eruption of the repressed craving

13 DERRIDA, p. 36.

14 Fyodor DOSTOYEVSKY, Notes from the Underground, transl. by Kyril Zinovieff and Jenny
Hughes (New York: Dover Publications, 1992), p. 20.

15 “The accepted view” according to Frank, “is that Dostoevsky introduced Goryanchikov pri-
marily as a means of avoiding trouble with the censorship, and that he did not expect his
readers to take him as more than a convenient device”. Joseph FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Stir
of Liberation, 1860-1865s (London: Robson, 2002), p. 219. That the book is “universally ac-
cepted as more or less a faithful account of Dostoevsky’s own past as a political prisoner”
(ibid.) is evidenced further by Dostoevsky’s return to the narrative, without the pretense of
a fictional narrator, years later in 7he Peasant Marey (which we’ll be looking at later).

16 KABAT, p.s.
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for self-expression on the part of the peasants, by implication the world outside
prison is not very different from the world inside from their point of view”.”
Kabat’s insight here seems unintentionally tautological; what he refers to here
and elsewhere as a “repressed craving for self-expression” could easily be rewrit-
ten as an “unrepressed realization of unfreedom”. The peasants kzow they’re not
free — they’re fully aware that “the world outside prison is not very different
from the world inside”.

Yet this is precisely the problem that Dostoevsky and others had been wres-
tling with at the time. Marx, who had been working on his own ‘sketches” from
a garret somewhere in Paris, had described wage labor in Europe as “not volun-
tary, but coerced; it is forced labor”® And as with Europe years earlier, Russian
peasants were being “forced off the land and into factories, where they were re-
duced to wage slaves earning barely enough to keep them alive and working”.”
Thus, Dostoevsky’s depiction of the peasant working “for himself and for rea-
sonable ends” while reserving “forced labor” for the convict strikes us as tone
deaf at best, even by nineteenth century standards.

Of course, we needn’t venture outside of Dostoevsky’s text to deconstruct;
the nearest about-face occurs at the end of the very next chapter:

There were even men who deliberately commit a crime simply in order to be
sent to penal servitude and thus escape the incomparably harsher servitude of
freedom. ‘Outside’ this man existed in the last stages of destitution, he never
ate his fill, he toiled for his employer from morning till night; in prison, work
is easier, he can eat to his heart’s content; the food is better than he has ever

known; there is beef on holidays...*

How to square this with the earlier account? It betrays what Derrida calls
the “originary lack” or arche-freedom, “the loss of what has never taken place, of
a self-presence which has never been given but only dreamed of and always al-
ready split, repeated, incapable of appearing to itself except in its own disap-
pearance”” Freedom is proving to be much more elusive, more malleable, more
in need of supplementation, than the earlier chapter had led us to believe.

Earlier still, Dostoevsky had attempted to reify freedom by equating it with

17 1bid., p. 64.

18 Karl MaRrx & Friedrich ENGELS, The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 and
the Communist Manifesto (New York: Prometheus Books, 2009), p. 74.

19 KABAT, p. 6.

20 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 60.

21 DERRIDA, p. 112.
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cash: “Money is coined freedom, and thus is ten times as dear to a man de-
prived of all other freedom”** One wonders how to begin the process of de-
lineation: how to separate the money freedom from “all other” forms (whatev-
er they might consist of, and however they might be quantified). We get a kind
of clarification at the opening of the next chapter: “[T |he prisoner delights in
money and esteems it more than anything else, almost equally with freedom”
(ibid., p. 43). And later, “What is it that ranks higher than money for the con-
vict? Freedom, or at any rate, some illusion of freedom” (ibid., p. 95).

Two things, according to the text, should be clear by now: while some #//u-
sionary version can be purchased inside, the only #7ue and present freedom ex-
ists outside of prison walls, for the “whole idea of the word prisoner postulates
a man without free will; but when he flings away money the prisoner is acting
of his own free will” (ibid.). For the prisoner on a binge, flinging copecks about
and downing adulterated vodka, the idea is to “pretend to his fellows (and even
to convince himself, for however short a time) that he has more will-power and
authority than he appears to have” (ibid.).* One wonders who enjoys more
freedom: the average Russian citizen living in destitution or the convict flush
with cash. Either way, our definition is getting increasingly knotty, steeped as
it is in “the suppression of contradiction and difference”** Could it be that the
prisoner is, for his money, buying an illusion of a nonexistent commodity? An
illusion of an illusion? Might freedom have no stable meaning? Could the en-
tire concept be simply and forever caught up in the endless play of significa-
tion? And, to that point, suppose that the prison merely emerges from a gap
— an “originary lack” — at the core of freedom itself. What if the call is coming
from inside the house?

We suspect that the precarity of the freedom/unfreedom binary is itself em-
bedded within a larger conception — an overarching duality that Dostoevsky
seemed to have struggled with throughout this period and beyond: that of soci-
ety versus the individual. At times, the author of the Memoirs digresses into the
virtues of personal responsibility, the likes of which wouldn’t be out of place on
any right-leaning reddit thread: “It is high time for us to stop our apathetic com-
plaining that our environment has ruined us [...]. [A] clever and accomplished
rogue will often use the influence of his environment to cover and excuse not
only his weakness but his evil doing as well, especially if he has the gift of fine

22 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 19.

23 I'm tempted to blame the clunky verbiage here on the translation; it should probably read:
“that he appears to have more will-power and authority than he actually does”.

24 DERRIDA, p. 115.
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speech or writing”* But how to square this, then, with another digression in the
very next chapter, one that indicts the ‘contagions of power’ on an almost Fou-
cauldian level: “[ This] despotism is a temptation. A society which contemplates
such manifestations calmly is already corrupted at the roots”>* Whether or not
Dostoevsky experienced corporal punishment at the hands of these ‘tyrants’ is
a matter of some debate, but it can’t be ignored that these ‘ulcers of society’ are
being described during the same period that the author was wrestling with dia-
lectical materialism, somewhat ham-handedly, in his journalism:

This very rebellious and demanding individual [...] must above all sacrifice
all of his I, his entire self, to society, and not only without demanding his
rights, but, on the contrary, giving them up to society unconditionally. But the
Western personality is not used to such rights; it wants to be separate — and
so brotherhood does not come. Of course, it may be regenerated. But it takes
thousands of years to accomplish this regeneration, for such ideas must first

enter into the flesh and blood in order to become a reality.”

There’s a subtle sleight of hand at play here; notice how the sovereign 7" —
the “Western personality” — becomes susceptible to a ‘demanding’ society hell-
bent on usurping individual liberty. But then this vague goal of “brotherhood’,
which may or may not be accomplished, seems contingent upon the amount of
time allocated toward “regeneration”. Whether or not the “thousands of years”
strikes us as arbitrarily quantified, the implication is that nature is vulnerable to
corruption by time. Seemingly, nature plus time equals culture.

Here, also, we glimpse the germ of the underground man, whose mono-
logue on the “theory of the regeneration of mankind” occupies its own digres-
sion in the novella: “What man wants is simply independent choice, whatev-
er that independence may cost and wherever it may lead”*® It is our assertion
that Dostoevsky, like so great philosophers before him, struggled to reconcile
society with the individual — what Freud described as the “reality principle” —

25 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 218. Again, even if we grant that this
is a ‘novel’ and that the author and narrator should not be collapsed into one, it bears re-
peating that both were members of the nineteenth-century Russian noble class and hence
pampered, educated, and basically exempted from poverty. Thus, we find these libertarian
rantings to be rather fitting, if not entirely compelling.

26 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 237.

27 Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, Winter Notes on Summer Impressions, transl. by David Patterson
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1997), pp- 48-49.

28 DOSTOYEVSKY, Notes from the Underground, p. 18.
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and that his largely psychological approach to the problem accounts for what
he calls the “hair in the mechanism”: that which finds its way into the gap and
threatens to “crack and destroy everything” What had obsessed the likes of
Rousseau and Lévi-Strauss — and hence so much of what succumbs to decon-
struction in the texts of Derrida — is this idea that culture corrupts nature from
the outside. But how could this be? How could the state of nature — so Eden-
ic and full as a ‘being-in-itself” — even be susceptible to such an intrusion? Why
would culture have manifested in the first place if it weren’t already endemic to
nature? Likewise, why is it that whenever we encounter ‘freedom’ with Dos-
toevsky does he always mean “more, less, or something other than he would
mean” if freedom existed in a pure state?*°

This brings us to the centerpiece of my argument, the point at which even
the pretense of an ‘original’ freedom can no longer be maintained. What fol-
lows is Dostoevsky’s depiction of a peasant run amok, a ‘free’ citizen caught up
in the metaphysical feedback loop:

It is as if the man were intoxicated or in the grip of a raging fever. As if,
having once transgressed the boundary that has been sacred for him, he
begins to revel in the fact that for him there is no longer anything sacred; as
if he had been carried away by overleaping at one bound all the restrictions of
legality and authority, tasting the sweets of the most unbridled and infinite
liberty, and knowing the pleasure of those pangs of terror of himself which
it is impossible for him not to feel. He knows, in addition, that a terrible

punishment awaits him.*

This of course echoes our opening excerpt, the depiction of the ‘free’ peas-
ant in a state of “delirium” or “possession’, bursting “all bounds” and breaking
“through every restraint”. This has been the problem all along, hasn’t it? How,
even outside of prison, can there be true freedom if our conscious lives are es-
sentially epiphenomenal? If what rises to the level of consciousness is simply
an effect of our deterministic instincts? The fact that Dostoevsky repeatedly
resorts to confinement metaphors in order to harness, linguistically, the met-
aphysical “sweets of the most unbridled and infinite liberty” — what could be
more indicative of the emperor’s nakedness? Even Nietzsche (who we know
was smitten with Dostoevsky) would be at pains to disentangle this incoher-
ent muddling of forces: human, all too human, yet caught up in the infinite

29 DoOSTOEVSKY, Winter Notes, p. 49.
30 DERRIDA, p. 158.
31 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 129.
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play of signification. “It is we alone”, Nietzsche says, “who have devised cause,
sequence, reciprocity, relativity, constraint, number, law, freedom, motive, and
purpose; and when we interpret and intermix this symbol-world as ‘being-in-it-
self; with things, we act once more as we have always acted — mythologically”>*

It isn’t merely precarious, this concept of freedom; it never existed pristine-
ly on one side of a wall and then, for a price, as an illusion on the other. It is and
always was mythological. And this was something that Dostoevsky struggled
with throughout this entire ‘transition period’ between the early novels (Poor
Folk, The Double) of the 1840s and the ‘great novels’ (Crime and Punishment,
The Brothers Karamazov) of the 1860s. Frank, his biographer, alludes to this
without quite putting his finger on the problem:

Always preoccupied with the deformations of character caused by lack of
freedom, Dostoevsky had explored this theme in his early stories; but there he
had barely scratched the surface. Life in [the] prison camp gave him a unique
vantage point from which to study human beings living under extreme psychic

pressure, and responding to such pressure with the most frenzied behavior.”

But we need only to look at the text to see that this “extreme psychic pres-
sure” and “frenzied behavior” anmtedated the prison experience. This idea of
freedom as a ‘being-in-itself’, pure and uncorrupted by cultural forces — is a
myth. Derrida could be talking about his very thing when he argues that “the
thing itself is thus undermined, in its act and in its essence, by frustration. One
cannot therefore say that it has an essence or an act [...]. Something promis-
es itself as it escapes, called presence. Such is the constraint of the supplement,
such, exceeding all the language of metaphysics, is this structure ‘almost incon-
ceivable to reason”’* During this same period, Dostoevsky was arguing, both
in his journalism and his fiction, that reason (utilitarianism, rational egoism)
taken to its logical conclusion would result in a Jack of personal freedom. He
devoted a great deal of space in his relatively short travelogue, Winter Notes on
Summer Impressions, to the argument that Russian flirtation with European ra-
tionalist/socialist ideology was foolhardy:

Of course, there is a great attraction in living, if not on a brotherly basis, then

on a purely rational basis, that s, in living well, when they guarantee everything

32 Friedrich NIETZSCHE, The Essential Nietzsche: Beyond Good and Evil and the Genealogy of
Morals (New York: Chartwell Books, 2017), p. 28.

33 FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Years of Ordeal, p. 146.

34 DERRIDA, p. 154.
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and demand only your labor and your consent [...]. But no, a man does not want
to live even according to these calculations, for even a little drop is hard for
him to give up. In his foolishness it seems to him that this is a prison and that
he is better off all by himself, because that way he is free. And in his freedom,
you know, he is beaten, he is offered no work, he dies of hunger, and he has
no freedom at all; and yet, it seems to this odd fellow that he is better off with his
freedom (emphasis added).”

The contemporary reader is of course familiar with this well-worn, hyper-
bolic argument: anything short of unfettered free market capitalism amounts
to prison, and ‘the people” will never stand for it. Yet here again — as the itali-
cized portion attests — a precise conception of freedom cannot even survive the
duration of a sentence, let alone a body of work. Soon after, Dostoevsky would
take this thesis to satirical heights with his underground man persona:

Shower upon him every earthly blessing [...] give him economic prosperity, such
that he should have nothing else to do but sleep, eat cakes, and busy himself
with the continuation of his species, and then even out of sheer ingratitude,
sheer spite, man would play you some nasty trick [...] It is just his fantastic
dreams, his vulgar folly that he will desire to retain, simply in order to prove to
himself — as though that were so necessary — that men are still men and not the

keys of a piano...*

Tempted as we may be to dismiss these as the rantings of a fictional misan-
thrope, scholars agree that his was essentially the author’s basic philosophy:
“Faced with the choice of preserving the full autonomy of personality or sur-
rendering part of it in order to obtain some self-advantage, mankind, Dostoev-
sky firmly believed, would instinctively choose suffering and hardship for the
sake of freedom”?” We can see the seeds of this philosophy taking shape in the
Memoirs as he describes the desperate peasants’ state of mind:

The more subdued they were previously, the more strongly they are moved to
swagger and try to inspire terror now. They relish the terror and enjoy even
the disgust they arouse in others. They affect a kind of desperation, and a man

so ‘desperate’ is sometimes eager for punishment, eager to have his fate decided,

35 DOSTOEVSKY, Winter Notes, p. s1.
36 DOSTOYEVSKY, Notes from the Underground, p. 21.
37 FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Stir of Liberation, p. 246.
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because at last it becomes difficult for him to bear the weight of this assumed

desperation.’®

Yet, we notice, this “desperation” has nothing to do with the peasant be-
ing unfree. On the contrary, this is Dostoevsky’s depiction of the peasant who
“could not live in freedom”.

Now we're getting to the core of the problem, the “performative contradic-
tion”, as Derrida would say. It would seem that, for the peasant, it is unfettered
freedom that induces “delirium”, “possession’”, and “grips of raging fever”. But for
the nobleman, it’s precisely the opposite. Whether it’s the thinly-veiled ‘narrator’
of his prison memoirs, his journalistic persona, or his ‘educated’” underground
man, Dostoevsky envisages the same sort of spiteful outrage as the logical conse-
quence of an encroaching lack of freedom. Freedom for me, but not for thee!

It is the inherent instability of the peasant/nobleman binary that drives the
entire mythology — a precarity of hierarchy that runs all through Dostoevsky’s
writings from this period. Commenting on the sadistic behavior of the one
of the higher-ranking prison officers, Dostoevsky says, “A man like the ma-
jor must always have someone to oppress, something to take away from some-
body, somebody to deprive of his rights, in short, an opportunity of wreak
havoc” (ibid., p. 176). And in the following chapter, this bit of (confessional)

narration:

I always wanted to do everything for myself and was particularly anxious not
even to seem to put myself forward as a soft-handed and womanish creature
playing the fine gentleman. In fact, to be honest, some part of my self-esteem
depended on this attitude. But — and I decidedly do not understand why this
always happened — I could never shake off the various servitors and hangers-on
who attached themselves to me and finally got me completely in their power, so

that in reality they were my masters and I was their servant... (ibid., p. 205)

And then we have this curious bit of narration from the Winter Notes: “Not
long ago I heard that a certain landowner of our day has also begun to wear the
Russian costume in order to blend in with the people and to attend local meet-
ings in it: as soon as they see him, they say to each other, “Who is that mummer
hanging around here?”* It would seem that the nobleman, whether he is op-
pressing the peasant, endeavoring to ingratiate himself to him, or merely trying

38 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 129.
39 DOSTOEVSKY, Winter Notes, p. 14.
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to blend in — he is never ‘present’. Neither the serf nor the nobleman, we see,
has fallen from a state of freedom into unfreedom, a state of mastery into servi-
tude or vice versa. All of this stems from a crisis within ‘freedom’ itself.

We could speculate that Dostoevsky’s muddled relationship with freedom is
rooted in his ideological ambivalence upon emerging from Siberia. Four years
in Omsk, another five in the Russian army — reacclimating to St. Petersburg’s
high(er) society was bound to be precarious, and the struggling writer imme-
diately found himself in another kind of prison: that of his editors. Feeling be-
smirched both creatively and culturally,* Dostoevsky decided to start his own
journal, Vremya, with his brother, Mikhail (who, because of Fyodor’s status as
an ex-con, assumed primacy on the masthead). The journal’s mission statement
championed ‘pochvennichestvo’: a sort of blended ideology that basically em-
braced the Petrine reforms while eschewing encroaching Westernism. Slav-
ophilism was fine, so long as it emerged naturally through the writing, avoid-
ing didacticism and clichés. Contributors’ texts would be subject to an “organic
criticism” that would keep them as pure as possible, unhindered by the pedant-
ry of traditional editing.* Literature should shoot for some sort of ideologi-
cal sweet spot: avoiding both utilitarianism and the vacuousness of ‘art for art’s
sake’ Dostoevsky envisioned his fledgling journal as a vehicle for a ‘new form’
for the Russian people: “taken from our soil, taken from our national spirit and
our national origins”.+*

Simply put, the writing should reflect the world of the commoner, the ‘man
of the soil, and thus the nobleman (the traditional audience) will come to de-
velop a deeper understanding of the peasant’s plight. Meanwhile the common
man (the new target audience), through his identification with the materi-
al, will come to develop a taste for the arts: both sides meet in the middle and
everyone wins. However well-intentioned Dostoevsky and his team may have

40 According to Susan Fusso, Dostoevsky complained that he'd been reduced to a “proletari-
an, dependent on the good will of editors”. Susan Fusso, “Prelude to a collaboration: Dos-
toevsky’s Aesthetic Polemic with Mikhail Katkov’, in Svetlana EvbokiMova, Vladimir
GOLSTEIN, Dostoevsky Beyond Dostoevsky: Science, Religion, Philosophy (Boston: Academic
Studies Press, 2016), p. 196, https://doi.org/10.1515/9781644690291-012.

41 Ellen CHANCES, “Literary Criticism and the Ideology of Pochvennichestvo in Dosto-
evsky’s Thick Journals Vremia and Epokba”, Russian Review, 34(2), 1975, p. 154, passim,
hteps://doi.org/10.2307/127714.

42 TICC 135 498, quoted in CHANCES, p. 152. While in prison, Dostoevsky had reembraced
Christianity (his only reading material was the New Testament), the importance of which,

in terms of his oeuvre, need not be reiterated here. Basically, Dostoevsky believed that liter-
ature should embody “the ideal of a particular epoch’, and that ideal was “narodnost” — the
fidelity to Russian heritage tinged with Christian values (CHANCES, pp. 160, 162).
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been, though, an inevitable contradiction emerged: an increasing emphasis on
morality engendered an (inorganic) dip into didacticism: unbridled art opened
the door and utility crept back in.# Freedom, it seems, was binding: the un-
shakable aporia at the heart of one too many Dostoevskian projects.

Of all of the binaries (nature/culture, good/evil, speech/writing), Derrida
argues that “one in particular requires our special notice [...]. Among all these
representations, the exteriority of liberty and nonliberty is perhaps privileged.
More clearly than others, it brings together the historical (political, econom-
ic, technological) and the metaphysical”+* Or, as Rousseau routinely argued,
the natural and the cultural: “Our inner conflicts are caused by these contra-
dictions. Drawn this way by nature and that way by man, compelled to yield, to
both forces, we make a compromise and reach neither goal”# Destined to fall
between the proverbial barstools of liberty and nonliberty, we “go through life,
struggling and hesitating, and die before we have found peace, useless to our-
selves and to others”.+

All through the Memoirs, the concept of freedom is chimerical, fetishized
with a dreamlike quality: “From the very first day of my life in prison I had be-
gun to dream of freedom. Calculating when my term would come to an end
became my favorite occupation [...]. I am sure that everyone deprived of lib-
erty for a fixed term must behave in the same way”.+ Towards the end, howev-
er, we do get something new, something along the lines of that refined concept,
that freedom is indeed ungraspable — that Dostoevsky’s fetishization of it may
have been little more than a dream: “I will mention here in passing that, in con-
sequence of our daydreams and our long divorce from it, freedom somehow
seemed to us freer than freedom, the freedom, that is, that exists in fact, in real
life. The prisoners exaggerated the idea of real freedom, and that is very natural
and characteristic of all prisoners”**

We might consider this to be a foreshadowing of sorts, a conversion-in-pro-
cess that appears to have taken place in Dostoevsky’s heart, even if it took him
two decades to finally document it. 7he Peasant Marey appears amidst a series
of sketches compiled in A4 Writers Diary, many of them autobiographical. In
this particular sketch, Dostoevsky essentially reprises his narratorial role from
the Memoirs. The setup is a typically raucous Easter week at the prison camp,

43 CHANCES, p. 163.

44 DERRIDA, p. 168.

45 Jean-Jacques ROUSSEAU, Emile (London: Everyman, 1993), p. 9.
46 Ibid.

47 DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, pp. 14-115.
48 Ibid., p. 359.
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during which the prisoners were particularly rowdy and drunk and violent, an-
noying Dostoevsky to no end. Disgusted with the riffraff, the twenty-nine-
year-old nobleman flees the barracks, only to return fifteen minutes later, intent
on feigning sleep and hopefully escaping molestation. The essence of the sto-
ry is embedded in the framing: one of many soul-crushing experiences at Omsk
catalyzes a Proustian ‘madeleine moment’ in which Dostoevsky retreats, sub-
consciously, into the safe haven of his childhood: “These memories arose in my
mind; rarely did I summon them up consciously. They would begin from a cer-
tain point, some little thing that was often barely perceptible, and then bit by
bit they would grow into a finished picture, some strong and complete impres-
sion”* The complete impression in this case materializes into the vivid memo-
ry of an excursion into the woods near his childhood home. “Summer was on
the wane”, Dostoevsky writes, “and soon I would have to go back to Moscow to
spend the whole winter in boredom over my French lessons” (ibid., p. 3).

Thus, the setup to the memory proper mirrors the circumstance under
which it was catalyzed: lack of freedom. The crux of the story involves a hallu-
cination: the young Dostoevsky imagines a wolf coming for him through the
woods, a potentially traumatic experience from which he’s ‘rescued’ by one of
the family serfs, Marey. At this point the narrative slows down and the exposi-
tion gives way to scenic detail:

[Marey] stretched out his hand and stroked my cheek. “Never mind, now,
there’s nothing to be afraid of. Christ be with you. Cross yourself, lad”. But I
couldn’t cross myself; the corners of my mouth were trembling, and I think this
particularly struck him. He quietly stretched out a thick, earth-soiled finger
with a black nail and gently touched it to my trembling lips” (ibid.).

Reassured, the somewhat embarrassed boy slinks away, carful to look over
his shoulder every few steps to engage with Marey and his ‘maternal smile’ He
reiterates the image of the “finger soiled with dirt” and the “trembling lips.” The
scene itself covers barely a page, but so engrossed are we by now that that we've
nearly forgotten about the frame: that the whole point of this story — written
by Dostoevsky when he was in his mid-fifties — was that the involuntary mem-
ory had been triggered, initially, by the twenty-nine-year-old prisoner’s attempt
at escape, if only for a moment, into the comfort of his childhood. But why #his
memory at #his particular moment? And, more importantly, why had he left

49 Fyodor DOSTOYEVSKY, The Peasant Marey, transl. by Kenneth Lantz (Blackmask Online,
2001), http://public-library.uk/ebooks/74/9.pdf, p. 2.
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such a salient memory out of the Memoirs of the House of the Dead? He'd cov-
ered the same time period, Easter week, with some similar narration, even hint-
ing at one point that fonder memories had in fact been percolating:

I did not see the good people, the people who were capable of both thinking
and feeling, in spite of the repulsive crust that covered them on the surface.
Among all the wounding words I never noticed the affectionate kind word,
which was all the dearer because it was spoken without any ulterior motive, and
not infrequently from a heart that had borne and suffered more than mine. But

why enlarge upon this?*°

To reframe that question: why 7oz enlarge upon it? For in The Peasant
Marey he does just that: “And so when I climbed down from my bunk and
looked around, I remember I suddenly felt I could regard these unfortunates
in an entirely different way and that suddenly, through some sort of miracle,
the former hatred and anger in my heart had vanished”s Thus, the question
isn’t why the sudden change of heart, but why the reluctance to report it years
carlier, when the anecdote might have jelled, chronologically at least, with the
project at hand? When the inclusion of such a salient anecdote might have
provided a nice balance — softened, perhaps, a rather aloof and unsympathet-
ic ‘noble’ narrator.

The answer, I suggest, may be located near the end of the vignette, when
Dostoevsky revisits his concept of freedom, this time in the context of an em-
pathic peasant: “Our encounter was solitary, in an open field, and only God,
perhaps, looking down saw what deep and enlightened human feeling and
what delicate, almost feminine tenderness could fill the heart of a coarse, bes-
tially ignorant Russian serf who at the time did not expect or even dream of
his freedom” (ibid.). When we juxtapose Marey with his opposite — those “des-
picable people” (men of ‘rank’) whom we referenced earlier in this essay, we
can sce that the logic of the supplement is at work in both cases: “Officer’s
rank seems to turn their inner selves, and their heads as well, upside down [...]
they display a servility which is completely unnecessary”. In the case of Marey,
it’s the empathy that he displays “without any ulterior motive” and with “on-
ly God, perhaps, looking down” — that would seem unnecessary. But we can see
that these needlessnesses “relate to each other according to the structure of sup-
plementarity” in that both cases “are metaphysical determinations — and there-

so DOSTOEVSKY, Memoirs from the House of the dead, p. 276.
st DOSTOYEVSKY, The Peasant Marey, p. 4.
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fore inherited, arranged with a laborious and interrelating coherence — of sup-
plementary differance”s The empathy and humanity of a supposedly ‘coarse’
and ‘beastial’ peasant, the servility and slavishness of a ‘ranking’ ofhicer — these
representations are always and already caught up in the play of signification,
spreading out into a network of traces, mediations, and ambiguations — so on
down the endless chain of signifiers.

Who, then, is freer in Dostoevsky’s oeuvre: the sniveling and obsequious of-
ficers, or the ‘enlightened humans, the serfs? Perhaps Dostoevsky’s texts are
operating according to the same subconscious mechanism that produced the
memory of Marey to begin with, the “thing that was often barely perceptible,
and then bit by bit [...] would grow into a finished picture” Perhaps the wiser
Dostoevsky had begun to sense that the ‘finished picture’ is just that: a picture
that is always already #nfinished, seeming only to be present by virtue of the
absence that makes it possible in the first place; that these opposites (serf/no-
ble, free/unfree) cannot exist in isolation from each other, that we cannot even
contemplate the officer’s slavishness without the serf’s benevolence, that these
are but links in “an infinite chain, ineluctably multiplying the supplementary
mediations that produce the sense of the very thing they defer: the mirage of
the thing itself, of immediate presence, of originary perception””* Perhaps that
apocryphal quote, the one so often misattributed to Dostoevsky, “The degree
of civilization in a society can be judged by entering its prisons” — is more reso-
nant than we could have imagined, no matter who wrote it.

52 DERRIDA, p. 183.
s3 Ibid., p.157.
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In 1881, right before his death, in the last numbers of The Diary of a Writ-
er, Dostoevsky wrote about the need to develop Russia’s Asian empire in Si-
beria.’ Recently, a good deal has been made of Dostoevsky’s views on Asia, as
well as on Europe, by the Russian diplomatic corps, with the Russian Foreign
Minister Sergei Lavrov often mentioning Dostoevsky in his speeches. Dana
Rice writes that with respect to Asia “the fact that the current Russian Foreign
Minister Sergei Lavrov regularly cites Dostoevsky in his speeches is signifi-
cant. Dostoevsky’s analysis of Russian identity remains critical for understand-
ing Russia’s engagement of Eurasia today”* But the truth is that in his journal-
ism Dostoevsky wrote very little about Asia — and virtually all of it in the last
issue of The Diary of a Writer. Even Milan Hauner’s insightful book, What is
Asia to Us, which takes its title from Dostoevsky’s article byline, concerns it-
self mostly with Soviet policy toward Russian Eurasia and does not attempt
to engage Dostoevsky’s actual views in the article In the abridged version of
Kenneth Lantz’s excellent translation of 7he Diary of a Writer, the editor, Saul
Morson, states that many sections and passages, especially those dealing with
foreign policy, “were easy [to omit] because it is hard to imagine they could
interest anyone”* About eight-five percent of the Diary article on Asia was
cut’ Some of those who have dealt with the Diary article on Asia have used it

1 See the selections devoted to Asia in JICC 27; 32-40. Translations are from EM. DosTo-
EVSKY, The Diary of a Writer, trans. Boris Brasol (New York: Braziller, 1954), pp. 1043-1052.
Hereafter the Russian citations will follow the English citations in text as will the Russian
citations for the translations of Dostoevsky’s other quoted works.

2 Dana Rick, “The Dream to ‘Go to Asia as Masters What Dostoevsky Can Teach Us
About the Greater Eurasian Partnership’, Australian Outlook, 9, Jan. 2020, https://www.in-

ternationalaffairs.org.au/australian-outlook/about/

3 Milan HAUNER, What is Asia to Us: Russia’s Asian Heartland Yesterday and Today (Lon-
don: Hyman, 1990).

4 Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, A4 Writer’s Diary, ed. Gary Saul Morson, trans. Kenneth Lantz (Ev-
anston: Northwestern University Press, 1009), P Ixi.

s In her section on East Asia in Russian thought and literature from the 1830s to the 1890s,
Susanna SOOJUNG LiM (“Between Spiritual Self and Other: Vladimir Solovev and the
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to castigate Dostoevsky’s extreme political views. Kalpana Sahni, for example,
argues that the article just underscores Dostoevsky’s orientalism, “religious fa-
naticism, chauvinistic nationalism, and an unfounded hatred of the Orient”¢
unfavorably comparing Dostoevsky’s views with those of the more universalist
Tolstoy. In 1925, Clarence Augustus Manning, by contrast, argued that, at least
among prominent Russian writers, Dostoevsky was introducing a new and sal-
utary view by his seeming turn away from Europe toward Asia’

To get a better understanding of Dostoevsky’s position on Asia we first need
do a much more thorough analysis of the Diary article itself, so that we can de-
termine what Dostoevsky thinks Russia’s goals in Asia should be, how they
might be achieved, and most important, how they offer Russia the possibili-
ty of promoting Dostoevsky’s own Russian agenda: fulfilling its Christian mis-
sion, asserting its national identity, reviving its spirit, and enhancing its eco-
nomic and political position in its rivalry with Europe. I hope to show that
Dostoevsky’s article on Asia is much less of a maximalist declaration, as some
have argued, and more of a tentative exploration of the possibilities that Asia
might offer Russia in fulfilling its agenda as Dostoevsky’s conceived it. There is,
as it were, an internal dialogue going in these Diary articles, with Dostoevsky
taking strong pro-Asian positions but then revealing, implicitly, if not explicit-
ly, reservations about an aggressive policy in Asia, a sort of explicit pro and an
implicit contra. It is also necessary to view Dostoevsky’s article in a larger con-
text: that is, in the context of his other writings about Asia, for although Dos-
toevsky rarely mentions Eurasia in other places in 7he Diary, he lived in Sibe-
ria for four years as a prisoner in a forced-labor camp in Omsk, followed by six
years as a soldier in a line-battalion in Semipalatinsk. He wrote a number of let-
ters after his release from prison that deal with his prison experience and his life
in Semipalatinsk (present day Saley). In 1860 he published a novel based on his
prison experiences, Notes from the House of the Dead. In the epilogue of Crime
and Punishment (1866), the narrator recounts the first year of his hero (Raskol-
nikov) in a Siberian prison camp, and in 7he Brothers Karamazov (1879-80),
Dmitry Karamazov, at novel’s end, is sentenced to twenty years of hard labor in
Siberia for a murder that he did not commit. I hope to show to what extent the
portrayal of Siberia in Dostoevsky’s letters and novels supports, or undercuts,

Question of East Asia’, Slavic Review, 67 (2), 2008, pp. 321-341) does not even mention
Dostoevsky.

6 Kalpana SAHNI, “E Dostoevsky’s Views on the East”, Social Scientist, vol. 14, n. 7 (1986), p.
43.

7 Clarence Augustus MANNING, “Dostoyevsky and Scythism’, The Sewanee Review vol. 33, n.
2 (1925), pp- 139-140.
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the Asian agenda promulgated in 7he Diary, given that they are all tied to one
of Dostoevsky’s most recurring concerns and themes: the idea of personal and
national renewal, redemption, and resurrection from the dead.

The Diary Article of 1881
1. Europe: Disillusionment and Frustration

The Diary article reveals that the underlying reason for Dostoevsky’s turn to
Asia is his disillusionment with, and frustration over, European policy to-
ward Russia.® In this sense, it reprises Dostoevsky’s well-known love-hate re-
lationship with Europe that we see so often in his journalism, letters, and fic-
tion. He can still say, even here, that Europe is still “a land of holy miracles, that
it “is our second mother [vtoraia mat’ nasha]” that we have taken much from
her; “we shall again take, and we shall not wish to be ungrateful to her” (1048;
IICC 27; 36). But there is a great deal more antagonism than affection.” Dos-
toevsky argues that since Peter the Great, Russians have tried to become Euro-
peans, but “the Europeans have never accepted us as Europeans no matter how
much we have tried, preferring to view us as Asiatics. Further, Europeans have
been callously ungrateful given that Russia has often sacrificed its own inter-

8 W are dealing here with Dostoevsky’s opinions not political realities. Russia, with surges
and lulls, pursed an expansionist policy toward Eurasia throughout most of the nineteenth
century. Numerous military expeditions were undertaken, towns were established, admin-
istrative districts were drawn up and staffed, and attempts at increasing the Russian popu-
lation in pacified areas were made. It was this expansionist policy that often put her in con-
flict with England, the other expanding empire during this period, especially with regard
to Afghanistan and India, with England seeing Russian expansion in Asia as a direct threat
to her vital interests in India. See, for example, the sections devoted to the nineteenth cen-
tury in Andrei LOBANOV-ROSTOVSKY’s Russia and Asia (Ann Arbor: Wahr, 1951), origi-
nally published in 1933. For a more recent attempt at the same subject see Chris MILLER,
We Shall Be Masters: Russian Pivots to East Asia from Peter the Great to Putin (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2021).

9 “A Russian who has become a real European cannot but become at one and the same time
a natural enemy of Russia [estestvennym vragom Rossii] [...]. Under no circumstance can a
Russian be converted into a real European as long as he remains the least bit Russian” (357;
IICC 23; 43). For Dostoevsky, real Europeans are socialists and atheists and therefore can-
not be real Russians. Of course, Dostoevsky was not advocating imprisoning, deporting, or
even censuring “real” Europeans. He even pleaded leniency for revolutionaries who com-
mitted crimes against tsarist officials. But it is easy to see how many of his statements, re-
flective of his maximalist style, can be easily exploited for political purposes.
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ests for the sake of Europe”. Russia, Dostoevsky maintains, has repeatedly as-
sured Europe “that we were created solely for the purpose of serving her and
making her happy [chto my sozdany lish, chtob sluzhit’ Evrope i sdelat’ ee schast-
livoin], 1045; IICC 27; 33)”. After all did Russia not defeat Napoleon and save
Europe from tyranny? Russia could have chosen to make a peace treaty with
Napoleon, which would have been in its own interest. But it is not Europe’s
perceived disdain for, and ingratitude to, Russia that upsets Dostoevsky most,
it is Europe’s interference and thwarting of Russia’s political and Christian mis-
sion in the Near East: that is, the Balkans and the Ottoman Empire. Russia had
suffered a humiliating defeat in1856 in the Crimean war waged against Turkey,
which, according to Dostoevsky, could not have been victorious without sig-
nificant aid from Great Britain and France. Even worse, in the Russian-Turkish
war of 1877-78, in which Russia was much more successful militarily, she was
frustrated in the end by the collusion of European powers, actively working in
concert to thwart Russia from attaining her most important goals, especially its
Christian and national mission, symbolized by the capturing of Constantino-
ple. Hauner writes, “This unexpected involvement of Russia’s major writer rep-
resented a serious challenge to the traditional obsession of the Russian public
supported by the press and the Pan-Slavists, with the fate of their dream of seiz-
ing Constantinople. What Dostoevsky was proposing represented nothing less
than a redirection of Russia’s traditional imperial dream, associated with the
resolution of the Eastern Question, away from the Balkans, away from the de-
ceitful European powers that robbed Russia of her fruits of victory after the last
Balkan war, toward a new civilizing mission in ‘our Asiatic Russia”."

Another important factor that Dostoevsky cites to support his turn to Asia,
one that is indirectly related to European political malfeasance, is the victory
at Geok-Tepe of Russian military forces led by General D. Skobelev on 12 Jan-
uary 1881. The victory came on the heels of several recent military setbacks, in
particular that of General Lazarev’s failure in 1879 to capture the fort at Geok
Tepe. Dostoevsky begins the article on Asia celebrating the Russian triumph.
“Geok-Tepe is captured. The Turkomans are defeated, and although they are
not yet quite pacified, our victory is indubitable. Society and the press are ju-
bilant” (1043; IICC 27; 32). He closes the article, as he began, with a shout out
for the Russian success in Eurasia. “Therefore, let me exclaim once more: ‘Long

10 HAUNER, p. 24. As LOBANOV-ROSTOVSKY (Russia and Asia, p. 147) points out, this refo-
cusing on Asia was not something new for Russia in the nineteenth-century. It happened at
the end of Crimean War as well. “There was nothing surprising in this: it becomes a law in
Russian history that every time Russia finds herself checked in Europe, she intensifies her
drive in Asia”.
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live the Geok Tepe victory! Long live Skobelev and his good soldiers!” Eternal
memory to those valiant knights who ‘were eliminated from the rolls. We shall
record them on our rolls” (1052; IICC 27; 40). The implicit argument Dosto-
evsky is making is that Russia can profit from her victories in Asia, as she could
not in the Balkans, because there will be no European interference. Everything
is open in Asia now for exploitation. The locus for Russia’s national, if not
Christian, mission should shift — or at least for now.

As we shall see, it is not only that the arguments Dostoevsky gives for turn-
ing to Asia are not particularly convincing but he himself seems to harbor
doubts about the viability of Asia as a new locus for the Russian mission. First,
almost three quarters of the article about Asia is devoted to a discussion of Eu-
rope, especially what Dostoevsky perceived to be her perfidy in the Near East.
And at the end of the article, Dostoevsky hears a voice calling him back to the
old question of Constantinople. Should not, he implies, our priority still be
Constantinople?" For Dostoevsky it is never a question of if Russia takes Con-
stantinople, he assumes it will, the question is always when it will take Constan-
tinople.” He makes it clear here that Russia’s main national and Christian mis-
sion still lies in the Balkans and the Ottoman Empire, not Eurasia. The turn
to Asia is, in effect, a policy of distraction. Since we, Dostoevsky states, can-
not now make any progress on the Eastern Question as long as Germany and
Austria are allied, we must pretend that we do not intend to meddle in Euro-

11 The very last lines, which end with the Russian victory at Geok-Tepe, seem almost a tack-
on, as though Dostoevsky realizes that he has forgotten his main subject, Asia, and needs
to get back to it. Dostoevsky is fixed on the idea that Constantinople “must be ours”. There
are several long sections in The Diary of a Writer devoted to the Russian taking of Constan-
tinople as the most logical conclusion of the “Eastern Question”.

12 In several articles that Dostoevsky wrote about the Eastern Question in Zhe Diary of a
Writer, he advocated for Russian hegemony over the Slavic world, not so much in the in-
terest of Russia, he asserts, but in the interest of the Slavic peoples and with the goal of pro-
moting the true religion, Eastern Orthodoxy, especially its Russian instantiation. It was on-
ly in the Russian common people (narod) that “Christ’s truth” had been preserved, for “the
true image of Christ [...] had dimmed in all other religions and in all other nations” (360;
IICC 23; 46). These national and religious goals, Dostoevsky insists, could be achieved only
with the taking of Constantinople — and other adjacent territories. “Constantinople must
be ours, conquered by us, the Russians, from the Turks, and it must remain ours forever. It
must belong to us alone; and when we possess it, of course, we can admit all the Slavs and
whomever we like, and do so, moreover, on the broadest possible terms; but this will not be
a federative possession of the city together with the Slavs. [...] Russia will possess only Con-
stantinople and the essential territory around it, as well as the Bosphorus and the Straits;
she will maintain troops, fortifications, and a fleet there; and so it should remain for a long,
long time (904; IICC 26; 83-84).
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pean affairs (“Ved’ tol'ko by my vid pokazali, chto v Evropu stol’ vmeshivat'sia,
kak prezhde, my uzhe ne zhelaem” — IICC 27; 39), that our new interest is Asia.
When Germany and Austria see our turn to Asia they will begin to quarrel and
exacerbate the discord roiling the affairs of European nations. Then “the East-
ern Question will at once be resolved [razom pokonchit’ i vostochnyi vopros]”
(10505 ITCC 27; 39). All we have to do is “choose the opportune moment to
strike [vybrav mgnovenie]” (10525 IICC 27; 39) Yes, the victories in Asia are
necessary, Dostoevsky implies, to stem possible British incursions into Central
Asia, but Asia is primarily a diversion, a deception, a way of misleading Europe-
an nations regarding Russia’s abiding interests in the Balkans.

2. Justification.

But even if the main reason for turning to Asia is to take a strategic pause be-
fore pursuing at a later date Russia’s primary national and Christian mission,
how can Dostoevsky justify the turn to Asia for other reasons of national inter-
est: that is, can a case be made for Asia in and of itself. Dostoevsky attempts to
answer this question in the second section of the article, arguing against an im-
aginary interlocutor, who expresses commonly held views in the Russian press
skeptical of the economic and political benefits of a turn toward Eurasia and
away from Russia proper.” But even before he can address the benefits of ex-
ploiting Asia and the possibility of secking a national mission in Asia, he seems
to think it necessary to justify Russia’s right to be in Asia in the first place. If
the Russians are Europeans, the most European of Europeans, as Dostoevsky’s
implies — one need only look, he says, to Russia’s national poet, Pushkin — what
gives them the right to occupy and exploit Eurasian lands and wealth. The an-
swer for Russians is not to deny that they are Europeans, even primarily Eu-
ropeans, but to accept the fact that they are also Asians, to acknowledge their
Asianness, to embrace it and no longer be ashamed of it.

Russia is not only in Europe but also in Asia; because the Russian is not only a
European but also an Asiatic. [...] This erroneous fright of ours, this mistaken
view of ourselves solely as Europeans, and not Asiatics — which we have never
ceased to be — this shame and this faulty opinion have cost us a good deal in the

course of the last two centuries, and the price we have had to pay has consisted

13 For a summary of the skeptical opinions in the press about a turn to Asia to which Dosto-
evsky is referring, see the notes in the Academy edition: 77ICC 27; 14.
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of the loss of our spiritual independence, of our unsuccessful policies in Europe,
and finally of money — God only knows how much money — which we spent in
order to prove to Europe that we were Europeans and not Asiatics (1044-104s;
IICC 275 33).

In other words, Eurasia is ours to develop and exploit, because it is ours; we
belong there, as much as we belong in Europe.

Like most other Russian Eurasian expansionists, Dostoevsky views the turn
to Asia as a form of colonization, even a Russian form of American “manifest
destiny”. Throughout the nineteenth Russian historians, philosophers, and ge-
ographers had been thinking about Russia’s role in Asia, proposing radical-
ly different perspectives and programs, ranging from exploitation and dom-
ination by a superior race — the Russians — to the creation of a new superior
interracial Russian-Asian entity."* Dostoevsky does not see Asia in racist terms.
Yes, there remain some Asians who still need to be subjugated to the tsar, or
recognized by the tsar as their sovereign, but for the most part Asia is sort of
an empty space that is waiting to be occupied by those who can best exploit
it. Dostoevsky does not compare Russia’s eastern expansion to America’s west-
ern expansion, but to the European discovery of America, the opening of a new
world that transformed the West economically and spiritually. “When we turn
to Asia, with our new vision of her, in Russia there may occur something ak-
in to what happened in Europe when America was discovered. Since, in truth,
to us Asia is like the then undiscovered America. With our aspiration for Asia,
our spirit and forces will be regenerated [vozroditsial” (1048; IICC 27; 36) The
colonization experience, he argues, promises to have the same effect on Russia
as it had on Europe, especially western Europe. Dostoevsky of course was una-
ware, as were almost all at the time, that the economic transformation of Eu-
rope came about, in large part, through the importation of slave labor to the
New World, not because of European genius.”

14 For discussion of nineteenth-century theories of expansion into and exploration of Eurasia,
see, for example, HAUNER; SAHNT; S0OJUNG Lim; David SCHIMMELPENNICK VAN DER
OYE, “The East”, in William LEATHERBARROW and Derek OFFORD (eds.), 4 History of
Russian Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).

15 The close relationship between the rise of the West and slavery was first explored in depth
by Eric WiLLiams’ landmark work, Capitalism and Slavery (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1944). The role of slavery in the rise of the west has been gaining in-
creasing acceptance as of late. For one of latest works establishing the connection, see Pad-
raic S. SCANLAN, Slave Empire: How Slavery Built Modern Britain (London: Robinson,
2021).
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3. Prospects in Eurasia: Development, Settlement, and Mission

But even if the end strategy for Russia is Constantinople, even if Russians, be-
ing Asians as well as Europeans, are justified in turning to Asia, what can Rus-
sia actually accomplish in Siberia and how? Dostoevsky discusses three inte-
grally related areas of Asian potential: the economic benefits deriving from
Siberia’s natural resources; Siberia as an outlet for Russia’s surplus population;
and the development of a Russian idea. The economic benefits are the easiest
to conceptualize. Colonization of Eurasia will, he asserts, lead, as elsewhere, to
the exploitation of its immense natural resources. Great riches are “concealed
in the bosom of these boundless lands”. Eurasia contains abundant resources
of “metals and minerals”, it has “innumerable coal fields” (1049; IICC 27; 37)
It has potential for producing bountiful grain harvests. All this will foster new
industries, attract new settlers, and contribute to the formulation of a new
Russian idea.

Again, Dostoevsky is talking about potential and a distant future, just as he
argued for another chance at taking Constantinople at some propitious future
date. He is aspirational and hopeful but has difficulty answering the doubters
of a Russian move into Eurasia. Although Dostoevsky talks about the bound-
less wealth in Asia that is ready to be exploited, he concedes that Russia has
failed to spend money on developing Asia in the past, and it seems to have no
intentions of spending any now. And without railroads there is no way of ac-
cessing all that wealth. And why has that been so? Unfortunately because Rus-
sians are not as enterprising as Americans and Englishmen.*

O, if instead of us Englishmen or Americans inhabited Russia, they would
show you what losses mean. They would certainly discover our America! [...]
Oh, they would get at everything — metals and minerals, innumerable coal
fields; they would find and discover everything — and they would know how
to use these materials. They would summon science to their aid; they would
compel the earth to yield fifty grains to one, that same carth about which we

here still think that it is nothing but a steppe naked as our palm (1049; IICC 27;
37)-

16 The construction of the Trans-Siberian Railway began only in 1891, but not in an effort to
develop Siberia, but as a response to the possibility that China might build a railway system
herself. See, SOOJUNG L, p. 331; Steven MARKS, The Road to Power: The Trans-Siberian
Railroad and the Colonization of Asian Russia, 1850-1917 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University

Press, 1991), pp- 35-37-
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But Dostoevsky argues that you need not only railroads and enterprising
minds to develop the wealth of Eurasia, you need Russians to settle there. Far
from fearing that Russia will be depopulated by developing Eurasia, as some
critics of the Eurasian experiment are purportedly arguing, it will actually be
difficult to attract Russians to leave Russia for Eurasia. Dostoevsky suggests a
population reservoir to overcome this impediment to Eurasian development:
Russian misfits. Those who have been unable to establish themselves in Rus-
sia proper are the ideal candidates of doing something different in a new envi-
ronment. As he contends, “it often happens that an incapable man in one place
is resurrected [voskresaet] almost as a genius in another place. This is also often
observed in European colonies” (1049; [ICC 27; 37).

Our longing for Asia, should it ever arise among us [esli b tol'ko ono zarodilos’
mezh namil, would, in addition, serve as an outlet to many a restless mind, to
those seized with anguish, to the lazy, to those who have grown tired of doing
nothing. Give an efflux to water, and mustiness and stench will disappear. Once
they are drawn into work, they will not feel bored; they will all be regenerated
[vozroditsia]. [...] Wherever a “Russ” settles in Asia, the land will forthwith
become Russian land. A new Russia will arise which in due time will regenerate
and resurrect the old one /by vozrodila i voskresila] and will show the latter the

road which she has to follow (1049-1050; IICC 27; 37-38).

But most important, without economic development and an influx of pop-
ulation willing to undertake that development it will be virtually impossible
to develop a Russian idea, something that at least can, for some time, take the
place of Constantinople in the Russian imagination. For Dostoevsky a nation
or people without its own idea cannot become an authentic and viable civili-
zation. Right now without Constantinople, Russians are bereft of an inspir-
ing idea and Europeans are not wrong to dismiss Russian accomplishments
in the absence of such an idea. Europeans begrudgingly admit that Russians
have made some advances in knowledge that have contributed to European
scientific endeavors, but they will never believe that it is possible for not on-
ly scientists to be born in Russia but even great geniuses. Russians don’t yet
have Bacons, Newtons, and Aristotles. And they will never have them if they
don’t become independent, if they do not develop in the future their idea. Un-
til they develop their own idea, they will never be recognized as an equal and
they will in fact be inferior. Again the argument for Russia’s future accom-
plishments is dependent on developing its own idea. The hope is that if that
is not happening in Russia perhaps it can happen more easily and quickly in
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the promised land of Asia, Russia’s America. For Russia, he concedes, is still in
search of an idea.

But under no circumstance will Europe now believe that not only scientific
workers (even though very talented) may be born in Russia, but men of
genius, leaders of mankind, such as a Bacon, Kant, or Aristotle. This they will
never believe, since they do not believe in our civilization, while, as yet, they
do not know our future idea. In truth, they are right: we shall have no Bacon,
no Newton, no Aristotle so long as we fail to stand on our own road and be
spiritually independent. The same is true of all other things — of art and industry
(1047; 1ICC 27 35).

The problem is that the idea that is to be borne is Asia is predicated on as-
pects of Asian development that are not happening in the present and Dosto-
evsky does not see them as probable in the near future. Russians are not flock-
ing to Eurasia and no significant development is occurring there. The Russian
idea, however, cannot be born there without Russians nor without econom-
ic development. Moreover, Dostoevsky has no notion what that idea might
be. Not knowing what that idea might be or asserting that it can only be deter-
mined when Eurasia is already a going concern, just emphasizes the problem
with relying on Asia to determine Russia’s future direction. For so many years
Dostoevsky knew Russia’s national, spiritual, and religious mission was: to free
the Orthodox Christians under Turkish rule, capture Constantinople, and es-
tablish an Orthodox empire in place of the Ottoman empire under the hegem-
ony of Russia. In Eurasia, there are no Christians in bondage who must be lib-
erated, there is no Constantinople to be seized, and Russian hegemony, with a
few exceptions in Central Asia, had already been established in most of Eurasia,
in some cases, centuries earlier. Yes, Russian has just won a victory in Turkestan
against indigenous forces — who had no support from French, the British, and
the Turks — but it is a victory with no prize comparable to Constantinople.” It
is not going to open up Asia to anything resembling Dostoevsky’s agenda, espe-
cially given Dostoevsky’s own reservations of how difficult it was probably go-
ing to be to exploit Eurasia, move significant Russian population there, and to
create an idea as meaningful as that of Constantinople.

Dostoevsky’s lack of enthusiasm about Eurasia, to be sure, reflects his disil-
lusionment with the results of the Russo-Turkish War and the difhiculty of gar-
nering immediate positive rewards from Eurasia. But this is partly because Dos-

17 Fear of British expansion in Central Asia might be the closest in importance.
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toevsky had never seen Eurasia as a pressing issue before 1881. As we have seen,
this was not for a lack of interest in Eurasia during the nineteenth century by
many historians, political thinkers, and geographers. This lack of interest, or
even distaste, is partly attributable to Dostoevsky’s actual experiences in Eur-
asia, which are reflected in his letters from Siberia to friends and relatives and
then in several of his major novels. When in Siberia, Dostoevsky’s main goal
and hope was to get out. There is more of a stremlenie na zapad than a stremle-
nie na vostok, a desire to get back to Russia as soon as possible. His characters go
there only when, like himself, they are compelled, usually by prison sentences.

Prison and Military Service in Asia

Before examining how Dostoevsky re-imagined Siberia is his fiction and
semi-autobiographical memoir Notes from the House of the Dead, it is worth-
while looking at what Dostoevsky’s thought of Asia when he actually lived
there, four years in the prison camp at Omsk and over five years in Semipalat-
insk (present Semey) then a small town of about 15,000 inhabitants in what is
now the eastern part of Kazakhstan, about 400 miles south of Omsk. We have
no extant letters from Dostoevsky during the four years of his imprisonment,
but during the time he lived in Semipalatinsk (from February 1854 to 18 Au-
gust 1859, when Dostoevsky’s arrived in Tver, he wrote about 65 letters, most of
them to his brother, Mikhail. In his first letters, he describes his imprisonment
as four years in hell. Along with the other prisoners of the nobility, he was tor-
mented by his “enemies”, the prisoners of the common people. The conditions
in the buildings were abominable, the work was done in the worst of condi-
tions, and he was never alone. What he describes to his brother Mikhail in de-
tail, he sums up in his letter to his younger brother Andrei (6 November 1854):
“And those four years I consider a time during which I was buried alive and
locked up in a coffin. I can’t even tell you what a horrible time that was. It was
inexpressible, unending suffering, because every hour, every minute weighed
on my soul like a stone”® In addition, Dostoevsky experienced his first epilep-
tic attacks in prison. As later in his life, during his stay in Semipalatinsk, Dos-
toevsky was also in desperate need of money. In many of his letters we find him
begging for funds or loans. But what he wants most of all is to leave Siberia, to
get permission to go to Russia — to Petersburg if possible, but at least to Mos-

18 Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, Complete Letters, ed. and tr. David Lowe and Ronald Meyer (Ann
Arbor: Ardis, 1988), 1:201; IICC 28 ; 181 Further citations from this English translation
will appear in text followed as above by the citations from the Russian academy edition.
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cow. He continually tells his brother Mikhail “that the very best thing for me is
to get to Russia” (1:227; IICC 28 ; 203).”

Dostoevsky did not hate Semipalatinsk or Russian Asia. After his release
from prison, he had a circle of friends and acquaintances — former prisoners, ci-
vilians, and military personnel — who sustained him mentally and financially,
but he did not like it either. There were many good reasons for wanting to leave
and as soon as possible. Dostoevsky wanted to be back at the center of Rus-
sian culture, to seek help from doctors in either Moscow or Petersburg to treat
his worsening epilepsy, to be close to his family and friends, and to be in con-
tact with those who could promote his publishing career, on which his liveli-
hood depended. After 1856, in addition to himself, he had a wife and a step-son
to support. Dostoevsky often complains in his letters about life in Semipalat-
insk and other communities in the area. There is little family life. Most of the
inhabitants are transitory residents, mostly government officials and military
personnel. To an unknown correspondent, on 22 December 1856, he writes:
“We have no home with families, or very few. A lot of single people have come
here. Everyone, starting with the governor, is a bachelor. And only familial soci-
ety gives a city a face. [...] The bachelor circle eternally and everywhere lives the
same way” (1:294; IICC 28; 264). Siberia is not home, he writes to his sister
Mar’ia Ivanovna on 22 December 1856.

And God grant that I soon visit Russia. There in Russia, one feels at home [kak
by doma]. Everything there is established, settled. While the character of our
lictle Siberian towns is a sudden influx of society, the arrival of petty officials and
later, at the first change in power, all of this disappears as quickly as it appeared,
making room for others (1:295; [ICC 28 ; 265).

On 7 Sept 1857, he writes to Varvara Karepina: “But here (in Semipalat-
insk), with our doctors, there’s no way to be treated. In Moscow, despite my
illness, I hope to support myself. And renew my soul, Siberia is crushing me
[davit menia Sibir’]” (1:318; IICC 28 ; 287). He complains to his brother: “To
live continually in Semipalatinsk, intensifying my illness and neglecting it, in
my opinion, is a sin” (1:319; /JICC 28 ; 288). Again to his brother: “By this time
my retirement will come through and I don’t want to spend /[sidet’] an one extra
day in Semipalatinsk” (1:355; I7ICC 28 ; 319-320).>> When he finally leaves Asia,
crossing the Ural, he thanks God for bringing him to see the Promised Land.

19 See, for example, the letter of January 13-18 (1:227; IICC 28 ; 203).
20 Like many areas in central Asia, towns began to grow most substantially with the construc-
tion of the Trans-Siberian Railroad late in the nineteenth century.
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He writes A. Geibovich, the commandant of the Omsk fortress:

One fine evening, about s p.m., wandering in the spurs of the Urals, in the
middle of the forest, we finally came upon the border between Europe and Asia.
A marvelous column with inscriptions has been placed there, and beside it a
disabled veteran lives in a hut. We got out of the carriage and I crossed myself
to thank God for having finally allowed me to see the Promised land /chzo prevel
nakonets gospod’ uvidar’ obetannuin zemlin]. Then your wicker flask was brought
out, filled with bitter orange-blossom (Schreiter’s recipe), and we drank with
the veteran to our parting with Asia [na proshchanie s Aziei (1:40s; IICC 28 ;
361-362).

At this time, in 1859, crossing the border is Dostoevsky’s Exodus. Asia is
Egypt (the land of imprisonment and forced military service) and Russia the
promised land, which he had been forbidden to enter for ten years.

Not only was Dostoevsky intent on leaving Asia behind, but on occasion
would advise his friends that he had made there to do the same. For example, in
the same letter to Geibovich, Dostoevsky advises his friend to leave Siberia and
move to Russia. “You surely remember, Artemy Ivanovich, how I always wished
you to move to Russia, to a better position for the education of your dear chil-
dren, and being devoted to you with all my heart, with sadness told you that
you were not in the right place /e na svoem meste], were contenting yourself
with a paltry salary and were losing your life [feriaete zhizn’ svoiu], but mean-
while you were working, fussing with things, putting up with job worries and
troubles and so forth” (1:407; ITCC 28 ; 364).

So the ten years Dostoevsky lived in Siberia were years of great suffering and
struggle, of forced labor and military service. It was a place he wanted to leave,
for many reasons, and as fast as possible. It was not Russia, but a distant Rus-
sian colony. Asia was his Egypt. When he entered Russia, the promised land, he
crossed himself and thanked God. Yes, there are a few hints in the letters this
time soon after his release that he had changed, at least with regard to some of
his convictions and the way he viewed those of his previous actions that led to
his sentence, but we see very little of that especially in the last five years of let-
ters, which show him preoccupied, for understandable reasons, with all the
worries of daily life and his future prospects for moving back to Russia and es-
tablishing himself in the Russian literary world.
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Semi-autobiography and Fiction
Notes from the House of the Dead

In Dostoevsky’s artistic reconstructions of his experiences in prison camp, espe-
cially in Notes from the House of the Dead and the story in The Diary of a Writer,
The Peasant Marei, Siberia provides the site in which the initial stages of his re-
newal, regeneration, and resurrection from the dead takes place, a place where
he was able to rethink and reevaluate his life in the camp and to appreciate the
great potential of the Russian people. Understanding that these are purposeful
reconstructions, Joseph Frank, nevertheless supports Dostoevsky’s assertions,
with the proviso, that we are dealing here not so much with a religious conver-
sion, but a belief in the essential goodness of the Russian people.” Dostoevsky
completed Notes from the House of the Dead when he was already a committed
pochvennik, a man of soil, a believer in the potential of the Russian people (zar-
od), and, later, of their Christ. His beliefs in the Russian people only became
stronger with time. The question that confronts us here with regard to Dosto-
evsky and Asia is about the existence of any evidence, other than from his fic-
tion and carefully tailored memoirs, that Dostoevsky actually experienced such
a conversion, or at least a personal rebirth and regeneration, during his stay in
Siberia? And even if he did, did Siberia in fact have anything to do with it?
Would he not have experienced the same renewal if the prison camp had been
west of the Urals?

Let’s leave the people, the narod, aside for the moment, since they do not
figure at all in his article on Asia in The Diary of a Writer. Those who assert
Dostoevsky’s rebirth point to several passages in Notes from the House of the
Dead.

The years that followed have somehow been erased from my memory. I am
convinced that I have forgotten many of the things that happened. [...] I
remember those long, tedious days as being monotonous as the dripping of
water from the roof after rain. I remember that it was only a passionate desire
for resurrection, for renewal, for a new life [strastnoe zhelanie voskresen’ia,
obnovlenia, novoi zhizni] that strengthened my will to wait and hope. [...]
Inwardly alone, I reviewed the whole of my past life, turned everything over
in my mind, right down to the last detail, weighted up my past, imposed an

inexorable and severe judgement on myself, and sometimes even blessed fate for

21 See Joseph FRANK, “The Peasant Marei’, in Dostoevsky: The Years of Ordeal, 1850-1859
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1983), pp- 116-127.
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having sent me such isolation, without which neither this self-judgement nor
this stern review of my past life would have been possible. [...] I eagerly awaited
my freedom. I called for it to come quickly; I desired to put myself to the test

again in a new strugglc.“

And of course, the last lines of the novel: “Freedom, new life, resurrection
from the dead! A glorious moment! [svoboda, novaia zhizn; voskresene iz mert-
vykh. Eka slavnaia minuta!]” (357; IICC 4; 232). But one cannot assert this
spiritual and mental renewal with considerable reservations. The novel begins
with an introduction (vvedenie) which undercuts the renewal. We learn that af-
ter his release from prison that none of the narrator’s hopes were realized. Ex-
tremely shy and avoiding personal contact whenever possible, he had in effect
become a recluse. He seems never to have recovered from his terrible prison ex-
perience, dying three years after his release from prison. One can regard the in-
troduction as a ruse, something necessary to overcome potential objections of
the censor. The narrator we are told in the introduction is not a political pris-
on but an uxoricide. It is also standard in an introduction of this type for an ed-
itor to have found the writings of a deceased author. Dostoevsky was a political
prisoner who was alive and well in 1860. But Dostoevsky certainly could have
written an introduction in which one of the central points of the narrative —
the regeneration of the narrator — was not completely quashed. But he did not.
Gorianchikov fails to thrive in a Siberian town which the editor describes in
the most positive terms.

It is possible to be extremely happy in Siberia. [...] The climate is an excellent
one; there are a great many extremely rich and hospitable merchants. [...] The
young ladies bloom like roses and are moral to the very limits of virtue. [...]
Generally speaking, a blessed land. All one needs is to know how to make use
of it. In Siberia they know how to make use of it. It was in one of these lively,
self-satisfied towns, one with the most endearing inhabitants, whose memory
will remain imprinted on my heart forever, that I met Aleksandr Petrovich
Gorianchikov (22-33; ITCC 4; 5-6).

Dostoevsky, who hardly ever has anything positive to say about any of the
Siberian towns which he visited and in which he lived (Semipalatinsk) for
about five and a half years after his prison release, has the editor heap praise on

22 Fyodor DOSTOYEVSKY, Notes from the House of the Dead, tr. David McDuff (London: Pen-
guin, 1983), pp. 339-340; I1CC 4; 220.
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the Siberian town in which Gorianchikov spent his last three years, thereby em-
phasizing the completely inability of Gorianchikov to survive even under the
best of conditions: that is, whether others had flourished.

But even if one grants, despite the introduction, that the beginnings of re-
generation or renewal occurred in the prison camp and there was no setback af-
ter release, it is doubtful that Siberia had anything to do with it, given Dostoev-
sky’s almost uniformly negative statements about Siberia in the period of exile
after his release from prison. If regeneration took place in prison, it could have
taken place in a similar prison west of the Urals. Further, the prisoners were
not primarily Siberian peasants, most of the inmates in fact were from Europe-
an Russia just like Dostoevsky. What is more, Dostoevsky’s life in prison was
confined primarily to the barracks and the courtyard of the prison. Occasion-
ally prisoners were permitted to go to the bathhouse and to church. Dostoev-
sky did not experience anything particularly Siberian in prison, not even the
cold. The most extreme cold Dostoevsky endured was actually in European
Russia on the way to the prison when he and his fellow prisoners got caught in
a snowstorm with temperatures below 40 degrees centigrade. If there was even
the first step of a resurrection from the dead, it was not Siberia per se that made
it possible.

Crime and Punishment

In the epilogue of Crime and Punishment, we learn that the hero, Raskolnikov
has been sentenced to eight years of hard labor in a prison camp in Siberia for
killing a pawnbroker and her half-sister. Raskolnikov could easily have been
sentenced to a much longer sentence, but extenuating circumstances brought
up at his trial led to what might be considered a minimum sentence consid-
ering the seriousness of the crime. In the first few months in prison, Raskol-
nikov’s pride, disdain for his fellow prisoners, and belief that he had not done
anything wrong — except, that is, for making a stupid blunder — are strong-
er than ever. Like the narrator at the beginning of his experience in Notes from
the House of the Dead, Raskolnikov is isolated and loathes his fellow prison-
ers, a feeling which they reciprocate. But as a result of the constant presence
of Sonia, who has followed him to Siberia, and repeated nightmares in which
the human race almost destroys itself out of pride, he experiences, we are told,
a radical change. He begins to think less and feel more. Life takes the place
of dialectics. The new feeling is a continuation, the narrator tells us, of some-
thing he experienced when he first confessed to the murder. Like the ending



National and Personal Renewal and Resurrection 131

of Notes from the House of the Dead, Crime and Punishment ends on a note of
hope of a complete resurrection (voskresenie) into a new life. In contrast to the
Notes from the House of the Dead, however, there is nothing in Crime and Pun-
ishment — like the introduction of Notes from the House of the Dead — explicit-
ly undercutting the narrator’s hopes for Raskolnikov’s renewal and rebirth into
a new life. As is well known, many commentators have had difficulty accept-
ing Raskolnikov’s resurrection in the epilogue, seeing it as totally out of synch
with Raskolnikov’s character® in the novel proper. Further, Raskolnikov is not
a stand-in for Dostoevsky, he is a new breed of intelligent, a man of the 6os,
not one to become, like his author, a man of the people and worshiper of Rus-
sian autocracy. Under Raskolnikov’s pillow in prison is a copy of the Gospels.
He has not once opened it. Raskolnikov’s resurrection would be a new story.
All his life Dostoevsky planned to write that new story, of the gradual resur-
rection of a man from the dead, the sequel to Crime and Punishment. He nev-
er did. Most important, even in the epilogue, thinking has not yet completely
replaced feeling. A thought flashes through his mind. “Could /razve/ her [So-
nia’s] convictions not be my convictions now ? Her feelings, her aspirations, at
least..”>* The razve in the first sentence may raise expectations. But they are de-
flated in the following sentence with “at least” [po krainei mere]. Here Raskol-
nikov realizes that Sonia’s convictions can never be his. Perhaps, only her feel-
ings, her aspirations.

But, for the sake of argument, to better assess the role that Siberia may play
in the epilogue of Crime and Punishment, let us assume that the conclusion
of the novel does portray at least the beginnings of Raskolnikov’s rebirth in-
to a new life. Is Raskolnikov’s rebirth predicated on his being in Siberia, such
that it could not have occurred elsewhere or could not have occurred as easily
clsewhere? In Notes from the House of the Dead, the narrator (Gorianchikov),
makes some friends among the prisoners, although not the majority by any
means, and they play a role in the change that he experiences. But in the epi-
logue of Crime and Punishment, Raskolnikov is just finishing his first year of
imprisonment when his turn toward a new life occurs. He is just beginning to
speak to the prisoners of the people. To assume that people will play an impor-
tant role in Raskolnikov’s gradual regeneration and renewal, one needs to read
Notes from the House of the Dead into Crime and Punishment. Again, the vast
majority of prisoners, even the Muslims, come from European Russia or the
Caucasus. Virtually none are natives of Siberia. In the novel proper, in Russia,

23 Among others, Mochulsky, Rahv, Gibian, and Wasiolek.
24 Fyodor DosTOEVSKY, Crime and Punishment, transl. by Richard Pevear and Larissa Vo-
lokhonsky (New York: Vintage, 1993), p. ss0; [ICC 6; 422.
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Raskolnikov would have perished if not for Sonia. The same is true in Siberia.
For Dostoevsky, Raskolnikov needs to suffer to expiate his crime, to take re-
sponsibility for what he has done, before his resurrection can occur. Siberia is
the site of that suffering. But the suffering could have again occurred in a pris-
on camp in Russia proper. Razumikhin is planning to move to Siberia with
Dunia, Raskolnikov’s sister, after he finishes his studies, to help Raskolnikov
and Sonia. But that is only a vague plan. The implication is that they will not
settle permanently in Siberia but only stay there until Raskolnikov leaves pris-
on and can return to Russia. There is nothing to imply in the epilogue that
Raskolnikov and Sonia plan to stay in Siberia. Raskolnikov is hardly the type
to live a productive life there. What would he do? He would probably do what
Dostoevsky did; that is, return home as soon as possible. There is really only
one short passage that indicates that Siberia may be indirectly related to Ras-
kolnikov’s regeneration. Soon after Easter, at work, Raskolnikov looks over a
wide desolate river.

From the high bank a wide view of the surrounding countryside opened out. A
barely audible song came from the far bank opposite. There, on the boundless,
sun-bathed steppe, nomadic yurts could be seen, like barely visible black specks.
There was freedom, there a different people lived, quite unlike those here, there
time itself seemed to stop, as if the centuries of Abraham and his flocks had not
passed. Raskolnikov sat and stared fixedly, not tearing his eyes away; his thought
turned to reverie, to contemplation; he was not thinking of anything, but some
anguish troubled and tormented him. Suddenly Sonya was beside him (549;
IICC 6; 421).

Commentators have basically been stumped about the meaning of those no-
madic yurts and the “free” people who lived in them and no less by their asso-
ciation with Abraham and his flocks. George Gibian thought that since these
nomads lived on the other side of the river they might be associated with the
life-saving power of water.® For Meerson the name of Abraham tied Raskol-
nikov’s story with the sacrifice (or binding) of Isaac.* Since this observation of

25 George GIBIAN, “Traditional Symbolism in Crime and Punishment”, in Feodor DOSTOEV-
SKY, Crime and Punishment (New York: Norton, 1975), pp. 540-542.

26 Olga MEERSON, “Raskolnikov and the Aqedah (Tsaac’s Binding)”, in Svetlana EVvDOKIMO-
va and Vladimir GOLSTEIN (eds.), Dostoevsky Beyond Dostoevsky: Science, Religion, Phi-
losophy (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2016), pp. 379-393. A possible allusion to a pas-
sage from Genesis 13:5 has been noted by Donald FIENE, “Raskolnikov and Abraham: A
Further Contribution to a Defense of the Epilogue of Crime and Punishment”, Bulletin of
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Raskolnikov’s happens after his dreams of the human race almost annihilating
itself over contesting ideas, the flocks of Abraham might simply be a reference
to a simpler, less contentious way of life ruled by feeling and the rhythms of na-
ture rather than by ratiocination and the abstract categories of the modern city,
like Petersburg, where Raskolnikov was first infected with the ideas that led to
the murders. The life of the nomads is the antithesis of dialectic. “Instead of di-
alectic, there was life, and something completely different had to work itself
out in his consciousness” (ss0; [ICC 6; 421)

The passage, seemingly a ﬂeeting impression, may represent an epiphanic
moment for Raskolnikov in his transition from one way of life to another. Ear-
ly after the murder, Raskolnikov stops on a bridge and looks toward the Neva
and sees a magnificent vista dominated by St. Isaac’s cathedral. It is an unusual-
ly beautiful day for Petersburg, there is hardly a cloud in the sky and the water
of the Neva is uncharacteristically blue. Raskolnikov had often stopped there in
the past, almost a hundred times, to admire the view and to wonder at the enig-
ma this panorama posed. Looking at the church, Raskolnikov realizes more
than ever that he has been cut off from his past. Now all his past life seems alien
to him; it is vanishing from his sight as he rises above it never to see it again.
The passage marks Raskolnikov’s transition from one reality to another. The
world that he lived in before now seems irretrievably in the past and lost. In the
epilogue, when Raskolnikov looks over the river at the magnificent panorama,
at the new reality that it represents — of freedom, simplicity, deratiocination he
senses at that moment that he is passing again from one reality to another, from
the new world that he entered when he committed the murder to the simpler
world that he lived in as child, as he sees in one of his dreams, where he did
not think but only felt. Perhaps in that moment of contemplation, when Ras-
kolnikov watches, as it were, the flocks of Abraham, Dostoevsky is alluding to
a salvific power belonging to Siberia alone. If this is so — and some might find
this an interpretative overreach — it is the sole instance in which Raskolnikov’s
resurrection into a new life is tied to Siberia.

the International Dostoevsky Society, n. 9 (1979), p. 33. A link to John 8:33 has been suggest-
ed by George GIBIAN, Op. cit., p. 463. Most articles that deal with the epilogue, say little or
nothing about the reference to the flocks of Abraham. See, for example, Steven CASSEDY,
“The Formal Problem of the Epilogue in ‘Crime and Punishment’: The Logic of Tragic and
Christian Structures”, Dostoevsky Studies, vol. 3 (1982), pp. 171-189; David MATUAL, “In De-
fense of the Epilogue of ‘Crime and Punishment”, Studies in the Novel, vol. 24, n. 1 (Spring
1992), pp. 26-34; Greta MATZNER-GORE, “The Improbable Poctics of Crime and Punish-
ment”, in Katherine BOWERS and Kate HOLLAND (eds.), Dostoevsky at zo0: The Novel in
Modernity (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2021), pp. 159-176.
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The Brothers Karamazov

Siberia also figures prominently in the fate of Dmitry Karamazov, especially in
the days after he is convicted of murdering his father and sentenced to twen-
ty years of hard labor in the mines of Siberia. The question of whether Dmit-
ry Karamazov can be resurrected from the dead in Siberia is discussed by all the
characters, including Dmitry himself. But before I get to Dmitry, I would like
to address a comic aspect of Siberia in the novel because of its relevance to Dos-
toevsky’s article on Siberia from 7he Diary of a Writer. In the eighth chapter of
book eight, entitled “Gold Mines” (Zolotye priiski), Dmitry who has been des-
perately trying to acquire three thousand rubles — to pay back Katerina Ivano-
vna so that he can court Grushenka - turns to Madame Khokhlakova. His first
two attempts to acquire the money — from Kuz’ma Samsonov, Grushenka’s for-
mer protector, and Liagavyi, a timber merchant — prove unsuccessful. Desper-
ate, he argues that he could get the money from Madame Khokhlakova pre-
cisely because she hates him and will do anything to stop him from courting
Katerina Ivanovna. When she tells Dmitry that she can solve his money prob-
lems, Dmitry is ecstatic, until she reveals her plan: not to give him money but
advice regarding how to acquire the money, and not now but sometime in the
future. He should go to the gold mines in Siberia.

What do you think of gold-mines, Dmitri Fyodorovich? [...] You may consider
it as good as in your pocket, and not three thousand, but three million, Dmitri
Fyodorovich, and in no time! I shall tell you your idea; you will discover mines,
make millions, return and become an active figure, and you will stir us, leading
us towards the good. Should we leave everything to the Jews? You'll build
buildings, start various enterprises. You will help the poor, and they will bless
you. This is the age of railroads. Dmitri Fyodorovich. You will become known

and indispensable to the Ministry of Finance, which is now in such need.”

This comic scene, which, among other things, contains an anti-Semitic slur,
is worth comparing with what Dostoevsky wrote in The Diary of a Writer just
a few years later about Siberian mineral wealth and those who should go there
to make their fortune. He argued that “it often happens that an incapable man
in one place is resurrected almost as a genius in another place”. Asia would be
an outlet to restless minds, who “have grown tired of doing nothing. Once

27 Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, The Brothers Karamazov, transl. by Richard Pevear and Larissa Vo-
lokhonsky (New York: Viking, 1991), 385-386; IICC 14; 348-349.
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they are drawn into work, they will not feel bored; they will all be regenerat-
ed” (1049-1050; ITCC 27; 38). If we were Americans and English we would al-
ready be exploiting our mineral wealth, including gold of course. As Madame
Khokhlakova states: Why “leave it all to the Jews?”

It secems from the above prescription that Dmitry might be a good candi-
date for making it in Siberia. He is an impulsive, enthusiastic, intelligent ne’er
do well who has had a difficult time focusing on anything, except, of late, ex-
tracting more of his inheritance from his father and competing with him for
Grushenka. He is gifted with a magnetic personality. Simple people especial-
ly love him. A change of scenery — Siberia — might do him good. Except that it
would not. Razumikhin, yes, might make it in Siberia, but not Dmitry. Dosto-
evsky, as we have seen, could never have himself thrived there had he remained.
One could hardly imagine Dmitry being there for a day without getting into a
fight, or, as he expresses it, smashing his own head with a sledgehammer. The
narrator does not comment but lets Khokhlakova draw out the ridiculous con-
clusions of Dmitry as a gold mine magnate. Not only will Dmitry make mil-
lions in a short amount of time, he will end up a dispensable member of the
Ministry of Finance. And with regard to the railroads that Dostoevsky saw as
necessary for the exploitation of Siberia, it will be Dmitry who will be the driv-
ing force behind them. But even Khokhlakova does not have the fabulously fa-
mous Dmitry Karamazov, prince of finance, remaining in Siberia. He returns
to Russia as soon as he makes his fortune in just a few years.

But the real question that The Brothers Karamazov leaves us with regard
to Dmitry is whether he will actually go to Siberia (there is a plan for his es-
cape to America) and if he goes to Siberia will he not only survive there but
be resurrected from the dead — the idea on which the novel proper of Nozes
from the House of the Dead and the epilogue of The Brothers Karamazov end. 1
think we need to dismiss the idea of going to America.”® In Crime and Punish-
ment, the expression of going to America, used by Svidrigailov, means suicide.
In The Possessed, Shatov and Kirillov go to America but have to return because
it proves beyond their endurance. Dmitry cannot be resurrected from the dead
on American soil. He does not want to “run away from crucifixion” (s96; IICC
15; 34). Besides, the idea of escape to America with a successful return to Russia
is an important plot line in Chernyshevsky’s What Is to Be Done. Given Dosto-
evsky’s savaging of the characters and plot lines in What Is to Be Done in both
Notes from the Underground and Crime and Punishment, it seems unimagina-

28 For a spirited justification of Dmitry’s escape to America with Grushenka, see Paul Con-
TINO, Dostoevsky’s Incarnational Realism: Finding Christ among the Karamazovs (Eugene:
Cascade, 2020), pp. 128-136.
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ble he would uncritically incorporate a plot line from What Is to Be Done to re-
solve Dmitry’s fate in Zhe Brothers Karamazov. However untenable an Amer-
ican Dmitry might seem, Dmitry being resurrected in a Siberia prison camp
seems no less tenable. Dmitry states that the blow that he received from the tri-
al and his sentence gave rise to a new man in him. He will be reborn under-
ground because he will find God even there. He is willing to go to prison and
suffer for the “babes’, both big and small, “because we are all responsible for all”
(s91; IICC 155 31). Someone must suffer for them.

Oh, yes, we'll be in chains, and there will be no freedom, but then, in our great
grief, we will rise [voskresnem] once more into joy, without which it is not
possible for man to live, or for God to be, for God gives joy, it’s his prerogative,
a great one... Lord, let man dissolve into prayer! How could I be there
underground without God? [...] And then from the depths of the underground,
we, the men of the underground will start singing a tragic hymn to God, in

whom there is joy (s92; ZICC 155 31).

This is the eloquent, exultant, exuberant, idealist Dmitry. But Dmitry
knows that his old self has not yet died and will remain with him all the time
down in the mines. “And what do I care if I spend twenty years pounding out
iron ore in the mines, I am not afraid of that at all, but I'm terrified [mne strash-
no] of something else now: that this risen man not depart from me [chzoby ne
otoshel ot menia voskresshii chelovek]!” (s91; IICC 15; 31). He's afraid that the
new man may leave him if they don’t let Grushenka marry and accompany
him. Without Grushenka, he says, there is no way he can survive. That is pre-
cisely why, knowing Dmitry’s character and situation, Katerina Ivanovna, Ivan
Karamazov, and Alesha Karamazov are working on a plan for his escape. Dmi-
try has profound doubts himself. There will be no Sonia, as there was for Ras-
kolnikov, to get him through the terrible suffering that awaits him. In the final
chapter of the novel, Alesha speaks of resurrection from the dead, but not of
resurrection of the living into a new life of which Dostoevsky speaks at the end
of Crime and Punishment.

Also Dmitry’s sentence is twenty years. Raskolnikov received eight years for
killing the pawnbroker and the court was lenient toward him, citing extenuat-
ing circumstances and the defendant’s confession and cooperation. The protag-
onist of Notes from the House of the Dead served ten years for killing his wife.
Dmitry received a long sentence because he was found guilty of having com-
mitted parricide. There were no extenuating circumstances. He had not gone
into burning buildings to save children like Raskolnikov. He obviously could
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not have helped the prosecution since he did not commit the crime. It was ob-
vious that this was not a case that was subject to leniency in sentencing. The
narrator tells us that the story he is going to tell us is just the first of two parts
of his novel, the second part, the main part, would be devoted to the fate of his
true hero, Alesha Karamazov. Dostoevsky often speculated about writing the
life of a great sinner: that is, not only his life of sin but his resurrection from the
dead and rebirth into a new life. He never wrote the story about Raskolnikov’s
resurrection from the dead. At the end of Zhe Idiot, both Rogozhin and Mys-
hkin are ruined men. In Zhe Possessed, Stavrogin commits suicide. Dostoevsky,
had he lived, would probably not have written a sequel to The Brothers Kara-
mazov. Had he done so, he had dealt himself a very difficult hand with Dmi-
try’s situation at the end of the novel. One need only compare Dmitry’s fate
with that of his prototype, Il'inskii, in Notes from the House of the Dead. In 1863
the publisher added a note to the beginning of chapter seven, part two of the
novel, indicating that II'inskii was innocent, that the real murderers were found
and had confessed, that I'inskii had suffered ten years of penal servitude un-
justly and uselessly” /naprasno/* and that “the unfortunate man” [neschastnyi]
had just been released from prison. He concludes that there is “no need to go
into detail on the profound tragedy /o vsei glubine tragicheskogo] of this matter
on the young life ruined by /o zagublennoi eshche smolodu zhizni] such a dread-
ful accusation” (302-303; IICC 4; 195). In The Brothers Karamazov, the re-
al murderer, Smerdiakov, confessed only to Ivan, and commits suicide before
Dmitry’s trial. Dostoevsky purposely cut off the “I'inksii solution” of saving
Dmitry: it was America or Siberia for twenty years.*

In Dostoevsky’s fiction and autobiographical fiction, one can say at best
that Dostoevsky holds out the possibility that resurrection from the dead in-
to a new life is possible in Siberia. But there is strong counter evidence. At the
end of Notes from the House of the Dead, Gorianchikov is not resurrected from
the dead, but he believes it is now a possibility. Unless one sees the introduc-
tion to the novel as a complete ruse, Gorianchikov was not resurrected into a
new life. If Siberia was not the problem, it certainly was not the solution. In

29 Tunderstand “naprasno” here to mean both bezpoleznyi and nespravedlivyi.

30 After the sentencing, there seems little possibility of reducing the original sentence, espe-
cially for a non-political crime. Dostoevsky served out his sentence of four years. In Nores
Sfrom the House of the Dead, Gorianchikov served his ten years for uxoricide. Raskolnikov
was to serve out his eight-year, with no hope of any reduction. II'inskii would have served
twenty years had the real killers not been caught. What is most likely is Dostoevsky want-
ed to finish with both of Alesha’s brothers in the first part, with Dmitry in prison and Ivan
emotionally spent, so he could focus exclusively on Alesha in part two.
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Crime and Punishment, Dostoevsky puts the possibility of Raskolnikov’s resur-
rection from the dead in the last chapter of the epilogue, where novelistic reali-
ties do not apply. It is possible that it is not novelistically realizable. Even if the
resurrection from the dead held out in both Notes from the House of the Dead
and Crime and Punishment implies suffering in prison, it does not imply prison
in Siberia. It is the suffering in prison and not the location of the prison that is
important. When Dostoevsky told his young friend, the philosopher Vladimir
Solov’ev, that he could profit from suffering for a few years in prison, he men-
tioned Siberia but the emphasis was clearly on the idea of forced labor.

See here, I wanted to tell you, you can’t go on like this forever, you have to do
something with yourself. [...] I understand your condition perfectly. I went
through it myself... Why, I've told you how fate helped me back then, how
forced labor saved me — I became an entirely new person... Oh, what a lucky
thing it was for me: Siberia and forced labor!.. Only there did I live a healthy,
happy life, there I came to understand myself, dear friend. I understood Christ, I
understood the Russian man... Ah, if only you might spend some time in forced

labor!*
On another visit, after praising Solovyov, Dostoevsky added:

“I haven’t finished. I want to add to my praise that you would do well to have
about three years of forced labor”.

“Good Lord! Whatever for?”

“Because you are not good enough: but then, after forced labor you would be a

completely beautiful and pure Christian”

Dostoevsky’s less than persuasive arguments about turning to Asia in Zhe
Diary of a Writer seem at least in part to derive from his personal experiences
in Siberia and his novelistic experiments with the idea of regeneration and res-
urrection into a new life in Siberia. In the end of the Diary article, Dostoevsky
still seems fixated on Europe and Constantinople. He had never given Eurasia
a thought before the Diary article, probably because he was still distraught over
Russia’s failure to achieve its goals in the Near East. Dostoevsky was probably

31 Baapumup COAOBBEB, Bocnomunanus o O.M. Aocmoescrom (Canxr-Ilerepbypr, 1881), c.
16. The translation is taken from Marina KOSTALEVSKY, Dostoevsky and Soloviev: The Art
of Integral Vision (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), p. 58.

32 Amutpuit M. CTAXEEB, “Tpynnst u noprperst’, Memopuyeckusi secmuux, Slupaps 1907.
Translation from KOSTALEVSKY, p. 59.
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aware of the work done by Russian historians and geographers who advocated
the exploitation of Eurasia, but he paid them no heed. It is not hard to see why.
After he was released from the prison camp in Omsk, he did everything in the
next six years to find a way back to Russia, viewing Siberia as Egypt and Rus-
sia as the new promised land. He advised everyone else that he was fond of to
do the same. And even in his novels, the references to resurrection to a new life
in Siberia imply a transformation of character — in Raskolnikov and Dmitry —
that belie the evidence of their actual psychology and experience — and the idea
that character may be destiny after all (ezhos anthropoi daimon).
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Deborah A. MARTINSEN,

Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment: 4 Reader’s Guide

(Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2022).

Paperback, 121 pp., including Appendices, Bibliography, and Index.
ISBN: 9781644697849

In this extraordinary book, distinguished scholar Deborah Martinsen draws
upon a lifetime of scholarship in Dostoevsky studies, narrative theory, and eth-
ics, as well as decades of classroom teaching, to craft a riveting, eflicient intro-
duction to Dostoevsky’s great novel. Accessible, insightful, deceptively slight in
size, A Reader’s Guide will offer something new to readers at all stages of their
Dostoevsky journey: seasoned experts, teachers, students, and curious new-
comers.

The book begins by presenting the essential background: Dostoevsky’s dra-
matic life story, the factors influencing the novel’s conception and composition,
and the ideological, philosophical, literary and social forces at work, includ-
ing, notably, the censorship and journalistic politics of the time. It then offers
a reading of the six parts of the novel and the Epilogue, focusing on the nov-
el’s narrative strategy, psychology and ideology. This study conceives of Raskol-
nikov’s plot as rooted in a conflict between heart and intellect, which plays out
in two opposing “scripts” of shame and guilt. Asking why readers tend to fo-
cus on just the pawnbroker’s murder, not that of her sister Lizaveta, Martin-
sen argues that “[...] guilt follows a defined script — remorse, repentance, expi-
ation. Yet the novel portrays a man suffering from shame because he is not the
extraordinary man he hoped to be” (xii). In order to resolve this inner division,
Raskolnikov must acknowledge and accept his responsibility for both murders.
In the process he must also come out of his isolation and connect meaningful-
ly with others. Only in the Epilogue do readers get the guilt script and the res-
olution they “have been expecting all along” (xii). This drama plays out themat-
ically as well as structurally, as the narrative point of view gradually moves out
of Raskolnikov’s inner consciousness to incorporate external perspectives, lead-
ing readers to see him from outside as he moves closer and closer to confession:
“We feel sympathetically toward Raskolnikov, but we see him critically” (78).
The key players in this drama are Porfiry Petrovich, Svidrigailov, and Sonya.

Martinsen elucidates the doubled relationship between Svidrigailov and
Porfiry Petrovich, who represent the different moral choices Raskolnikov fac-
es on his pathway to confession. With Porfiry, Raskolnikov engages in philo-
sophical conversations based on the ideas put forth in his article “On Crime”.
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What was originally a student’s purely intellectual exercise takes on vital, eth-
ical meaning through the act of murder and its consequences. The encounters
with Porfiry bring out the contradictions in Raskolnikov’s theory, “the incon-
gruity between Raskolnikov’s Romantic enthusiasm for originality and his de-
terministic belief that such individuals are produced by the laws of nature”
(43-44). Martinsen points out the banality of his pretensions at Napoleonic
genius, which by the 1860s had become a cliche (45). By the time of their third
and last meeting, in Part 6, chapter 2, Porfiry’s interrogation process, which
combines “evidentiary and intuitive” techniques, draws the reader closer to un-
derstanding the mystery of “whydunit” (as opposed to the “whodunit” focus of
the emergent detective novel genre) (69). Porfiry’s method of creating a psy-
chological profile of his subject mirrors Dostoevsky’s own narrative technique.
Readers of the novel, like Porfiry, must draw upon “many conversations, de-
tails, characters, and incidents as we form our interpretations (70). But we al-
so benefit from the text’s higher-order capacity to simulate “the randomness
of evidence or the serendipity of intuition” (69-70). Ultimately Porfiry choos-
es “his intuitive, emotional self over his professional, rational self” (71), as Ras-
kolnikov himself must do.

Svidrigailov also offers an outsider’s perspective on Raskolnikov, notably
during their “farewell” meeting in Part 6, chapter 3. Like Porfiry, Svidrigailov
identifies “theorizing” as the major cause of his crime; at the same time, Svidri-
gailov’s moral drama parallels that of Raskolnikov, as both of them seck to de-
ny culpability (72). During that long, last night when both characters wander
through rainy St. Petersburg, the stakes are high, and absolute; one path leads
to suicide and the other to resurrection, a new life. Martinsen draws attention
to striking similarities between Svidrigailov’s dreams on his final night (Part 6,
chapter 6), and Raskolnikov’s dreams early in the novel (Part 2, chapter 2). The
two characters have thus traced opposing plots — from community to isolation
and death on the one hand (Svidrigailov); from isolation, murder, and met-
aphoric death to community on the other (Raskolnikov). Svidrigailov, in his
own way, has cleared the way for Raskolnikov’s rebirth into a new life.

In this book, Martinsen offers the clearest and most incisive distillation of
her body of scholarship on narrative theory and on the moral emotions. She
argues that Raskolnikov’s anguish begins when his “mind starts to entertain
thoughts that his conscience rejects” (79-80). His isolation and arrogance, his
“repudiation of moral principles on utilitarian and egoistic grounds” emerge
from the feelings of shame and guilt relating to his dependence on women.
This tension between his repression and denial of his shame, and the pressing
need to confess his guilt explains those moments when Raskolnikov loses his
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composure (“I won’t allow you to laugh in my face and torment me, I won't al-
low it!” [s4]). The self strives to rid itself of shame through denial/forgetting,
laughter, and confession, “pushing shame out of consciousness or changing
perspective” (63). Logic has no power here; Raskolnikov’s suffering will be re-
solved only through the moral emotion of love. The drama of shame and expo-
sure permeates the novel; for example, it dominates the scandal scene at Mar-
meladov’s funeral dinner in Part s, chapter 3, where it links to the journalistic
politics of the 1860s, and links Raskolnikov with the odious Luzhin through
their fear of exposure (57).

Martinsen’s reader will be grateful for her analysis of key words, many of
which lose force in translation. For example, the word zoska — ‘anguish’ — con-
veys different nuances when applied to different characters. In Raskolnikov’s
case, it emerges from his self-isolation and “turns to apathy” (80). For Son-
ya, though, anguish is always linked to her concern for others: “Raskolnikov
experiences anguish as an internal fragmentation brought about through ut-
ter pride, whereas Sonya experiences it through utter innocence and humili-
ty” (80-81). As for the powerful adjective z/oi, Martinsen elucidates a range of
nuances in the novel, from ‘spiteful’ to ‘evil, and contrasts them to the concept
of dobro, ‘good’ — but also property — at the center of Raskolnikov’s dream of
the murdered mare. Her readers will also appreciate her analysis of three differ-
ent words, all of which are most commonly translated as ‘dream’ in English, but
which have discrete meanings in Russian: soz (‘dream’); mechta (‘daydream’);
and grezy (‘semi-conscious dreams’). Each sort of dream plays an important,
and different, role in the novel’s moral drama. Martinsen’s analysis of these and
other key Russian words (such as obraz/bezobrazie; prestuplenie; and rezat’)
transcends mere glossing and draws readers’ attention to Dostoevsky’s tight
novelistic structure, which builds on repetition, not just of individual words,
but of entire scenes to develop his theme on multiple levels.

The truth-value of characters” words yields to the greater truth of what the
critic calls “confessional choreography”. For example, Raskolnikov’s emotional
experience and physical gestures during and after the murder quite literally du-
plicate those of his victim Lizaveta: the silence, the fear, the feeling of entrap-
ment, the physical paralysis, inability to breathe (27-29). They then recur dur-
ing the scene of his unspoken confession to Sonya in Part s, chapter 4 (58-64).
And Dunya’s “surprisingly gothic” final scene with Svidrigailov parallels this
scene and presents an alternative outcome (73).

Noting that many readers find the “happy ending” unconvincing, Martinsen
shows that the Epilogue’s narrative layering itself communicates the message of
Raskolnikov’s integration into community. The narrator’s impersonal, omnisci-
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ent style creates “a distancing effect that mirrors both the novel’s geographical
shift from St. Petersburg’s crowded spaces to Siberia’s expanses and its psycho-
logical shift from inside to outside Raskolnikov’s head” (78). She then suggests
that Sonya’s “factual, non-editorializing” letters serve as a “meta-literary com-
mentary on Dostoevsky’s new narrative strategy” (78). The connections be-
tween Lizaveta and Sonya — with Lizaveta at the center of the repressed guilt
script — that have been reinforced throughout the novel finally ripen as Raskol-
nikov reaches the end of his painful journey: his “acknowledgment of the suf-
fering he has caused Sonya and his intention to redeem it demonstrate, on the
novel’s very last page, that Dostoevsky has finally given readers the guilt script
we have been expecting all along” (83).

In the Historical Introduction and throughout her book, Martinsen an-
chors her analysis of the novel’s moral drama within the rapidly realities of
mid-1860s Petersburg — notably nihilism, poverty, and gender inequalities. The
book’s Appendices offer rich additional material that its readers will return to
again and again: meticulous chronologies of the novel and of Dostoevsky’s life
and a summary of major critical sources — many of which are deftly cited in the
body of her book. Appendix 1 features superbly reproduced photographs from
the St. Petersburg Dostoevsky House-Museum and a useful map of places men-
tioned in the novel. Readers will also appreciate the list of character names (8-
9) and the teaching tips (17-18).

A great teacher and scholar lives on in the ideas she shares, the conversations
she inspires, and the example she sets. From this book we learn fresh, bracing
new ways of reading a text that we may have mistakenly thought that we ful-
ly understood. More importantly, we are inspired by this communication from
an intellectual at the top of her game and by the guidance it offers as we seck to
live ethical lives in our own thinking, writing and teaching.

Carol Apollonio
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Eaena A. TAABIIOBA (0OTB. pea.),

«3anucku u3 nodnoava» D.M. Aocmoesckozo 6 kysvmype Eeponvt
u Amepuxu (Mocksa: UMAHU PAH, 2021), 1024 c.

3anucku u3 n00704v2 TPUHATO CYUTATb NEPBBIM CAOKHMBLIUMCS IPOH3BEAC-
auem O.M. AocroeBckoro. ke uepes ABa roaa mocae onyoauxoBanus 3anu-
COK BBIFIACT B CBET IICPBasi KHUIA U3 ISITUKHIDKUS IIMCATEAS], B KOTOPOIl OyAyT
c$OpMyAHPOBaHbI BOMPOCHI, CTaBIIHE ACHTMOTHBOM BCEro TBOpuecTBa AoO-
croesckoro. ITosecTs, HameyaTaHHas B 1864 I. B )KypHaAe J70xa, HE BCTPETHU-
Aa BOCTOP)KEHHBIX OTKAMKOB. CaM AOCTOEBCKUII OMUCHIBAET BOBMOXKHYIO IIPH-
YHHY HEIPUSASHU IIyOAMKH B IUCbMeE K Opaty:' «ITo ToHy cBoemy oHa canmkom
CTpaHHas, U TOH PE30K U AUK: MOXET HE IIOHPaBUTHCS » (IICC 8; 70). AeBbie
IPUHUMAIOT II0BECTh KpaiiHe BpaxacOHO, u Caarsikos-Illeapun BoicTymaeT Ha
crpanunax Cospemennuxa ¢ 1aMpACTOM,* IAPOAUPYIOLIUM OOAC3HEHHBIC BHA U
TOH IIOAITIOABHOTO 4eAoBeKa. [Tocae onybaukoBanust [lpecmynienus u waxasa-
nus H.H. Crpaxos’ u H.K. MuxaiiaoBckuii* XBaAAT ICUXOAOTMYECKUI aHAAU3
TAQBHOTO Iepos IMOBECTH, HO AMIIb K KOHIy XIX Beka mpousBepeHHE MOAyYa-
€T 3aCAY)KCHHYIO CAABY, H HMEHHO B 3TO BPEMsI OH AOXOAUT A0 EBporsr, rae ero
HAYHHAIOT aKTUBHO NIEPEBOAUTSD, YUTATh U U3y4aTh. B Hauase caeayromiero Beka
A Iecros nybaukyer kuury Huyme u Jocmoescxuiis Pycckuil MBICAUTEAD
BUAMT B HACSX HEMELIKOTO $praocoda pasBuTHE IPOOAEM, BHIABUHYTHIX AOCTO-
CBCKUM OT AHIIA IIOAIIOABHOTO 4eaoBeka. Texer IllecroBa siBasier coboil mepe-
AOMHBII MOMEHT B BoctpusitTuu nosectd B Poccun u B Espomne. C aroro mo-
MEHTA IIPOU3BEACHHE CTAHOBUTCS BEXOH AUTEPATYPhI U PUAOCOPHHU, BAHSIS HE
TOABKO Ha OTEYECTBEHHYIO U €BPOIEHCKYIO KYABTYPY, HO TalOKe U Ha appoame-
PUKAHCKYIO AUTEPATYPHYIO TPAAULIMIO C €€ 00pa3aMy AUIIHUX AIOACH.

1 CrouT mOAYEpKHYTh, YTO 3aSIBACHHE IIMCATCAS] HAITHUCAHO 32 HECKOABKO MECSIIEB AO OIIy-
OAMKOBAHMS IIOBECTH — B TEYCHHUE STOrO BpeMeHU AOCTOEBCKHUIl cMsrdaeT ToH. Mbl mpo-
BEAU 3A€Ch LIUTATY, IIOTOMY YTO UMCHHO “TOH  IIOATIOABHOTO Y€AOBEKA HEIPHSHEHHO BOC-
HNPUHUMACETCs Kak B Poccuu, Tak M 3a IpaHHIiEi], TA€ €O IOPO IBITAIOTCS CTAAAUTD IIPU
IIEPEBOAE.

2 Muxaua E. CAATBIKOB-IIIEAPHH, Coﬁpaﬂue coyunenuil, B 20 TT., T. 6 (ACHI/IHFpaA: Hay-
Ka, 1986), c. 488-494.

3 Huxosait K. MUXAUAOBCKUH, dumepamypro-xpumuseckue cmamoi (Mockaa: Xyaox.
AUT., 1957 ).

4 Huxkonsait H. CTrax0B, “Hawa ussmpas caosecrocts, in Pepop M. AOCTOEBCKUI,
Ioanoe cobpanue couunenuii (Canxr-ITerep6ypr: Msp. Creasosckoro, 1866), c. 555-556.

s Aes W. IIIECTOB, Jocmoesckuii u Huyme ($urocodus mpazedun), http://russianway.rhga.

ru/upload/main/17_Shestovz.pdf (aara obpamenus: 29.09.2022).
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Tem He MeHee, HEOOXOAMMO OTMETHUTD, YTO BAUSHUE AAHHOTO TEKCTA HA 3a-
PYOEKHBIE KYABTYPBI AO CHX IIOP HE IIOAYYHMAO CHCTEMATHYCCKOTO U3YYCHUSL.
VIMeHHO B MPEACTABACHHM CHCTEMATHYECKOTO IIOAXOAQ 3aKAIOYAECTCS HOBH3HA
MoHorpaduu «3anucku us noonosvs>»> D.M. docmoescxozo 6 xysvmype Esponv.
u Amepuxu, onyOAMKOBaHHOM B 2021 I. PabOTbI CXOXKEH TEMATUKHU B OCHOBHOM
c$pOKYCHPOBAHBI HA BOCHPHUATHH TBOPYECTBA PYCCKOTO ITUCATEAS IIPEACTABHUTE-
ASIMH KaKOH-TO KOHKPETHOH HHOCTPAHHOH KYABTYPBI HAH KYABTYPHOU $popMa-
nun. XKypraa uacruryTa MupoBoit aureparypst um. A.M. Topskoro Aocroes-
CKHI ¥ MHPOBAsi KYABTYPa, OAUH M3 HACACAHUKOB H3BECTHOTO OAHOMMEHHOTO
aapmanaxa Poccuiickoro obmecrsa ®.M. Aocroesckoro, CTPEMUTCS ITPOCAE-
AUTb CYABOY HACACAMSI IIMCATEAS] B MUPOBOH KYABTYpE U IyOAHKYET 6OAbLIOE
KOAMYECTBO paboOT PO €ro BAUSIHHE Ha 3aIIAAHYIO KYABTYPY, a TAKOKE PO HPO-
OAeMbBI IEPEBOAA M KHHOAAANTALuil IpousBeacHUil AocroeBckoro. Pasyme-
eTCsl, €CTh M HEMAAO PaboT, AHAAMBUPYIOLIUX CBSIBU 3anUCOK U3 1n00noivs ¢
COYMHEHHAMH OTAEABHBIX ITHCATEACH, MBICAUTEACH HAHM € PUAOCOPCKUMU Ha-
npaBAcHUAMH 3amapa,’ 9TO YKasaHO BO BBeAcHMHM MoHorpaduu (c. 10). He-
CMOTpsI Ha 3TO, PaspO3HCHHbIC HAOAIOACHUS OCTABAAMCH HECHCTEMATH3UPO-
BaHHDIMH, U [IPEACTABACHHE 00 00IEeM BO3ACHCTBUU POU3BEACHUS Ha APYTHE
KYABTYPBI OCTABAAOCH PAa3MBITBIM.

[TorbITKOM paspelueHusl AAHHOM IIPOOAEMBI SBASICTCS YKAa3aHHAsI KOAACK-
TUBHasi MoHorpadust «3anucku u3 nodnosvs D.M. Aocmoesckozo 6 xysvmy-
pe Esponvt u Amepuxu, BHIIyIIEHHAS. K 200-ACTHIO ITMCATEASl U CTaBIUas pe-
ayabraroM npoekrta POPU «“anucku us mopnoasss” O. M. Aocroesckoro
1 pobaeMa “IIOATIOABHOTO 4eAoBeka B KyAbType EBpomst u AMepuku KoHIa
XIX- navasa XXI BB.». Poccuiickue, eBponeiickue U aMEPUKAHCKHE yYCHbBIE
IIPEACTABUAU B MOHOTPadUU KOMIIACKCHOE H3Y4YCHHE IIEPEBOAOB, PELIEILIUI U
TIIEPEHOCOB MIOBECTH B APYTHE BUABI HCKYCCTBA Ha 3aIaAC.

Mouorpadus paspeacHa Ha deTsipe dacTu. [lepBast raaBa mocssiieHa ucro-
PUM U AHAAHM3Y IEPEBOAOB IIPOUSBEACHUS Ha Pa3HBIC CBPOICHCKUE SI3BIKH.
Crarbsi OTBETCTBCHHOIO PEAAKTOPA MyOAMKALIMH M PYKOBOAMTEASI IIPOCKTA
PODU E.A. IaabrioBoil, oTKpbIBaomas MOHOIPpadHIo, IPEACTABASIET cO0OIT
IIOAPOOHBIN aHAAM3 BCEX MEPEBOAOB IIOBECTH Ha PPaHIly3CKOM s3bIKE (HAro-
MUHaeM, 9TO Briepsble 3anucku 6pian nepeeacHsl B EBpone umenHo Ha $ppan-

6 K npumepy, Peter KaYE, Dostoevsky and English Modernism 1900-1930 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999); Cepreit A. ®OKUH, Jocmoesckuii 60 Qpanyun: sauu-
ma u npocrasaenue pyccxozo 2enus, 1942-2021 (Mocksa: Hosoe auteparypnoe o6ospenue,
2022).

7 Ayqummii ykasareab HHOCTPaHHBIX PaboT 6bia ONY6AMKOBAH B KOMMEHTAPHSAX K IATOMY TO-

my [1CCr.
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LIy3CKMI1 BCETO Yepes ABa TOAQ TocAe Mybankanuu nosectu B Poccun). Yepes
U3MCHEHHE MEPEBOAYECCKUX TEXHUK, TPAAHLIMH U PEIICHUI, B CTaThEe AECMOH-
CTPUPYETCS IIOCTENEHHAS IBOAIOLIUA BOCHPHUATHSA PYCCKOIO aBTOPA M Pa3BHU-
THE I'YMaHUCTHYECKON MbIcAU BO Ppaniun. AHaAM3 cIIOCOOOB IEpPEeBOAA IIPEA-
CTaBACHHBIX B [TOBECTH IPOTUYECCKUX U IKOHOMUYECKHUX PEAAUH TOrO BPEMEHH
IIO3BOASIET HMCCAEAOBATEAIO IIO-HOBOMY ITOKA3aTh CAOXKHOCTh OPHIMHAABHOTO
TekcTa. [aAbII0Ba YOCAUTEABHO AOKA3bIBACT, YTO <«...MACAABHBII IIepeBOA “3a-
THCOK U3 TIOATIOABST €IIje IPEACTOMT CACAATh> (C. 59).

Haub6oaee TPYAHOMH npo6AeM0131 AASL €BPOIEHCKHUX IEPEBOAYMKOB SBASCT-
CS1 CAOBO-TIOHSITHE “TIOATIOABE , CMBICA KOTOPOTO OHH TICPEAAIOT T10-pasHoMy (c.
21, 33, 35, 38, 41, 46, 47, 62, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 92, 152, 166, 200, 201, 202). M3
BceX PUAOCOPCKHX 0OPA3OB MOBECTH UMEHHO MOATIOABE HMEAO BIIOCACACTBUU
HanboAee pasHOOOpa3HbIC HHTEPIPETALIMHU B KYABTYPE 3aIapa, 4eMy MOCBsILIe-
HbI BTOpasi U TPEThs rAaBbl MOHOrpaduu. MHOrHe cTaThy U3 EPBOIL TAaBbI MO-
TYT CTaTh XOPOILIMM IIOACIIOPBEM AASL CTYACHTOB, H3yYaIOIUX TEOPHIO XYAOXKE-
CTBEHHOTO IIEPEBOAQ, A TAKKE AAS CIICLIHAAHUCTOB, 3aHUMAIOLIHXCS TIEPEBOAAMHU
pycckoii auteparypsl XIX-ro Beka, B 0COOEHHOCTU, KOHEYHO XK€, IPOH3BEAE-
Hui AocTtoeBckoro. ITopoii, oAHaKo, He BCErAa ICHBIMU KaXKyTCsl PEAAKTOPCKHUE
pemtenus. FHoraa cTaTbu 0 epeBOAYECKON UCTOPUH ITOBECTH B OAHOM CTpaHe
AyOaupytorcst. ITpu aTom mepBasi us AByx craTeil IPEACTaBASICT COOOI MaACHb-
KM 0630p IIEPEBOAOB 3a ONPEACACHHBIN MepHoA (c. 90, 99). Aymaeres, 4to
OOABIIMM IIPEHMYIECTBOM MOHOrpadUU MOIAO ObI CTaTh pasHoOOpasue oc-
BCLIACMbIX B HEH IIEPCBOAYCCKUX TPAAULIMH, €CAU ObI HCCACAOBATEAU YACAUAU
BHMMaHHE MCHEE PACIIPOCTPAHECHHBIM EBPOIICHCKUM S3bIKaM (IIOPTYTraAbCKHH,
PYMbIHCKHIA, HCIAHCKHUI® U AP.), COKPATHB HPUCYTCTBHE 0O30PHBIX CTATCH.

AJ0OOMBITHO TaK)Xe OTMEYATh BAMSHHE OTCYCCTBCHHOH TPAAMLIUU Ha MHe-
HHE YYEHBIX (HaanMep, M. bémur, uccaepays penennuio nosectu B Mraaum,
IHIIET, YTO «...MopaBua® Ha HECKOABKHX CTPAHMIIAX CYMEA HAaHOOAEE IIPOHHU-
LIaTCABHO NIPOAHAAUSHPOBATh CYTh “3amMcOK U3 MoAnoabst”» (c. 154). Heemo-
TPsL Ha TO, YTO AQHHBIN aHAAU3 OBIA OXaPAKTEPU3OBAH B POCCHICKOM AUTEpA-
TYPOBEACHUH KaK IPOTHBOPEYAIMH aBTOPCKOMY 3aMbIcAy AOCTOEBCKOro U
€ro KpUTHKE PaljHOHAAU3MA, CAOBA BEMUT [TO3BOASIIOT CYAUTH O MOIYASIPHOCTH
yCTapeBIIEH HHTEPIIPETALMH TEKCTA.

8 Bo BBepenuu [aAbl10Ba MUILET, YTO GYACT MPEACTABACH aHAAU3 NEPEBOAOB Ha HCMAHCKOM
sa3bIKe (C. 11), XOTs B IEPBOH IAABE €CTh TOABKO aHAAU3 PeLieNIMU AOCTOEBCKOTO B KOHTEK-
CT€ KaTaAOHCKOH KYABTYPBI, 2 HE HCITAHCKOI.

9 3aech peyb HMAET 0 npearcaoBust Mopasua K IIepeBopy 3anucox us no0noiss Ha umarbit-
cxom a3vike [cm. Alberto MORAVIA, “Introduzione”, in Fedor M. DOSTOEVSKI), Memorie
dal sottosuolo (Milano: BUR, 1975)].
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Bropast yacts MoHOrpaduM MOAPOOHO OCBEIJACT BAUSHUE BOIIPOCOB, IO-
CTaBACHHBIX B IIPOU3BEACHUH AOCTOECBCKOrO, HA CBPOICHCKYI0 U aMEpPHKaH-
CKYIO MBICAb (<«HHTEAACKTYaABHYIO KYABTYPY» Kak CQOPMyAHMPOBAaHO B Ha-
sBaHMH). B InepBylo odepeAb BHHMaHME YACASCTCS MOIYASIPHOH mpobaeme
BAMSIHUSL HAeH AocroeBckoro Ha ¢uaocopuro Humme,® aast gero mpusae-
KaroTcst HoBble MeToAbl. Tax ML.A. D6aHonase usydaer cBsi3b ABYX aBTOPOB C
TEKCTOAOTMYECKON TOYKM 3peHust (c. 211). BrickassiBanus $uaocoda mosso-
ASIIOT MCCACAOBATEAIO CYAHTb O TOM, KaKHE NPOU3BEACHHS AOCTOEBCKOrO 4u-
taa Hunjme u no xakum nspanusim. B pabore D6anonase nmpeacraBacH HHTe-
PCECHBIN U CBEXHH B3IASIA HA IIPOOAECMY, KOTOPBIII II03BOASIET IIEPEOCMBICAUTD
psAA OOIMX MECT, CBSI3aHHBIX ¢ TeMoii « AoctoeBckuit 1 Humme» (c. 227, 229,
230). Hanpumep, aBTop IOABEpracT KPUTHKE PYCCKYIO TPAAHLMIO «...y>KHMa-
HMs Toa3eMeAbst Hurrie oo Macmrab6oB moanoabst Aoctoesckoro» (c. 232),
[peAAarasi IepeCMaTPUBATD €€ KAK CBOETO POAA COLIMAABHO OPHEHTHPOBAHHOE
YTCHHE, IIOCKOABKY IIOA3EMEABE HAXOAUTCS BHE COLIMAABHOTO IMPOCTPAHCTBA, A
HOATIOABE XOTb U SIBASICTCSI MECTOM, CKPBITBIM OT OOLIECTBA, HO TaK MAU HHA4Ye
3TO 00ILIECTBO MOAPa3yMeBacT. VIMEHHO B TakMX YTEHUSX, COTAACHO DOaHOUA-
3¢, COCTOMT HOBHU3HA U [JCHHOCTb BTOPOM TAABbI IIOBECTH.

Bompocsl, rAy00oko H3y4YEHHBIC paHee, PACCMATPUBAIOTCS BO BTOPOM pasae-
A€ MOHOTpadUH 110A HOBBIM YTAOM, YTO PasABHUIACT METOAOAOTHYECKUI U UH-
TCPIIPETALMOHHBINA TOPUSOHTBL AOCTOCBCKOBEACHH (C. 211, 284, 349). B. Deit-
Oya, HAPUMEP, UCCACAYET PELCILHIO 3anucox u3 70070465 B NPOUSBEACHUU
K. Craitnepa docmoescxuii npomus Toacmozo (c. 284). ITo MHeHuI0 cienasu-
CTa, AAHHBIH TEKCT UMEET BAXKHOE 3HAYECHUE AASI BOCIIPUATHS PYCCKOTO ITHCaTe-
as Ha 3anape (Craitnep Brepsble cTaBuT Bonpoc “AocToeBekuil #an [Kypcus
Hawt — Y] Toactoi”, TakuM 06pasoM MHCATCAU NPOTHUBOCTOAT APYT APYTY,
9TO PACXOAUTCS C IMPUBBIYHBIM IIPEACTABACHUEM MOACPHHUCTOB O “ToacToM #
Aoctoesckom”. Y CraiiHepa OHM BBIPKAIOT Pas3HbIC YCAOBCYCCKUE HAYAAR).
O1™merHm, 4YTO, HECMOTpsI Ha IPeOOAAAAHHE AHAAUTHYCCKUX CTAaTCH B AAHHON
rAaBe MOHOTpaduH, HEKOTOPBIE PAOOTBI HOCIT CKOpee 0030PHBIH, HEXKEAH aHA-
AUTHYECKHH, XapaKTeP, XOTs U OHU, 6E3YCAOBHO, MOTYT OBITh ITOAC3HBIM BCIIO-
MOTaTEABHBIM MATCPHAAOM AAS CTYACHTOB H IIPEITOAABATEACH.

B tperseii yactu MoHOrpadHH paccMaTPHBACTCS BAMsAHHE moBecTH AocTo-
€BCKOTO HAa AHUTEPATYPHBIC TPAAMLIMM HAM HAa OTACABHBIX mucareaci EBpors
1 AMepHKHU. DTa CEKLHS TAKXKE COACP>KUT AIOOOIBITHBIC U HOBbIC MATCPHAABL.
Hanpumep, rayboko nccAeAOBaHHBII B COBETCKOM, POCCHHCKOM U 3Py 0eKHOM

10 Uspauap 3. BEPIMAH, “Hunme u ero nacacpauuxu [®. Hunme o Aocroesckom]’, Bo-
npocor Aumepamypos, N 7, 1962, c. 49-73.; Jeff LOVE, Jeffrey METZGER, Nietzsche and
Dostoevsky: Philosophy, Morality, Tragedy (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2016).
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AUTEPATYPOBEACHUH BOIIPOC O BAHUSHHU /OCTOEBCKOrO Ha TBOpYecTBO ToMma-
ca Manna"” noay4aer 3aech HoBoe pasutue: I1.A. Opexoa uccaeayer nmomer-
KM M TIOAYCPKHBaHUA B TekcTe AocToeBckoro u3 apxusa Manna B Llropuxe (c.
409, 410, 411, 412, 414). [ IpeACTaBACHHBII B Pa3ACAC KOMITAPATUBHBIIA TOAXOA
OIUPAETCS HAa TEKCTOAOTMYECKUI aHAAU3 YHHKAABHBIX aPXHBHBIX MAaTEPHAAOB
(B nmpuaoxeHHH K MOHOrpaduu My6AMKYIOTCS apxuBbl Mureast oc YHamyHO 1
JKyana I[Typx-u-®epperepa c. 857, 862).

B craresax AeMoHCTpupyeTcst HEOOXOAUMOCTh 6oace raybokoro ¢puaoao-
THYECKOTO H3YYCHHUS BOIPOCOB KOMITAPATUBHCTUKH, KAXKYIIUXCS PEIICHHBI-
MU TOABKO Ha ITEpBBIN B3rasia. Kak AOKasbIBaroT ydyeHble, MHUMasl HCYCPIIaH-
HOCTb 3THX BOIIPOCOB OOBSCHSCTCS CelUUKOM yCTapeBIIEH METOAOAOTHU
(c. 417). B cratpe FO.FO. AannaxoBoii (c. 425), BeaBUracTcs npobaema obpa-
3a mopnoAbs B nosectu Kapxu Hopa. MccaepoBateab MOAYEPKHUBAET, YTO «Ce-
manTHKa ‘opnioabs” y Kadxu u Aocroesckoro pasaudna» (c. 434), 4 4TO O
npsamMoM BausHuH 3anucox Ha Kadpky MOXHO AMIIB MIPEATOAOKHUTH (C. 426),
B 4eM, KaK M3BECTHO, COCTOUT CAOXKHOCTh MHTEPTEKCTYaABHOTO aHAAH3A KaK
TakoBoro. B npeancaosun x monorpaduu aspiioa obpaujaer BHHMaHuE Ha
OCTPO CTOSIILYIO IPOOAECMY Pa3AUYCHUS BAMSHUS 3ANUCOK U3 10070465 U APY-
rux npousBepeHu AoctoeBckoro. PaboTsl MHOTHX HCCACAOBATEACH AEMOH-
CTPUPYIOT HHTEPECHBIC MECTOAOAOTMYECKHE PELICHUS 3TOTO Borpoca (c. 407,
425), HO CTOUT IOAYCPKHYTb, 9TO B GOABIIMHCTBE CAYYacB IPEATIOAOKCHHUS
HE HAXOAST CBOCTO IIOATBEPXKACHUS, U CBS3U MEXKAY IMPOHUSBEACHUAMH «MO-
I'yT GBITH HA3BAHBI TOABKO BEPOSITHBIMU» (C. 457). [Ipocaexkusas Bansaue 3a-
IIMCOK U3 IIOAIIOABSI HA KAKOH-AUOO HHOM TEKCT, HCCACAOBATEAU YACTO TOBOPSIT
HE O IPSIMOM BO3ACHCTBHU IPOUBBEACHHS, A CKOPEE O IOSBASIOIUXCS B TEK-
CTe-PELIUINCHTE OHTOAOTMYECKHX KaTEropusix us nosectu Aocroesckoro (c.
443, 510, 590, 591).

Taxxe B aTOM pasaeae, Ha Hamr B3rasip, crout ormeruts crarbio O.JO. Ia-
HOBOU O BAMSIHUM 347uC0K #3 700720465 HA CEBEPHO-aMEPHKAHCKYIO AUTCPATY-
py (c. 692). Dra obmupHas Tema, XOpOWO M3yYcHHas Kak B Poccuu, Tak u sa
py6exom,” B AAHHOH CTaThe M3AOXKEHA SICHO M BMECTE ¢ TeM TAyboko. JKemuy-

11 Kaaccuueckue pabortsr o Aocroesckom u Manne: Teopruit M. ®PUAAEHAEP, “AocToes-
ckuit u Tomac Manw’, Hzsecmus AH CCCP, Cep. aum. u 53, N° 4, 1977, c. 314-324.; Mapk
W. BEHT, “Tomac Mann u ®.M. AocToesckuii (K BOIIPOCY O IIPEEMCTBEHHOCTH OAHOM po-
MaHTHYECKOH KoaAu3HH), in Xydoscecmeennoe yenoe xax npedmem munosozuseckozo anaiu-
sa: Mexcsysoscxuis c6. mpydos (Kemeposo, 1981), c. 141-149; Alois HOFMAN, Thomas Mann
und die Welt der russischen Literatur (Berlin: Akademie, 1967).

12 Cnucok auteparypst cratsu [TaHoBOM nmpepcTaBAsieT co60i XOpOLIUIT yKa3aTeAb IIPOUBE-
ACHUI, HATIMCAHHBIX O AAHHOM TeMe (C. 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509).
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JKUHOM pabOTBHI SBASIETCSI pPArMEHT IUChbMA AMEPUKAHCKOTO mucareast P. Oa-
AHMCOHA TIPO €rO AMYHBII OIBIT NIPEIOAABAHUS PYCCKOI AUTEpPaTyphl (c. 487).
HexoTopsie Apyrue craTtbii AAHHOTO PasACAd HE PACKPBIBAIOT CGOPMYAHPOBAH-
HBIX IIPOOAEM, OAHAKO MOTYT IIPEACTABASITh HHTEPEC B KAYECTBE MATCPHAAA AAS
AaAbHEHIIEH paspaboTki (c. 593).

Crarbu B mocAeAHEH 9aCTH MOHOTPadpHHU MOCBSIIECHBI IEPEBOAY IIOBECTH Ha
SI3bIKU MHBIX BUAOB MCKYCCTB: TeaTpa, KUHO, onepbl. CTOUT OTMETHTB, YTO I10-
IBITKA IIPOACMOHCTPUPOBATH IIEPEBOA TBOPYECTBA AOCTOEBCKOIO B APYTHE Me-
Aua He HoBa. B 2001 1. Aaexkcanppom Beppu 6b1a Hanucan tpys Multi-mediated
Dostoevsky.” B 2020 1. P. I. Kpyraos ony6auxosaa MoHorpaduio'* 06 axpaHusa-
uuu npoussepcHuil Aocroesckoro. Hecmorpst Ha 310, A0 HacTOSIIIIETO MOMEH-
Ta HUKEM He OblAa HamycaHa paboTa o crietuduKe IepeBoAd 3anucox u3 nodno-
455 B APYTHE BHABL HCKyccTBa (B TOM ke MoHorpaduu Beppu pedn o panHOM
IIOBECTH HE HAET).

[xaBy oTKpbIBaeT cTaThs [2Ab1IOBOH (C. 645), MPEACTABASIOLIAs, AHAAUS T1O-
cranoBku A.-P. Aenopmana [1odnoasraii dyx (nepBast B MEpe MOCTaHOBKA 34-
NUCOK U3 710070459, TIPEATIPUHATAS. B 1912 T.), TIbechl Aas papuo JK. Baras u
aBanrappHoil mocranosku JK. Hesé. Crarbst AI0OOIBITHA TEM, YTO AOMAET IIPHU-
BBIYHbIC IIPEACTaBACHHUS O pabore Baras nap Texcrom (c. 665), mosBoasis yBu-
AeTh “KyxHIO Apamarypra. I IpumedaTeAbHO, 9TO B IIPHAOXKEHUH K CTAThE HC-
CACAOBATEAEM TAKKE ONyDAMKOBAHA TOCTAHOBKA ACHOpPMaHa B OPUIUHAAC U B
pyccKoM nepeBoae (IIepeBOA OCYLIECCTBACH aBTOPOM CTaThH).

A. Atopxe npopoaxaer pabory [aab1oBoit (c. 678), aHAaAUSHPYS HOBBIE MO-
craHoBKH noBectu Bo Ppannyu, u B ocobennoctu padorsr Cumona [Turakaxa
u benya bepxapra. B cTarbe 00CyXKAQIOTCS peXXUCCEPCKUE PEIICHUS, HAMACH-
HbIE AASL IIEPEAAYM HEKOTOPHIX ACIIEKTOB MOBECTH, KAaK HANPHMEpP €€ KaMep-
HOCTb, IIPOACMOHCTPHPOBAHHAS Yepe3 MUHUMAABHOE KOAHIECTBO AKTEPOB.

B crarse A.B. bopopaueBoit uccaeayOTCst 4epThl 06pas3a IMOAIIOABHOTO Ye-
AOBeKa B raaBHOM repoe ¢puabma Aapca Gon Tpnepa Aom, komopuiii nocmpoun
Awcex (c. 750). ABTOp BAYMIHBO H3y9aeT pasHbIC ACTIEKTHI IEPCOHAXKEH U3 IPO-
usBeacHuit AocroeBckoro u Tpuepa: ux 60A€38HEHHOCTb, OAMHOYECTBO, KU3Hb
B TTOAITOABE, OACP>KMMOCTb HACEH, KHIDKHOCTb MBIIIACHHA. B cTaThe moxasa-
HO, KaK 00pa3 IIOAIIOABHOTO YCAOBEKA, BIICPBBIC IIPEAAOKCHHBIH AOCTOCBCKUM
U ITOAYYMBIIHI CBOE PAa3BUTHE B IK3UCTCHIIMAABHOHN PUAOCOPUH, IPOAOASKACT
ObITH OAHMM M3 BEAYLIUX CHMBOAOB CTPAAAIOLLCTO, ayTcaiiaepa. C Apyroii cro-

13 Alexander BERRY, Multi-mediated Dostoevsky (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
2001).

14 Poman I. KpyraoB, @.M. Aocmoesckuii u xunemamozpagp: npobaesor unmepnpemayu xy-
doxcecrnsenrozo mupa nucamens wa sxpane (Canxr-Ilerepbypr: CIToIMKuT, 2020).
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POHBI, HEAETKO HAHTH ITOATBEP)KACHHS MPSAMOTO BAUSHHMA KOHKPETHOH IOBe-
CTH Ha PEXHCccepa, U BbIBeAcHHas nutara GpoH Ipuepa «s mpodea Bcero Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO» (C. 75I), HE BBITASAMT KaK MOATBCPKACHHC CBSIBU 3anucox u3
700710465 C puabMOM. OGpas CEPUMHOTO y6I/II>'ILU>1 MO>XXHO HalTH Y MHOXECTBA
nmcareacti, TeM 6oaee, 9To caM GUABM BO MHOI'OM HAIIOMHUHACT AMEPUKAHCK020
ncuxonama, casitoro no xuure b.M. Oaanca, Ha koroporo tawke mosausa Ao-
croeBckuil. Hecmorpst Ha HensbexxHbIe CIOPHBIE MOMEHTSBI B Hay4HOH paboTe
C Takoil NPOOACMATHKOM, CTAaThsI IPEACTABASICT LICHHOCTb AASI HCCACAOBATEACH
TBOpYECTBa AOCTOEBCKOTO, IIOCKOABKY ITOKAa3bIBAET KAACCUYECKUH AUTEpPATYP-
HBIH TEKCT Yepe3 MPU3MY COBPEMEHHOM KYABTYPBL.

Mownorpadus «3anucku us nodnosvs” D.M. Aocmoesckozo 6 xysvmype Es-
ponvt u Amepuku> SABAIETCS MEPBHIM CUCTEMATHYECCKUM OIMMCAHUEM BAMSHUS
KAIOYEBOII moBecTd AOCTOEBCKOro Ha KyAbTypy EBponsr u Amepuxu. B c6op-
HHKE [IOKa3aHO Kak 00pa3 MOAIIOABHOTO OE3bIMSHHOIO YEAOBEKA, CYLIECTBY-
IOIIETO BHE BPEMEHU M MECTA, CTAHOBHUTCSA KAaTaAM3aTOPOM QPUAOCOPCKON M
AUTEPATYPHOH pedAeKcUH 32 PyOEXOM, OKasbiBasi TAyOOKOE BO3ACHCTBHE Ha
MHOXECTBO ACATEACH HMCKYCCTBAa M I'YMaHHMTApHBIX Hayk. IJockoapky Tema co-
IpsDKEHA €O CeM$UKOI HHTEPTEKCTYaAbHOTO aHAAHM32, TAABHOU IIPOOACMOI
KOTOPOTO AO CHX ITOP OCTAETCS MMOUCK TOYHBIX KPUTEPUEB IPUCYTCTBHS TEKCTA
B TEKCTE, MHOTHE CAYYaH IPEACTABASIOTCA 3aTPYAHUTEABHBIMH AASL H3YYCHHUS.
B monorpadun cPpopMyAHpOBaHEI IPOOAECMBI KOMIIAPATUBUCTHKH, KOTOPBIC
eme npeacrout pemnts. OrtBeTcTBeHHBIN peaaktop E.A. Taasnosa tak ¢op-
MYAHMPYET LI€Ab PabOTHI: «II0Ka3aTh BOSMOXXHOCTH PA3HBIX METOAOAOTHYCCKHUX
peIICHMI BOIPOCA O MEKKYABTYPHBIX B3AUMOACHCTBUAX> (C. 100), 4€TO MOHO-
rpa¢usi, 6e3ycaoBHO, pocturaet. OHa TaKKE IIOAC3HA AASI IIEPEBOAYMKOB pyc-
CKOH AMTEPATYPBl, IOCKOABKY COACPYKHUT SIPKHE U HOBATOPCKHE PAbOTHI C I10A-
p06HI>IMI/I aHAAM3aMU IIEPEBOAOB (c. 15, 68, 123, 156).

Emé pas ormeruym, 4To MOHOrpadusi HHTEPECHA HE TOABKO pasHOObOpasueM
IPEACTABACHHBIX METOAOB, HO TAKOKe M OOMAMEM dKCKAIO3HBHBIX APXUBHBIX Ma-
TEPHAAOB: B IIPUAOKCHUH BIICPBBIC OIYOAHKOBAH TEKCT IEPBOII TEATPAAbHON
IIOCTAHOBKU 3anucox u3 nodnosvs A.-P. Aenopmauna Lesprit souterrain. Kpo-
Me TOTO, IIPEACTABACHBI IIEPBBIC IIPEAUCAOBHS K IIepeBoAaM moBectH Bo Ppan-
uuy, lepmanun, Beankobpurannu u Mraaun. Ony6ankoBaHb! apXUBHbIC MaTe-
puaasl Mureast aoe Yauamyno u JKyana [Tyasx-u-®Pepperepa, a Taxoke GpparMeHTsI
HTaABSHCKON MOCTAHOBKU MoxpoLii cHez 1 aBCTPAAUIICKOIN ONEPBI 3anucku u3
nodnosvs. CoOpHUK 3aKpbiBacT «bubanorpadus penennun “3amucok us moa-
moabsi B KyAbType EBpomsr u Amepuxu>, BKAIOYaOmas Bce M3BECTHBIE IIEpe-
BOABI ITOBECTH Ha €BPOIEHCKHE A3BIKU.

Monorpadus ykassIBaeT HOBbIC IyTH AAsL OYAYIIUX HccaepOBaHuUIL. AocTo-
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CBCKOBECACHHE, OE3YCAOBHO, HYXXAACTCSI B HOBBIX MECTOAOAOTUYECKUX PEIICHH-
SIX, IOCKOABKY HOBBIE TEKCTOAOTHYECKHE UCCACAOBAHUS ACMOHCTPHPYIOT YCTa-
PEBaHUE yKe CYLIECCTBYIOIHX PadoT.

Ecam «kaxpas aroxa AOAXKHA ITOAYIUTb CBOETO AOCTOEBCKOTO» (C. 44), TO,
u3y4asi BOCIIPHSTHE TBOPYECTBA ITOTO IUCATEAS] B APYTUX KYABTYPaX, MbI MO-
)KEM MHOTOE IIOHATh IIPO pasHblc Gpasbl pasBUTHs 3arapHOro MaiuiaeHus. Oco-
OCHHOCTH OTACABHO B3SITOH KYABTYPBI sIpY€ BCETO IPOSIBASIIOTCS B YCBAUBAHUU
€10 KYABTYPBI HHOCTPAHHOM. APYrUMHU CAOBAMMU, MbI CYMTAEM BO3MOXHBIM AO-
CTHIKCHUE ITOHMMAaHUs €BPONEHCKON U aMEPUKAHCKOM KYABTYP Y€pe3 IPHU3My
BOCIIPHSITHSI MHOCTPAHHOIO IIHCATEAs, IOHUMAHHSI CBOCTO dYepe3 “dysxoe’.
Hawm xaxercst, 410 B caydae A0CTOEBCKOro, Urypa KOTOpOro A0 CHX IIOp HMe-
€T BAMSHHC Ha 3amaae, TAKOM MOAXOA OCOOECHHO AGonbITeH. Aymaercs, 9To
HE MEHEE HHTEPECHBIM OBIAO ObI U3y4eHHUE CYABOBI AOCTOEBCKOrO-TIEpCOHAXKA B
[POUSBEACHHUSX PYCCKOM M MHOCTPAHHOM AUTepaTypbL.” PaboT 00 atoMm euie He
ObIAO HAITHCAHO — TEMA AO CHX IIOP SKAET CBOCTO HCCACAOBATCASL.

Hpuc YVuuenno

15 Spxumu npumepamu npeaomaeHus obpasa AOCTOCBCKOTO B XYAOKECTBEHHON AUTEpaType
MoryT cayxutb pomansl Q. M. b. Axynuna, u «71.» B.O. IleacBuna.



155

Roberto VALLE,
Lo spleen di Pietroburgo. Dostoevskij e la doppia identita russa
(Soveria Mannelli: Rubbettino, 2021), 391 pp.

“Tsivilizatsiya razvivayet raznoobraziye oshchushchenyi tolko v cheloveke”. The
Dostoevskian belief that Civilisation develops diversity only in man is a warn-
ing that runs throughout Roberto Valle’s The spleen of Petersburg. Dostoevsky
and the Russian double identity, which is first and foremost an anthropological
treatise; a sort of anthropogenesis of the Petersburg human type’. From a sty-
listic and essayistic point of view, the volume fulfils two functions: an exegesis
of Dostoevsky’s thought starting from Petersburg (but only as a point of refer-
ence) and the genesis of a true authorial and methodological work (indeed, the
‘work of art’” provides the cue for the formulation of new historiographic and
literary sources on the culturological variant of Dostoevsky’s total life).

In Valle’s exegesis, besides dialectically characterising all Dostoevsky’s life
passages, some crucial nodes of the Russian writer and poet are desecretised:
from isolation (izolyatsiya) to the casual family (sluchaynaya semya), from the
cult of money (zolotoy paker) to the thousand faces of spleen (chandra) against
the backdrop of the vision of Petersburg (e.g. Petersburg Tales) as a tragic impe-
rialism (tragichesky imperializm).

In The spleen of Petersburg the category of spleen has a nomothetic value be-
cause it is through the perception of estrangement (e.g. Notes From the Un-
derground or The Demons) that the reader must -and ultimately wants to — go
through all the stages of Dostoevsky’s evolution of thought. More precisely, the
idea of Spleen is the guide for the philosophical-political and genealogical in-
vestigation of some aspects of ‘dostoevskism’ from the perspective of St. Peters-
burg.

Spleen embodies the double of the Russian-European nature and the du-
al character of Dostoevsky. The perception of the melancholic backdrop of his-
tory against St Petersburg’s wallpaper is like a revelation of that huge negativity
which becomes, at the same time, a satire but also an antidote, as an existential
fading. Spleen as a desperate will to power is an escape from the boredom and
repetitiveness of history. Moreover, spleen is melancholy, yearning, dreariness,
but also the search for ecstasy. The spleen has ultimately the ambivalent charac-
ter of an ironic detachment and a disappearance.

In the first chapter, The spleen of Petersburg provides exactly the reader with
the tools to understand Russia’s dual identity. The “atrophy of the individual” is
contrasted with the “hypertrophic reality”, since man is both victim and author
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of his own tragedy. But, together with abyss (bezdna), absurdity (absurd), and
boredom (skuka) the elements of the Petersburg’s metropolitan spleen (e.g. The
Double or Crime and Punishment) constitute in some ways even the reasons for
a desire to escape into the beautiful and sublime (e.g. 7he Meck or The Idiot). In
fact, besides a meaning of suffering, isolation takes also on a meaning of other-
ness (chuzhdost’).

In the second chapter, spleen becomes the pattern of the anthropological
and political iconography of nihilism. Valle shows the dostoevskian ‘common
man’ among other things disappearing in the horizon of the failed revolution
of 1848. The metapolitics of Petersburg is equivalent to the phenomenology of
power and the underground in which it is developed an aesthetics of history as
a threshold.

In the third chapter the dualism that characterises Dostoevsky’s thought is
reconfirmed because the duality of the demon of destruction is balanced with
the God of resurrection. Valle reconstructs the story of the transformation of
Dostoevsky’s beliefs as the Russian author slips from utopian socialism to fallen
man (e.g. Poor People) and sings from the cradle of the modern world.

For Dostoevsky, the descent into the underworld is the way to unravel the
most occult mysteries of civilisation (#sivilizatsiya). That descent into the un-
derworld (pochva) whose narration and evolution began slowly from the begin-
ning of the volume, is frankly blown wide open in chapter four, where the time
horizon of capitalism (e.g. Winter Notes on Summer Impressions) is shown.

Valle’s exegesis continues through an examination of the ‘superman’ and
the revolutionary (revolyutsioner) in chapter five. For Dostoevsky the histori-
cal man, simulacrum of a search for replicas of history, would not have changed
due to external causes but only as a result of a moral change. What is certain is
that revolutionary nihilism and eudemonistic nihilism take concrete form in
the features of faces of the man of grudge (0bida).

Self-destruction and self-preservation, like all the other categories of Dos-
toevskian logic, seem to coexist (e.g. 4 Writer’s Diary) in a painful but sol-
id competition. The sixth chapter is a discussion of the combination of revo-
lution and conservation from a european perspective. The social and political
environment of St Petersburg that becomes narrative is portrayed as a factor
that de-empowered and depersonalised the individual. Dostoevsky himself had
written “we are revolutionaries out of our own necessity, perhaps even to be
conservatives .

As if to seal the farewell, the seventh chapter deals finally with the exo-
dus. In the exodus all the elements that have differently ringed the story of the
Dostoevskian parable are re-joined. Dostoevsky denies the struggle for surviv-
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al and condemns the gastrolatry of civilization. The condemnation and piety
towards the psychic degradation of man are also investigated from the mysti-
cal point of view; for example, through the figure of Ivan Karamazov as a ni-
hilistic theologian.

The prophecy of the exodus in the spleen is equivalent to the awareness that
if the split between the intelligentsiya and the people had been recomposed as
an incessant movement between errance and nostos would have revived that
unspeakable otherness of Russia removed from oblivion by the spleen of Pe-
tersburg.

The kingdoms of the bourgeoisie have ultimately decomposed and disrupt-
ed European society, channeling it for several centuries. Dostoevsky revealed
the terminal paradoxes of the bourgeois-industrial era (smeshnogo cheloveka)
with which appeared Crystal Palaces, terrible cities, universal expositions, the
myth of unlimited progress...

The originality of the book lies also in the precise reconstruction of this od-
yssey, beyond the simplifications that have identified Dostoevsky’s political
thought with some ideological horizons (spiritualism, conservatism). With the
interpretative contribution of Valle not only Dostoevsky is detached by such
ideologues, but it is vice versa placed in the center of an historical aesthetic of
the spleen, which is irreducibly melancholic and satirical.

The book addresses not only specialists, but also a wider audience oriented
to understand, through Dostoevsky’s political and philosophical thought, the
era of post-history and completed nihilism.

The Dostoevskian parable is used by Valle as a tool to reflect within ‘meta-
politics, ‘meta-literature] ‘meta-art. Valle’s work is also a sort of meta-language
that provides the reader, not only the stimulus to read Dostoevsky, but to re-
read reality through a metabolization of the writer. In this sense, beyond the
original exegesis of the Petersburg spleen, the volume presents itself to the read-
er as a real work of authorial art that rising from prose comes to represent a
complete as well as complex artistic production. Reading The spleen of Peters-
burg “gives the impression of sinking into the mud of the streets of Petersburg”
as stated in the review by the literary critic Matteo Marchesini, because the
style at the end becomes the “work itself”

As for the originality of Valle’s style and the courtship of its object, namely
Dostoevsky, it is as topical as its theme is, because “the singular and tragic com-
plexity of Dostoevsky’s political thought allows — says Valle — contemporary

1 See: Matteo MARCHESINT, “Lo spleen di Pietroburgo’, Critica e militanti, 4 marzo 2022,
hteps://www.radioradicale.it/scheda/661067/critica-e-militanti
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man to orient himself, without adhering to the wildly post-drift of an era of de-
nial and uncertainty that saw the rapid dissolving of ideologues who seemed
successful and whose acute gaze of the great Russian writer had glimpsed the
transience”. As confirmed also by Rowan Williams “many of the anxieties that
we think are quintessentially 21st century are quite ubiquitous in Dostoevsky’s
work”.

Renata Gravina
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Imua AUMUTPOB (OT1B. pea.),

Aumponoasozus Jocmoesckozo: Yenosex xax npobaema

u 06vexm usobparxcenuss 8 mupe Jocmoescxozo.

Mamepuasvt mercoynapodnozo cumnosuyma

(Codus: Boarapckoe 06mecTBo AOCTOEBCKOrO, 2021), 416 C.

Eﬁuﬂeﬂue co Xpucmom KAaK 0CHOBHAS cmpamezwz ﬂpEOaO/LeHI/Ul depOﬂO/LOZ%’IK'
CK020 Kpu3umy,40€moeecmzo

OAHHMM U3 BaXKHBIX KYABTYPHBIX COOBITHII 2021 TOAA CTAA 200-ACTHUI F0OHACH
Aocroesckoro. ITo BceMy Mupy oH OblA OTMEYCH HAyYHBIMU KOH(EPCHIIMS-
MU PasHBIX YPOBHEH, CEMUHAPAMH, BHICTABKAMH, H3AaHHEM KHUT. V13 MaciuTa6-
HBIX MEPOIPUSATHI, OPraHU30BaHHBIX Ha baakaHax, caeayer 0co6o ormeruts I
MexayHapoaHBIii cuMnosuyM « AHTponoasorus Aocroesckoro. YesoBex kak
npobaeMa u 00beKT U300paxkeHHs: B MUPE AOCTOEBCKOr0>, KOTOPBII COCTO-
siacst B Codun 23-26 OKTA0ps 2018 T, a TaKoKe UpaHKE COOPHUKA €TO MaTepua-
A0B B 2021 I. CUMIIO31yM, TaKUM 00pasoM, IBUACS COOBITHEM, IIPEABAPSIOLIUM
200-ACTHE NUCATEAS, 2 COOPHHUK €rO MaTEPUAAOB YBHACA CBET COOCTBEHHO B
106uAerHbIA roa. OTMeTnM, 9TO 2018-1 rop, Koraa 6s1a nposeaeH Cummnosuyw,
— 3TO TOXKE 3HAKOBAasI AATa: I1SO AET Ha3aa, B 1868 I., ObIA BIICPBBIC ony6Am<o—
BaH pomaH Mduom — He cay4aiiHO OTAeAbHas cekuus Ha CuMmosnyMme u, cooT-
BCTCTBEHHO, OTACABHASI 'AaBa B COOPHHUKE €r0 MATCPUAAOB ITOCBSILICHbI UMCHHO
3TOMY POMaHY.

Opranusaropamu cuMnosuyMa BblcTynuau boarapekoe obmectBo Aocroes-
ckoro, MuctutyT anteparypsr Boarapckoit akapemun Hayk, Coduiickuit yHu-
Bepcuter uM. Cpsatoro Kaumenrta Oxpuackoro, Harnyonaasnsiii auteparyp-
b1t Myseii (Codus), Myseit xpuctuanckoro uckyccrsa (Codust) npu ygactun
Hanponaasnoro auteparyproro myses, HarmonaasHoit rasepen «Myseit xpu-
CTHAHCKOTO HCKYCCTBa>», [0CYAQpPCTBEHHOTO My3est HICTOPUH PYCCKOH AUTEpATYy-
pbt uM. Ba. Aaast (Mocksa) u SInonckoro o6mectsa Axupst Kypocassr.

[TpoBeaeHue cuMo3nyMa 6BIA0 HHULIMHPOBAHO A. ¢.H., Ipod. IMuaom Au-
MHTPOBBIM, B Pa3sHOCTOPOHHEH (OCYIIECTBASIEMON Ha IIEPECCICHUH GOATaPHCTH-
KM, UTAABSIHUCTUKU U PYCHCTHKM) HAYYHOH ACATEABHOCTH KOTOPOTO H3Y4CHUE
TBOpYecTBa AOCTOEBCKOro 3aHuMaeT ocoboe Mecto. Korpa-ro nmo mpoureHnu
pomana HMouom mup ans cryaeHTa-draocodpa AUMHUTPOBA NIEPEBEPHYACS, U C
TEX IOP HUCCACAOBATEAb HHKOIAQ DOACE HE PACCTaBAACS C AIOOMMBIM aBTOPOM:
3HAYNTEABHAS YaCTh ONyOAMKOBAHHBIX MM Hay4HbIX pabor (a ux 6oace 350) mo-
CBsIllCHa MMEHHO TBOpuecTBY AocroeBckoro. B 2011 . mpodeccop Aumurpos
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opranusosaa B boarapuu O61iecTBo AOCTOCBCKOTO U CTaA €ro IPEACCAATCACM.
Lleab obLiecTBa 3aKAIOYACTCS B CHCTEMHOM HCCACAOBAHHMHU M MONYASIPU3ALIMU
TBOpyccTBa AocToeBckoro B boarapuu u Apyrux crpanax mupa. Jaenst obue-
CTBa IIPOBEAU CBBIIIE SO 3ACEAAHUH U U3AAAU TPU TOMA asbMaHaxa Jocmoesckus:
Mmucea u 00pa3. Haydnbie cratby, oryOAMKOBaHHbIC B aABMaHAXaX, IOAYYHAH Pe-
30HAHC cpeaH yueHbIX u3 lepmanun, Poccun, Mcnanuu, Mrasun.

Tema Cumnosuyma u cOOpHHKA €ro MaTEPHAAOB OTPAXKACT TAABHYIO TEMY
TBOpYecTBa camoro AocroeBckoro: «YesoBex ecTp TaiiHa...». AaBHO 3ameue-
HO, YTO IIMCATEAS] MAAO UHTEPECOBAAH OOLICCTBCHHBIE GOPMBI KU3HH, YKAAA,
KPECThSHCKUI BOIPOC U MPOYHE AKTYAABHBIC AASL TOTO BPEMEHH TEMBI — €O
UHTEpec ObIA COCPEAOTOYCH Ha YEAOBEKE, B3ATOM B cBoei cyTu. Kak us Hoso-
ro 3aBeTa YXOAUT KOCMOTOHMsS M MCTOPUS OOICCTBEHHBIX OTHOLICHUH, a Ha
cMeny uM npuxoaut tema CraceHus yepes npuobuenue k sxeprse Cracureas,
TaK YXOAUT COLIMAABHAsI U IPUPOAHAs TpobAeMaTHKA U3 TBOpUYecTBa AOCTOCB-
CKOT'O, M OCTA€TCSI B HEM TOABKO 9EAOBEK — OCO3HABIIMI CBOE IIOAIIOABE M CBOIO
6ecriomoryHocTh B 60psbe ¢ HuM 6e3 momomu Xpucra. CobcTBEHHO B 3TOM
U COCTOMT HOBH3HA €r0 XYAOXKECTBEHHOH aHTPOIIOAOTHMH — MMEHHO XYAOXKe-
CTBCHHOM, 6O 11O CyTH CBOCH Takasi aHTPOIIOAOTHSI SBASIETCS. XPUCTHAHCKOM.
OaHako HHKOTA2 A0 AOCTOEBCKOTO COOCTBEHHO XPHCTHAHCKAS AHTPOIIOAOTHSI
HE CTAHOBHAACh OCHOBOI aHTPOIIOAOTHH XYAOXKECTBEHHOH. XYAOXKECTBO BCETAL
Tpe6OBaAO 3EMHOTO, IAOTSHOTO U AYIICBHOTO (HO HE AYyXOBHOTO), 4€TO MHOTO,
KOHEYHO, U Y AOCTOEBCKOTO, BOT TOABKO HHTEPECYET OHO €I0 UMEHHO B aCIIeK-
T€ BO3MOXKHOCTH €r0 NPeoOpaskeH s

IIpumedareAbHO, 9TO TaK PACCMOTPEHHBII YE€AOBEK, TO €CTh B ACIIEKTE BO3-
MO>HOCTH IPCOAOACHUS YKA3aHHBIX HA4aA, CTAA NIPEAMETOM HM300pasKeHUs
y AOCTOEBCKOrO B €ro MO3AHEM TBOPYECTBE — B PAHHHUX IIPOUBBEACHUSAX de-
AOBEK ITPEACTABACH BO MHOTOM TPAAMIIHOHHO, TO €CTh B ACHEKTE 3aBUCHMO-
CTH OT IIEPEYUCACHHBIX $aKTOPOB. 3aKOHOMEPHO B CBSI3H C ITUM, YTO IIPEUMY-
LICCTBEHHOE OOABIIMHCTBO AOKAAAOB B COOpHUKE MaTepuasoB Anmponorozus
Aocmoescrozo nocpsimeno pomanam [ IatukHiwkus u Masoi npose us Juesnu-
Ka nucamens, TAC TAKOH B3TASIA Ha YCAOBEKA ITOAYYHUA OKOHYATEABHOE 0POPM-
ACHHE.

B cbopuuxe Aumponoroeus Aocmoesckozo onyOAMKOBAHO 40 CTaTed Ha
Tpex OQUIHAABHBIX S3bIKAX CHUMIIOSHYMa — OOATApPCKOM, PYCCKOM M aHTAMH-
ckoM. Komnosunus cb6opHuka oTpakacT eCTECTBEHHBIH XOA Hay4HOTo $popyma
BO BCEX ACTAASX U CO3AAET AAS YUTATEAT IPPEKT HEIOCPEACTBEHHOTO MOTPY-
XKeHUs B arMocdepy MeponpuaTHs. BerynureabHas wacTh BKAIOYAET OQHIU-
AAbHBIC TIPUBETCTBHA M CAOBA HA OTKPHITHH cuMIiosuyma. [ Ipnaoskenue coaep-
sxurt [Iporpammy meponpusTus.
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TemaTndecku cOOPHUK MOACACH Ha TPH YACTH, 9TO OTOOPaXKaeT peaAbHOE
PACIIPEACACHHE AOKAAAOB IO CEKLIMSIM B XOAE CUMIIO3uyMa. B pacripeaeacHun
cTareil O YacTsAM COOPHHUKA MBICAb COCTABHTEASI ABUTAAACh OT OOILETO K 4acT-
HoMy. Tak mepBast 4acTh IOCBSIIIICHA aHTPOIOAOTHH AOCTOEBCKOTO B cBeTE dU-
AOCOPCKOI aHTPOIIOAOTHU U €BPOICHCKON KYABTYpbl XX B., BTOpasi Cy>KacT
KOHTEKCT 3TOH IPOOACMATHKH AO PYCCKON PEAMTHO3HO-PHAOCOPCKOM MBICAU
U PyccKoil KyAbTYpbl XX B., 4aCTh TPEThsI, KAK OTMEYAAOCH BBIIIE, ITOCBSIICHA
pomany H0uom 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, IPOOAEME YEAOBEKA B HEM.

Oco6eHHOCTD KOMIIOBULIMU COOPHUKA 3aKAIOYACTCS B TOM, YTO CTAThs
C.C. Xopysmcezo, mOCBAIEHHAS 3CXaTOAOTHH AOCTOEBCKOTO, BBIHECEHA BO BCTY-
IIUTEABHYIO 4aCTb. TO OOYCAOBACHO HE TOABKO MACIITAOHOCTBIO U TAYOMHOM
HCCACAOBaHHsS, HO U CBOCOOpasreM TeMbl. AHTPOIIOAOTHIO M ICXATOAOTHIO B
paMKax AOIMAaTHYECKOTO OOrOCAOBUS TPAAULIMOHHO PACCMATPUBAIOT KAK ABA Ca-
MOCTOSITEABHBIX paspcad. OAHAKO ICXATOAOTHSI KaK YYECHHE O KOHIIE MHUpPa MO-
KET PACCMATPHUBATHCA U KAK YaCTh AHTPOIIOAOTHH — B CBETE TOr0 PaKTa, 4TO MUP
6Ob1a cotBOpeH Borom dis yeaoBeka. Tak 4TO 3aKOHOMEPHBIM SIBASIETCSI M CAMO
IPUCYTCTBHE 3CXaTOAOTUYECKON MPOOAEMATHKH B cOOpHUKE paboOT 110 aHTPO-
IIOAOTHH, ¥ KOMIIO3ULIHOHHOE 000COOACHHE COOTBETCTBYIOLIEIO AOKAaAL. B 11e-
AOM BaKHO OTMETHTb, 4TO A0KAap C.C. Xopyero 3apacT 3CXaTOAOTHYECKHE
KOOPAMHATBI aHTPOIOAOTHH AOCTOEBCKOrO, ¥ 3TO COOTBETCTBYET KAK MHTEHIIH-
SIM IIHCATEASI, TAK M 3aIIpocaM coBpeMeHHOro mupa. Kak pokassiBaer yueHsiii,
«TAQBHBIH ICXaTOAOTHYECKUI CIieHapuil AOCTOEBCKOrO — 3TO COEAMHEHHE CO
Xpucrom>». IIpu aTOM B MO3AHHX POMaHaX IHCATEAS IPEACTABACHA OPUTHHAAD-
Hasl CAABSIHOQUABCKASI PEAYKLIMS 3TOTO 6a30BOr0 IPaBOCAABHOTO CLICHAPUSL.

CraTby, BKAIOYCHHBIC B IICPBYIO 4aCTh COOPHHKA, B OOABLIMHCTBE CBOCM
IPEACTABASIIOT 00pasLbl GOrOCAOBCKOrO U PUAOCOPCKOrO, a TAKKE OTYACTH
IICHXHATPHYECKOTO aHAAM30B. TaK, AmoHcKuil uccaepoBareab 1oepyca Kunocu-
714 TIOKa3bIBACT OCHOBOIIOAATAIOIIYIO POAB (BSITOOTEYECKOH HACH « CMHPEHHO-
MYAPHSI>» B TBOPYECTBE U AMMHOM cyabbe mucareast. Oco0oro BHUMaHMUS 3aCAy-
JKUBACT 3aKAIOYCHUE YYCHOTO 00 yraybACHHHU U ITOCTEHCHHOM POPMUPOBAHUN
«CMHUPECHHOMYAPHS» B HPABCTBEHHOM PasBUTHU AOCTOEBCKOTO, a HE O TaK Ha-
3bIBACMOM «IIEpEMEHE YOEXKACHUII>», IPOUCIICAIICH B PE3YAbTATE KaTOPIU U
ccpiaki (c. 103).

B crarbe utasbsHckoro yuenoro Axkysenmne [unu uccaeaynorest ocobenHo-
CTH BHYTPEHHETO MHPA T€POEB B CBETE Bocxoasuiero K [locranuam An. Ilas-
A4 YYECHHSI O AyXOBHO-AYIICBHO-TEACCHOM €CTECTBE YEAOBEKA H AKIIEHTHPYETCS
OCO3HAHHUE [THCATCACM HEOOXOAUMOCTH IIPEOAOACHHUS HE TOABKO TEACCHOTO, HO
M AYILICBHOTO HA IIyTH BOCXOXKACHHS Y€AOBEKa OT obpasa K moaoburo boskuo.
Takoll acreKkT paccMOTPEHMST MOXKHO CYMTATh HAUOOACE AACKBATHBIM AASI IICP-
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COHa>KHOTO YPOBHs A\ OCTOEBCKOTO, KOTOPBIH CaM CYUTAA ceOsI He IICUXOAOTOM,
HO «PEAAHUCTOM B BBICIIEM CMBICAC> .

Moaopoit cepbekuit uccaeaoBareas Aasaps Muienmuesus B 04epeAHOI pa3
obpamaercs x npobaemaruxe [1osmss 0 Beanxom unxeusumope. MusentueBud
HCXOAUT U3 TE3HCA O TOM, YTO Pa3AMYHBIC IIPEACTABACHUS 00 UCTHHE «BeChMa
HEOOXOAMMBI B IIpoLecce MPUOAMDKEHHS K Hel». B cooTBeTcTBUM € 9THM, HHK-
BU3UTOP TPAKTYETCS KAK SBACHUE U3 YHCAA TEX, KOTOPBIC «YTBEPXKAAIOTCS Ye-
pe3 OTPULIAHHE U OTAAACHHE> . TaKas TPAKTOBKA TATOTEET K THOCTUYIECKOH 110
CBOEH CYTH YCTaHOBKE, BRIPA)KEHHON I'€TEBCKUMHU CTPOYKAMU « 5] gacTs To cu-
ABIL, 9TO BEYHO XOYET 3A2 U BEYHO COBEpUIACT OAaro», U nepebpacbiBacT Mo-
CTUK K Apyromy Aokaapy — Auexces Kosvipesa (Mocksa), KOTOpEBLi aKTyaAusu-
pyeT B cBoci paboTe BOIPOC O OAH30CTH MHPOBO33PEHHSI OTACABHBIX [EPOCB
AOCTOEBCKOTO K AOKTPUHE THOCTULIM3MA. B 4acTHOCTH, B KaueCTBe «IIpepMe-
Ta THOCTHYCCKHUX AAAIO3HH>» PACCMATPHUBACTCS «HCIIOBEAAHME Bepbl» [BaHa
Kapamasosa B rsitoit raase pomana bpames Kapamasoss: “Pro u contra”. I'lpu
3TOM BBIBOA aBTOpPa O TOM, 4TO «00pa3s [Bana Kapamasosa okassiBaercst 6au-
e COBPEMECHHOMY YCAOBEKY, YeM MCHEE PEAbEPHDIN U B YEM-TO AAXKE UKOHUY-
Hb11 06pas crapua 3ocumbr» (c. 95), He IPEACTABALCTCA GECCIIOPHBIM.

Omun Aumumpos cOCpeAOTOUMBACTCS HA TalHE I10AQ KAK OAHOH U3 ILICH-
TpaAbHBIX IpobaeM B aHTpomosorun Aocroesckoro. FccaepoBateap orme-
9aeT, 9TO AOCTOEBCKOMY <«4yXXAO THOCTHYECCKOE IIPE3PECHHE K TEAY U IAOTH,
[OJTOMY IPOOACMATHKA [10AQ U CEKCA BIIOAHE CCTCCTBCHHA AASL €IO XYAOKE-
cTBeHHOTO Mupa» (c. s51). (D10 HabAlACHHE, KpOME IPOYETO, AOGABASCT Bax-
HBIN TIOACMHMYECKUI IITPUX K OCMBICACHHIO ITPOOAEMBI «AOCTOEBCKUIT U THO-
CTULIU3M>», aKTyaAsusupoBaHHoH B ctatbe A. Koswipesa). Kak mopuepxusaer
HCCACAOBATEAD, BOIIPOCHI ITAOTH H MOAQ IIOAYYAIOT Y AOCTOEBCKOTO PEAUTHO3-
HOE M3MepeHHE. |PaAUIMOHHASI AaHTPOIIOAOTHYECKASl TPHAAA «AYX-Aylla-Te-
AO>, PACCMOTPEHHASI IIPUMEHUTEABHO K IIEPCOHAKAM AOCTOEBCKOTO B YIIOMSI-
HyTOH cTatbe Asxysemie [uHu, peAyLipyeTcst 3A¢Ch, B COOTBETCTBHH C TEMOI],
AO <TPHAABI CEKCYAABHOCTH> <« CTPACTb-CAAAOCTPACTHE-PABPAT>, ABTOPCTBO
KOTOPOU MPUHAAASKHUT cobcTBeHHO O. Aumutposy. Hapeaenue “crpactu” no-
AO>KHTEABHBIMU KOHHOTALIUSIMH, TOHMMAHHUE €€ KaK «BOIAOIICHUS XPUCTHAH-
CKOM AIOOBHU-CcOCTpasaHus (ararme)» N COOTHECCHHE €€ C TICPBBIM YACHOM CIIe
OAHOH TPHUAABl «AHMK-AMI[O-AHYHHA/MaCKa» HPEACTABASICTCS BECbMa OpPHUIH-
HaAbHBIM. [ To MHEHUIO y4€HOTO, TOHMMAaHUE CTPACTH KaK AIOOBH-COCTPAAAHUS
HOAACP)KMBAETCSI OAHUM U3 3HAYCHUI CAOBA CTPacTb — ‘cTpapanuc. OpHaKo, ¢
AMHTBHCTHUYECKOH TOUYKHU 3PCHUS, (/72pAcims B 3HAYCHUH ‘CTPAAAHUE U (TPACIL
B 3HAUCHHMH CHABHOC BACUCHHE — 3TO CKOPEE MEXKBS3BIKOBBIC (LIEPKOBHOCAA-
BSIHCKO-PYCCKHE) OMOHUMBIL. | [oHMMaHMe cTpacTn Kak AIOOBH-COCTpapaHHS B
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IPOTHBOIIOCTABACHUH CAAAOCTPACTHIO OYEBHAHO PACXOAUTCSA CO CBATOOTEYE-
CKHUM, PaBHO KaK U aMOMBAaACHTHAsI TPAKTOBKA CAMOTO CAAAOCTPACTHS, U cOAU-
XKAET AAHHOE HCCAEAOBAHHUE IO CBOMM METOAOAOTHYECKHUM YCTAHOBKAM C TPAK-
TOBKAMH 3TOH TeMBI Y AOCTOEBCKOTO NPEACTABUTEASIMH PYCCKOH PEAMTHO3HOM
¢usocopun Hagasa XX B.

Ipymma crareil B mepBOi 4acTH IOCBsICHA poMaHy becss, 1 3TO IMOHATHO
— pOMaH OKasaACsi HauboAce PE3OHAHCHBIM AAS PUAOCOPCKOH AHTPOIIOAO-
run U eporneiickoit kyabrypol XX B. Tax, Huna JAumumposa craBut Bormpoc
00 aACKBaTHOCTH IICHXUATPUIECKOTO ITOAXOAQ AASL HHTCPIIPETALIUY IIPOHU3BE-
AeHHIT AOCTOEBCKOro, B YaCTHOCTH ITOBEACHHS TAABHOTO reposi pomana beco.
Paccmotpe HanboAee 3HAYMMBIE IICUXUATPHYCCKUEC HHTEPIIPETALIUH, UCCACAO-
BATCABHHI]A ACAACT BHIBOA 00 MX HEPEACBAHTHOCTH ABTOPCKOMY 3aMBICAY. JTO
OOBSICHACTCS TEM, YTO ITATOAOTHS XAPAKTEPOB €rO IEPCOHAXKEH YXOAUT CBOUMU
KOPHSIMH B AYXOBHYIO, 2 HE B [ICHXOAOIHYECKYIO cepy, U B pomane becss «pedsb
HACT O ACMOHH3ME, a HE O CyMacecTBUu» (c. 143). OTAQBast AOAKHOE AAHHOM
TOYKE 3PEHUSI, OTMETUM OAHAKO, YTO COBPEMEHHBIC [IPABOCAABHbIE IICHXOAOTH
HE CKAOHHbBI PAAMKAABHO IIPOTHBOIIOCTABASTD IICUXHYECKUE U AYXOBHBIC 60-
AC3HH, TIOCTYAUPYS YTO IIPUYHHON AIOOOTO IICUXUYECKOTO 3a00ACBAHUS SIBASI-
€TCsI TOPAOCTDh KaK AMYHBIN Ipex U/UAau poAoBor. Puaunn Kymarnos (Cocl)m{,
Boarapust) mocBsTHA CBOIO CTaTbIO MPOGAECME AOHOCHTEABCTBA Y AOCTOECBCKO-
ro, B YaCTHOCTHU B poMaHax [lodpocmox n becvi, 1 IPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAA €€ AKTY-
AABHOCTb AASL DOATAPCKOTO OOIECTBA COLMAAMCTUIECKOTO U OCTCOLMAAUCTH-
veckoro nepropoB. K aroit cratbe Tematndyecku 6AM3Ka paboTa UTAABSIHCKOM
uccaepoBareAbHULl Aseccandpor Eausvr Busunonu, paccmorpesuieil GpeHOMEH
“mmrascBmuub’ (o Gpamuauu aBropa 31oii AoktpuHs [llurasesa, opHoro us
repoes pomana becsr) — cBOcOOPasHOI COLIMAABHOM YTOINH, “3€MHOTO past’ 110
tuny ['YAATQA, rAaBHBIME YCAOBHSIMHE AOCTIDKEHHUS H CYIIECTBOBAHUS KOTOPO-
o SIBASIIOTCS LIITHOHAX U AOHOCHTEABCTBO. BUBHHOHH IIPOBOAUT ITapaAA€Ab
MEXAY “IIMTAaACBIIMHOM ¥ CTPATETHSIMH MAaHMIYASLJMH KOAACKTUBHOM IIa-
MSATBIO, UCITOAB30BaHHBIMHU B XX B. Hanu¢amusmoM. MccaepoBareas us Pyp-
ckoro yuusepcurera (lepmanust) Kpucmog Iapemxa cooTHOCUT naeu poMaHa
Becyt ¢ eme 6oace OAMBKMMHU K HaM I10 BPEMEHH COOBITHSAMU H CIPOBOLIUPO-
BABILHMMHU HX HACSIMH. B €ro craTbe mpeACTaBACHBI, B YACTHOCTH, PePACKCHH 10
nosopy kuuru Auppe Iarokemana Jocmoesckuil wa Marxammene, HanucaHHOH
I0A BAMsHHEM TepakTa 11-To ceHTsiops. Kpucrod Tapcerka passusaer mbicab
¢pannysckoro ¢pusocoda o cxoacTse pruaocopuu camopaspyureHust Kupuaso-
Ba, Teposi pomaHa becas, 1 HCAAMCKOTO TepPOPUCTA ATTHI, COBEPIIHBIIIETO YIIO-
MSIHYTBIN TepakT. BakHO, YTO 3TO CXOACTBO BBIPACTAET IOBEPX ABYX IPOTUBO-
pEeYALMX APYT APYTY OHTOAOTMYECKUX YCTAaHOBOK: «BCE OBIAO OBl paspeeHo,
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ecau Ol #e bvtio Bora» u «...ecan boz ecms, TO Bee, paxxe yOUHCTBO THICSY He-
BUHHBIX HaOAIOAATEACH, AOSBOACHO...» (C. ISI), TO €CTb U3 y3ypPIHPOBAHHOTO
9EAOBEKOM ITpaBa BepuHTh boxkuii cya. B arom eMeicae paccysxpenns Kpucro-
¢a [apcTky mepeKANKAIOTCS €O CTaThell OPa3HABCKOM HCCACAOBATCABHULIbI 122-
uc Yasec, B paMKax KOTOPOI IIPEACTABACHO OCMBICACHHE (pEHOMEHA CaMOyOuii-
CTBa KaK «aHTPOIIOLICHTPUYECKOTO aAd>», KaK MeTadopbl KATaCTPOPHIECKUX
PE3YABTATOB COCPEAOTOYCHHUSI «TOABKO Ha aHTPOIOLICHTPHYECKOH CTOPOHE
JKU3HHU >, UAH MHAYe MTPOXXUBAHHS KU3HU BOIIPEKU OCHOBHOMY aHTPOIIOAOTH-
4ECKOMY CIICHAPUIO, IIPEAIOAATAIONIEMY CAUHEHHE CO XPHCTOM.

Cpeau crareil, IPeACTaBACHHBIX B IIEPBOH YaCTH, MO>KHO BBIACAHTbH HEMHO-
FOYMCACHHYIO IPYIIITY, TAC MEPOBO33PCHHE ITUCATEAS] COOTHECEHO C OCOOCHHO-
cTsIMH €ro nod3Tuku. lax, Posanna Kasapu (BepraMo, Uraaus) Pa3MBIIIASIET O
BKAAA€ B M3YYCHHE TBOPYECTBA AOCTOEBCKOrO KHHUI'M HTAABSHCKOTO GHAOCO-
¢a Pemo Kanronu Kpusuc werosexa. Quaocopckoe moimnenue Jocmoesckozo u,
B YAaCTHOCTH, O BBIABACHHOM $HAOCOPOM CXOACTBE MEXAY poMaHamu Aocro-
€BCKOTO U omnepaMu BepAu ¢ XapakTepHBIMU AASL HUX MEAOAPAMATH3MOM, I10-
AVDKaHPOBOCTBIO, COEAMHEHHEM BBICOKOTO M HHU3KOTO CTUAMCTHYECKOTO PETH-
cTpoB. Benrepckas nccaeposareavunna Aenems Ayxxon (Bypanemr, Benrpus)
CTaBHUT BOIIPOC O TOM, TI0YEMY «YEAOBEK C AMUTECTOM>» (<« MAACHBKUII», «ITOA-
IOABHBI>», <«AMUIIHUH>», <«CMCIIHOU>» U <<CBCpX‘ICAOBCK>>) UTPACT CTOAb
BaXXHYIO POAb B pycckoil auteparype XIX B., u mokasbiBaeT, KakKUM HMEH-
HO COAEP>KAHHEM HAITOAHEHBI COOTBETCTBYIOIHE AHTPOIOAOIHYECKUE TUIIB ¥
Aocroesckoro. Huxuma Hanxos (Banvaxoy, CIIIA — Kuraii) cocpeporoun-
BaeTCsl HA MPOOAEME COCYILIECTBOBAHMS CBOOOABI M HECBOOOABI, PABEHCTBA U
HepaseHcTBa B reposix Aocroesckoro. Ecau cootHectu aty mpobaemy ¢ aHTpo-
IIOAOTMYECKHMH TUIIAMH, NPOAHAAUBUPOBAHHBIMU B cTarbe ArHem AyKKOH,
TO MOXXHO CKa3aTh, YTO B OOABLICH CTEIIEHU TAKOTO POAA aMOMBAACHTHOCTH Xa-
pakTepHa aast “moanoasHoro. H. HaHkoB nccaeayer reHesuc mpeacTaBacHUI
O NPOTHBOPEIMBOM CAMHCTBE (He)cBOGOABI M (HE)PaBEHCTBA, BUAS MX MCTOK
B nacororuu IIpocBemenns, a Takke Crocobbl XyAOKECTBEHHOTO BOIAOLLC-
HHSI 9TOTO NPOTHBOPEYHs ¥ AOCTOEBCKOro, B 4YaCTHOCTH Ha IPUMEpPE poMa-
Ha Hzpox u noBectu Kpomxas. ITocaepAHeMy IpOH3BEACHUIO IIOCBANIECHA U pa-
6ota Hearna Ecayrosa (MockBa), KOTOPBII 3aAa€TCS BOIPOCOM, <SIBASICTCS AH
“KpoTkoe” caMOYOHMICTBO I'€POMHH IOIBITKOM HAKA3aHUS IePOsi-PacCKas3uu-
Ka MAM €€ TIOCACAHEH OTYasIHHOM MOIBITKOM cracTu B HeM 06pas Boskuit» (c.
112). MlcnioAb3yst HappaTHBHbII aHAAU3, HCCACAOBATEAD IPEAAATACT OPUTHHAAD-
HYIO HHTEPIIPETAIIMIO IIPOU3BEACHHS, B PAMKAX KOTOPOIl ACAAET BBIBOA B IIOAB-
3y Broporo cyxpcHus. OAHAKO CaM HCCACAOBATEAb MTOAYEPKHBACT, UTO, XOTS
1oBecTb HasbiBacTCsA Kpomxas, MOBECTBOBAHUE BEACTCA B HEH OT AHIIA 3aKAAA-
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YMKa ¥ 00 UCTHHHBIX HAMEPEHUSIX TCPOMHU YUTATEAb HUYETO HABEPHSIKA 3HATD
He MOXeT. B cBete aToro Tounee 65140 OB CKa3aTh, YTO CAMOYOUIICTBO FepOMHU
MOJKET CTaTh AASI TEPOSI HAYAAOM AYXOBHOH TpaHC$OPMAIHU, KOTOPAs yBEHYa-
eTCSL PAAUKAABHBIM AYXOBHBIM IIpeoOparkeHHeM. TaKoil BBIBOA OIPaBABIBACTCS
KOHTEKCTOM BCEro TBOpYecTBa AOCTOEBCKOTO C LIEHTPAABHOM AASL HETO HACEH
IpeoOpaXkeHHUs: AMMHOCTH Ha IyTH npubarkeHus k bory. OaHako aTOT BBIBOA
MOXET OBITh TOABKO I'MIIOTETHYECKHUM, IIOCKOABKY, KaK CIIPABEAAUBO OTMETHA
B cBoc Bpems B.H. Tonopos, «repou AocToeBCcKOro |...] AOBEACHDBI AHIIb AO
YPOBHsI cAa60 ACTEPMHUHHPOBAHHOM MOAEAH, OBEACHHE KOTOPOH [...] ¢ Tpy-
AOM IIOAAAETCS IPEACKA3AHHIO » .’

Bo Bropoit yacti 06bEAUHEHBI CTaThH, PACCMATPUBAIOLINE TBOPYECTBO Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO B KOHTEKCTe pycckoil kyabrypbl XX B. Tak, Awacmacus lauesa
(Mocksa, Poccust) cocpepoTOYMBacTCsl Ha BOIPOCE O B3aUMOOOYCAOBACHHO-
CTH AHTPOIIOAOTHYECKOH M HCTOPUOCOPCKON MOAeAeH B TBopyecTBe AocTo-
€BCKOTO U O €r0 BAMUSHHUH Ha PEAUTHO3HO-PHAOCOPCKYI0 MbIcAb KoHIa XIX
— niepsoii tpetu XX BB. Crares Anacmacuu Komeuxo (Tomek, Pocens) mocssi-
I[eHA LIEHHOCTHOH CHUCTEME IK3HMCTEHILJHAABHOIO CO3HAHUS repoeB A0CTOEB-
CKOTO M CIocobaM ee XyAOXKECTBEHHOTO BOIAOLICHHUS, 0c000e¢ BHUMaHHE HC-
CACAOBATCABHHI]A YACASICT AHAAU3Y TaK HA3bIBACMbIX ‘IIOTPAHUYHBIX >KAHPOB .
FOuus Coimuna (Mocksa, Poccus) paccy’kaaeT o cyTH NpMHIJMIA 2X2=4, He-
IPHUATHE KOTOPOTO CTAAO BU3UTHOI KapTOYKOH “TIOATIOABHOTO YeroBeka . M-
CACAOBATEABHHIIA IIPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY, YTO 3TOT IPUHLHUII BBIPAXKACT HACIO
«3aKOHHUYECTBA>» M €rO0 HEHPHSTHE TAYOOKO YKOPCHEHO B PYCCKOM KYABTY-
pe ¢ ee npeanoureHueM baaropatu mepes 3akonoMm. LleHHbIMu sBASTIOTCS 3a-
KAIOYCHHs 00 U3MECHEHMHU OTHOLICHUs K 3Toi ¢popmyae B XX Beke, B 3MOXY
abcypaa, KOTAQ «BO3MOXKHOCTH NPOMBHECTH 2X2=4 CTaHET BOCIPUHUMATHCS
KaK TAOTOK cBOGOAB» (c. 196). C mpoGACMAaTHKON ITOM CTAaThH MEPEKAMKA-
ercs paborta ykpaumHckoil uccaepoBateabHULpl [zaunve Cabam (Aporo6sra),
IOCBSICHHAS BAMSHUIO PUAOCOPCKOH aHTPOIOAOrHH AOCTOEBCKOroO Ha CO-
3AaHME NepBoy aHTHyTOnUH — poMmaHa E. 3amaruna Mpe. B wactHocTH, Hccae-
AOBaTEAbHHI]A TTOKA3BIBACT, KAK PEAAM3YETCSI B pOMaHe 3aMATHHA UAES «IIPHU-
HYAUTCABHOTO CYACThsI», BIICPBBIC B IIOAHBIH TOAOC 3asiBACHHAs B ezende o
Beauxom unxeusumope. Onvea Bozdanosa (Mocksa, Poccust) npeasaraer rexe-
THYECKU-TOITOAOTHYECKYIO KAACCUPHUKALIUIO [TEPCOHAKEH IHCATEAS], OCHOBaH-
HYIO Ha X IIPHHAAAEKHOCTH K OIPEACACHHOMY KyABTYPHOMY TOIIOCY, U AHAAHU-

1 Baaammup H. Tomoros, “O CTpyKType poMaHa AOCTOEBCKOro B CBSA3H C apPXaMYHBIMU
cxemamu Mudoaorudeckoro moimaenus («IIpecrynaenue u naxkasanne»)”, in Baagumup
H. TorioroB, Mugp. Pumyas. Cumsonr. Obpas. Hccredosarnus 6 obaacmu mugonosmuyecxo-
20. Hz6pannoe (Mocksa: “TIporpecc”-“Kyabrypa’, 1995), c. 193-258.
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3HPYET OAUH U3 THIIOB B paMKaX TaKOH KAACCUPHUKALIUU — “ycapeOHBIX TepOCB’.
Xapaxtepusysi ycaab0y Kak YHHUKAABHBIA KYABTYPHBIH TOIIOC U YCaACOHBIX re-
POEB KaK TaKHX, C KOTOPHIMH AOCTOEBCKHI CBSI3BIBAET SKEAATEABHBIH BEKTOP
pasButHs yeaoBeka byayimero, O. boraanosa mpeasaraer «BBeCTH B HayYHBIH
obopor kareropuio “ycapcOHOro raburyca’ u anpobupoBarh e Ha MaTepUaAe
nepcoHaxkHoi cucremsl pomana “Tloppoctox”» (c. 205). Yurareasm ocraer-
s C HETEPIICHUEM XKAATh PEAAM3AIIMH ITOH HECOMHEHHO IIPOAYKTHBHOM HACH.
ABe craTsu Bo BTopoii yact cbopHuka nocssimjensl Bsra. MBanoBy kak uccae-
AoBareato TBopuectBa Aocroesckoro. Audperi Ilumxun (Pum, Urasns) moka-
3bIBacT, 4TO UMeHHO Bsa. MiBaHOB, AAsT KOTOpPOro AOCTOEBCKHUIT CTAA «CKBO3-
HBIM T€POEM> Ha MPOTHKEHUU BCEIO TBOPYECTBA, IBUACS IMPEALIECTBEHHUKOM
MHOTHMX OPMI'MHAABHBIX MHTEPIIPETAUi mucareas puaocodpaMu U GPHAOAOTA-
mu XX B. Amumpuii Bocnax (Hwxauit Hosropoa, Pocenst) mpecaeayer cBoeit
LICABIO PEKOHCTPYKIJHIO KATETOPHAABHOIO allllapaTa KPUTHYECKOH MbIcAn [Ba-
HOBA, KOTOPYIO OCYILCCTBASET YEPE3 AHAAM3 KAIOYEBBIX AAS PHAOCOPCKO--
CTETUYECKOrO0 MUPOBO33peHus VBaHOBa KaTeropuil BOAM, IO3HAHUS U AKO-
Bu. 3eMasik A. Bocnaxa Auexcandp Kouemxos mocBsTHA CBOIO CTAaThIO BKAAAY B
usydyeHue TBopyectsa AocroeBckoro ussecTHoro ¢pusosora H.B. JKusoaymo-
BOI1. B wactHOCTH, HccaepOBaTeAb IIOAPOOHO OCTAHOBUACS Ha BBCACHHOM CIO B
Hay4HBI 00UX0A Cy0XKaHpe HCIIOBEAU aHTUIEPOsI, 2 KPOME TOTO Ha BOIIPOCE O
BausHHU AocToeBckoro Ha Yexona, kotopomy H.B. JKusoaynosa nocssruaa B
CBOE BPEMSI OTACABHYIO MOHOTIPAdHIO.

OO61wen3BecTHO, YTO MacITaObl BAUSHUSI AOCTOEBCKOTO Ha APYTHX IIHCATE-
Aeit OBIAM OECIIPELICACHTHBI, II03TOMY 3aKOHOMEPHBIM IIPEACTABASICTCS BBIAC-
ACHHE CTaTCH, MOCBSIICHHBIX 9TOH NPOOACMATHKE, B OTACABHBII IIOAPA3ACA B
PaMKax BTOPOH YacTH c60pH1/11<a. Tax, [Tramen Anmos ( Codus, BOAI‘apI/I}I) 3a-
AAETCsI LICABIO U3YYHUTb BOIPOC O TOM, HACKOABKO ObIA 0O3HaKoMAcH [Ban Basos
C TBOPYECTBOM A\ OCTOEBCKOrO BO BpeMst paboTsl Hap pomanoM [10d uzom u no-
9eMY B 9TOM POMaHE, ABASIOMIEMCS 60Arapc1<0171 HAIIMOHAABHOM 3IONEEH, TPH-
CyTCTByeT TeHb AOCTOEBCKOTO (B KadecTBE ‘MACHHOTO LIUTHPOBaHHUs pPOMa-
Ha Ilpecmynaenue u naxasaunue), a He AvBa ToacToro, aBTOpa HalMOHAABHOM
pycckoii anoneun Bodina u mup. YA\UBHUTEABHOH I‘Ay6I/IHI>I HUCCACAOBAHHUC IIPEA-
craBusa Mapus Kanouda Tudunu (ITapma, Vtasus), koTopas mocraBuaa uc-
[OBEAAABHYIO IIPO3y AOCTOEBCKOTrO Kak Obl MEXAY ABYX 3epkaa: Hcnosedvio
Asrycruna u Henosedvio Pycco. B pesyabrate mccacaoBaTeAbHMIIA IIPHINAQ K
BBIBOAY, YTO «HCIIOBEAAIOIIUICS CyObekT y AocToeBckoro |[...] amwxercs |...]
B YCAOBHSIX LIATKOIO PaBHOBECHS MEKAY KOHCTPYHPOBAHUEM CEOSI M SKAKAOH K
TOCIIOACTBY Hap ApyruM>» (c. 254). B “ncrioBean” Taxoro cy6nexra orcyreTsy-
€T «TOPHU3OHT UCTHUHBI>», U OH OCTACTCS IMACHHHKOM CBOETO «IIOATIOABS >, U3
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KOTOPOTO UCTHHHAS UCIIOBEAb AOAXKHA OblAa ObI U3BOAUTS. B aT0#1 «3annKacH-
HOCTH Ha aBTOpe(epPEeHIHAABHOM pa3MbliiAcHUH O cebe camom» M.-K. I'un-
AVIHH, BCACA 32 AOCTOEBCKHM, BUAUT HE IIPOCTO MHAMBHUAYAABHYIO CYABOY, HO
XapaKTepHYIO NPHUMETY co3HaHUs deroBeka Hoporo Bpemenu. Masg lopuesa
(Codus, Boarapus) paccmaTpuBaeT KOMMYECKH abCyPAHBIH CIOKET MMOBECTH
Kpoxodus B nepcrekTHBe pasBUTUSL HayYHO-(PAHTACTHYCCKOTO PACcKasa, OA-
HOTO u3 Beaymux sxanpoB XX Beka. Yzo [lepcu (Bepramo, Mraaus) y6eaurean-
HO Pa3BCHYMBACT YCTOSBIIECCS NPEACTABACHHE O OAMBOCTH IepPOEB 3allapAHO-
€BPOIIEHCKOTO MOACPHH3MA MEPCOHAXAM AOCTOEBCKOTrO: XOTS B IIOCACAHUX H
IPHUCYTCTBYET «ACKAACHTCKHI IIOTCHI[MAA >, OHU BCCTAA 3HAYUTCABHEE U TAY0-
xe nepsbix. Kaaun Muxatiros (Codus, Boarapus), usyuus u cpaBHUB paboTbl
M3 ABYX HOMEPOB aAbMaHaxa AOCTOCBCKH (32 2014 U 2016 IT.), H3AAHHBIX boa-
rapckuM obmecTBo AOCTOEBCKOTrO, @ TAKXKE TEKCThI U3 IIEPBBIX TOMOB €XKETOA-
Huka Hemenkoro obimectBa AOCTOCBCKOTO, IIPEAAATACT €Ije OAHO IPOYTCHHUE
pomana [lpecmynaenue u naxasanue B IOCTTOTaAUTapHON nepcnexktuse. Opu-
TMHAABHBIHA ACIIEKT aHAAW3a aHTPOIOAOIHH AOCTOEBCKOro M3bpara yKpauH-
cKast uccaepoBatesbHula Exena Boicmposa: uepes «PU3MOTHOMHYECKHE Map-
KEpbl BHYTPEHHETO Mupa reposi» (c. 260). Ocoboe Buumanue E. Brictposa
yaeauAa Gororpadpuu Kak CPEACTBY PUKCAIIMU TAKHX MAPKEPOB B CBSI3HU € «(o-
TOrPapHUIHOCTBIO CTUASI» MHCaTeAs. MOXXHO OTMETHUTD, YTO B IICAOM CTATBH,
BKAIOUCHHBIC BO BTOPYIO YacThb COOPHHKA, OTAMYAIOTCS GOABLIMM pasbpocom
TEMATUKH, YeM IPEACTaBACHHbIE B epBoi yactu. M ato ecrectBenno, n6o XX
u XXI BB. aT0 «noctpocToesekoe Bpemsi» (O. Cepakosa) u Bee, 4TO POHCXO-
AUT B HEM M ITUIICTCS, MULIETCSA «B TCHU AOCTOEBCKOTO> .

Tpersio yacTs cbopHHKa OTKpbIBacT pabora nouusuiero Cmosua Acenosa
(Codus, bBoarapus), nocsumennas npobacme cmeptu B pomane Houom. V-
CACAOBATEAb YOCAUTEABHO IIOKA3aA, YTO 3Ta IPOOAECMA IPOHMU3BIBACT BCE OC-
HOBHbIC TEMBI, HACH U Pa3MbIIIACHHUS IIEPCOHAXKEH H SBASETCI OCHOBHBIM
crioxeToM pomana. Kpome toro, nMeHHO ¢ Hell cBsi3aHa npecaoByTas “Oes-meii-
3KHOCTH AOCTOEBCKOTO, HOO TaM, TAC BCTPEYAIOTCS AULIO ¥ CMEPTh «MHP Te-
pseT cBOW “TIEii3aXKHOCTD U CTaHOBHUTCS cobbTHeM» (c. 300). 3amevareAb-
HBIM [IPO3PEHHEM MOXXHO CYMTaThb MBICAb O TOM, YTO poMaH Mduom B 1jeAOM
CACAYET YUTaTh KaK HAIMHCAHHBIH «AocroeBckuM Ha CeMEHOBCKOM mAaly, ¢
IAa3y Ha IAas co CMEpThIo» (c. 301). B KadecTBe OCHOBHOTO Mapkepa «BCTpe-
an auna u cMepru» C. AceHoB paccMarpuBaeT «0OaeaHOCTb Auna». M ato
HEIPOCTO LIUTATHl U HAOAIOACHUS — HCCACAOBATEAD IIPEACTABASICT CBOCIO PO-
A2 «(pEHOMEHOAOTHIO OACAHOCTH» B KOHTEKCTE anopaTHIHOCTH HEAOro LBe-
Ta BooGme. LleHTpasbHOE MECTO B €ro KOHLCIIIMU 3aHMMACT aHAAM3 MECTa
kaptunbl Toasbeiina. Ecan HexoTOpble COBPEMEHHBIE AOCTOCBCKOBEABI BUAST
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B TeAe MepTBOro Xpucra Ha kaprute ToapbeitHa npusHaku Havasuierocs: Boc-
kpecerns, To C. AceHOB HACTAHBAET HA TOM, YTO OHO <« AMIIEHO BCSIKOH HAAEXK-
ABI», 9TO «BEYHas Cy660Ta, B KOTOPOH HET HUKAKOTO OXHAAHHUA» (C. 304), U
C 9TUM TPYAHO He coraacutbcst. OAHAKO KapTHHA CYLIECTBYET B CHCTEME €€ BOC-
OPUATHH HEPCOHAXKAMHU POMaHA, PEAAM3YIOLUIMMH Pa3AHYHBIC €€ AaHTHHOMMU.
Cpean 3THUX BOCHPHATHH JKECT <«MHAYIOLICH PyKH>» KHs3i MblkuHa, yre-
masorero B ¢puHase POroxxuHa, BBICTYIAET KAK «)KECT, KOTOPBIH YIIPa3AHSET
cMepTh, obeccuanBaet myratomuii 06pas foabbeiinockoro Xpucra» (c. 308).
B neaom nnrepnperanuio pomana Hduom C. ACCHOBBIM Kak «IIapapOKCaAb-
HOTO CAMHCTBA OACAHOTO AMIJA U MHAYIOLICH PYKH>» MOXHO CYHTAaTh OAHON
M3 CaMBIX TAyOOKHX B COBPEMEHHOI pocroesuctuke. 2Kopdu Mopurvsc (Bap-
ceaoHa, VIcranust), HCXOASL U3 TOTO, YTO aHTPOMOAOTHS AOCTOCBCKOIO — 3TO
«IAYOOKO XPUCTHAHCKAsl aHTPOIIOAOTHSI >, 3aAACTCSI LIEABIO OTBETUTH HA TAAB-
HBIH AAS ITHCATEAS] BOIIPOC «YTO €CTh YEAOBEK>, IPOAHAAM3HPOBAB ABA LICH-
TPaABHBIX AASI €TO TBOpuYecTBa 0bOpasa PackoabHnkosa u kHssst Mblmkuxa. B
CBOMX PACCY)KACHUAX HCCACAOBATEAb BO MHOIOM OIIMPAETCS Ha 3aKAIOYCHHS
K.A. Crenansna, naMATH KOTOPOTO OH U ITOCBATHA cTatbio. Exena Cappornosa
(BapHaya, Poccnst) BesiBasier cemanTuky u ¢yHkunu mudposoremsl Cubupu B
pomaue H0uom, KOTOpasl, C OAHOH CTOPOHBI, MAPKUPYET MIOTCHIIUAABHYIO CIIO-
COOHOCTb AMYHOCTH K COBEPIICHUIO IPECTYIIACHUS, @ C APYTOH, HAMEYaCT IIy-
TH BO3MOXXHOTO AYXOBHOTO nepepoxkaeHust. Mapxoc laaynuc (Adunsr, Ipenus)
paccmarpuBaer pomad Houom cxBosb npusmy xauru . Teitaopa Cexyasp-
Hoii 6ex (2007) € LICABIO BBISIBACHMS BAMSIHHS Ha HEC POMaHa PYCCKOTO IHca-
teast. Eaena Cmenansn-Pymsnyesa (Mocksa, Poccnst) MOCBATHAA CBOIO CTaThIO
OrOBOpPKaM KaK OAHOMY U3 CPEACTB CO3AAHUS XapaKTEpPHOI AAd poMaHOB Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO arMocdepbl HEOKMAAHHOCTU U TaAATEABHOCTH, KOTOpAs SIBASICT-
Csl «aHAAOTOM B3aUMOACHCTBHS U OOLICHUS PaspO3HCHHBIX, YCAUHCHHBIX
AMMHOCTEH, CHMBOAOM 3TOTO B3aHMOACHCTBUSL, €ro ycaoBUeM» (C. 349). Ilu-
mep Buncku (Aoc Anpxesec, CIIIA) npoaHAMBHpPOBaA NPHYMHBL TIOPaXKe-
Hus KHsi3st Mbimknsa ¢ nosunuii [IpaBocaaBroro nepconaausma. B AByx cae-
Ayoomux cratbsx: [lassa Qoxuna (Mocksa, Poccus) u Huno Tancesori (AbBos,
YKpauHa) — MPEACTABACHBI BO MHOTOM IOASIPHBIC TOYKM 3PCHHS Ha KHS35
MeIKHHA U Ha KOHILCIIIMIO POMaHa, cooTBeTcTBeHHO. Tak, IT. Poxun cuura-
€T, 4TO KHA3b MBILIKHH OTKa3aACS «OT CBOEIO IPU3BAHUS HECTH CBET XPHUCTO-
BOH AIOOBU» (C. 365) U «BAIOOHACS >, TIOAIOOHA AIOACH YEAOBEYECKOH AIOGO-
BBIO, U HIMCHHO B CHAY 9TOr0 noreprea nopaxenue. M. Iakesa, Taoke oOpamas
BHHUMaHHE Ha PAAMKAABHYIO IIEPEMEHY KHS351 HAYMHAs CO BTOPOM YaCTH pOMa-
Ha, OAYCPKUBACT CO3CPLIATCABHBII, HEBOXKACACIOLINIT XapaKTep €ro AOBH K
Araae, a yiepOHOCTb «MHOTO CYACTbs» CBSI3BIBACT C €O HEBBICTPAAAHHOCTBIO.
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OaHAKO TOYHO TaK, KaK >KeCT MUAYIOIeH PyKH KHs3s1 — 310 Bockpecenue mno-
cae Beanxoit Cy6601sr kaprunbl [oapbeiiHa, Tak CHSHHE «HHOTO CYaCTbs»,
KOTOPOE YIaCHAM B KHsI3¢ HHBIC ICPOU, OOMABHO M3AHAOCH HA YUTATCACH PO-
mana. B crarve Taxatiomu Hlumuyy (Pyxyoxa, SInonus) npeacTaBacH B3rasp
Ha KHs351 MBIIIKHHA KaK HA < OPUTHHAABHOTO TEPAIIEBTA>», TCPAIEBTUYCCKUM
OpPY>KHEM KOTOPOTO BBICTYIAIOT «OCCKOHEYHOE COCTPAAAHHE, CKPOMHOCTh U
yHIDKeHHE> . Perjennust poMaHa B OIEPHOM U KHHEMATOIPadUIECKOM HCKYC-
CTBE CTaAa IPEAMETOM paccMoTpeHus B ctatbsix Ceemaanst Bosimxesuy (Kpac-
HosipcK, Poccus) u Cosiumupo Taxaxacu (Kanarasa, SInonus).

B neaom aast cOOpHHMKA XapaKTepHO pasHOOOpasHe METOAOAOIMYECKUX
YCTAHOBOK M aKTYaAM3HPOBAHHBIX aCIIEKTOB PacCMOTPEHMsI TBOPYECTBA ITH-
cateast. Tem He MeHee Bce cTaThby COOPHMKA IPOHUKHYTbI OCO3HAHUEM TOTO,
4TO CAMHCTBEHHOI CTPATETHEH NMPEOAOACHHS aHTPOIIOAOTHYECKOTO KPU3HCA,
o AocToeBckoMy, siBAsieTCst eAuHeHne co Xpucrom. Kax nmokasaau yvactau-
ku Cummosuyma, UMEHHO AOCTOCBCKHUI CYMEA BBIPA3UTD ITY HACIO B XYAOXKE-
CTBEHHOH popMe Hanboaee yOCAUTECABHO, U IMECHHO B CHAY 9TOIO OH HE Iepe-
CTacT BOAHOBATh YUTATCACH U COOMPATh UCCACAOBATCACH «IIOA CBOCH CCHBIO>.
B saxaloueHHE OTMETUM UBSILIECTBO XKECTA COCTABUTEACH COOPHUKA, BKAIOYHB-
wux B yucao ero aBropos Oepopa Muxaitaosuda Aocroesckoro (c. 409).

Huna A. Tancesa
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Julia TrTUS,
Dostoevsky as a Translator of Balzac
(Boston, MA: Academic Studies Press, 2022), xxiv + 128 pp.

Julia Titus argues that Dostoevsky’s first published work, his “free translation”
of Balzac’s Eugénie Grandet, which appeared anonymously in the journal Rep-
ertuar i panteon (1844) when he was 22 years old and marked his “only success-
ful venture in his career as a translator” (xv), ought to be considered among his
literary texts. Repeatedly straying from Balzac’s original, Dostoevsky offered
Russian readers a narrative that contains many of the themes that later became
central in his own literary work. Titus selects three topical and engaging exam-
ples in the chapters that constitute the body of her book: female characters, the
material world, and money.

The book’s method of comparing Balzac with Dostoevsky is quite helpful
for understanding the points made. Titus provides Balzac’s text in both French
and English and then Dostoevsky’s translation of it in both Russian and Eng-
lish, a technique that makes the contents of her book accessible to those who
cannot read all three of these languages well. She then reviews the discrepancies
that surface, many of them indicative of themes familiar in Dostoevsky’s later
work and explored in the discussion of selected texts. Attention is also given to
features that both Balzac and Dostoevsky share.

Titus’s very readable introduction explains that Dostoevsky chose the ear-
liest of the three different editions of Eugénie Grandet available at the time, al-
though his motivations for making that selection are not clarified. This project
was one of young Dostoevsky’s several Razumikhin-like attempts to make a liv-
ing through literary work and it was inspired both by his own great enthusiasm
for the French novelist and his awareness of Balzac’s marketability in Russia.
His translation followed on the heels of two similar projects that had failed: a
rendition of Eugene Sue’s Mathilde, which he abandoned, and a translation of
George Sand’s La Derniére Aldini (now unfortunately lost), which Dostoevsky
completed only to discover that it had already been published.

We learn here of Balzac’s popularity in the Russian Empire, of his ties to Pe-
tersburg and Ukraine, and of his ten-week visit to the capital in 1843, an event
which “inspired” Dostoevsky’s translation of Eugénie Grandet (xvi). A spurious
report of Balzac’s visit to Kherson even became the subject of an article pub-
lished in Sovremennik in 1838 (xi). Titus gives the title as “Balzac dans la prov-
ince de Kherson”, although it was actually “baassax B Xepcornckoit rybepanu”
and written by none other than Panteleimon Kulish. The article describes the
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pandemonium created in Kherson by a mistaken rumor that Balzac is coming
to town, thus poking fun at silly women readers in the provinces. Confusion
over this article’s title and contents may result from the fact that Titus appears
to base her account of this incident on the French translation of Leonid Gross-
man’s Bal’zak v Rossii (1937).

The introduction also touches upon a number of interesting issues relating
to the nature of literary translation and to Dostoevsky’s views on it. He Russi-
fied his text in various ways, adding Russian diminutives, for example, and re-
moving French technical terms. “Co-creation” or “translator-centered” rework-
ings were considered legitimate at the time (xvi-xvii), although Dostoevsky was
also criticized for having been “too free and taken too many liberties,” Titus ar-
gues (xvii), albeit without providing details on the reception of this work. A
subsequent translation of Eugénie Grandet by Yurii Verkhovskii (1935) is now
considered the Russian standard, while Dostoevsky’s version — missing from
various editions of his collected works — was not republished until 2014 (xvi).

Chapter 1 addresses “reflections of Eugénie in Dostoevsky’s female charac-
ters”. Highlights include Dostoevsky’s addition of touches of religious martyr-
dom to Eugénie’s suffering (2-3). We also see that Eugénice’s multiple charitable
endeavors become briefer in her Russian instantiation and are reordered to be-
gin with her generosity to the schools (4-5). Interestingly, Dostoevsky also re-
moves Balzac’s criticism of the provinces in this and other passages, a theme
that had little interest for him (3). We also discover that the notion of “meek
resistance” (kpomxoe conpomusaenue), later made famous in The Meck One
(Kpomxas), first appears in Dostoevsky’s translation of Eugénie Grandet, in
an addition that he made to Balzac’s text (10). Eugénie is characterized by “at-
tributes typically used in describing saints” (22) and absent from Balzac’s origi-
nal, while suggestions of her sensuality are replaced by chastity, purity, and vir-
tue (26). Not all of the divergences identified in these textual comparisons lead
to threads running through other texts. The provocative point that Dostoevsky
ignores the gender reversals implicit in Balzac’s description of Charles as an ef-
feminate dandy and Eugénie as “grande et forte” is noted, but undeveloped, for
example (32-33).

Titus’s second chapter explores descriptions of the “material world” in
Balzac and Dostoevsky, especially links between housing, clothing, luxury
items and individual character. Dostoevsky simplifies many of Balzac’s details
for “average Russian readers, many of whom had never been abroad” (40) - as,
indeed, he himself had not. Interesting points made in this chapter include the
note that Dostoevsky’s translation omits Balzac’s application of the term “phys-
iognomy” to Monsieur Grandet’s house, but later uses it for Rogozhin’s dwell-
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ing in The Idior (44). Surprising variance appears in the two writers’ respective
treatments of luxury. Dostoevsky’s descriptions of “objects of beauty and luxu-
ry” are reduced with respect to Balzac’s and he is more interested in “ugliness”
(6eso6pasue), a term that acquires religious overtones (54). “Elegance” is nev-
er mentioned in Dostoevsky, Titus states, without providing the Russian term
that she has in mind, but “luxury” (pocxouss), appears repeatedly and brings
with it a suggestion of sensuality and vice (72). If in Balzac, luxury catalyzes ac-
tion, in Dostoevsky it corrupts (74). The discussion of luxury’s material man-
ifestations includes several interesting and infrequently cited passages, such
as that describing Katerina Ivanovna’s delight in a new collar and cuffs from
Crime and Punishment (75-77). This chapter also includes a long discussion of
physiognomy in Russia that is not firmly grounded historically: Lavater’s ideas
had been familiar since the late eighteenth century and Lombroso’s would not
appear for another twenty years.

Chapter 3 addresses the “theme of money”, linked in Balzac’s Monsieur
Grandet to passion and greatness (82), but in Dostoevsky, for whom “avarice is
the top human vice” (xxiii), connected with sin and the road to “moral degra-
dation or addiction” (120). Titus very interestingly shows Dostoevsky’s transla-
tion to reveal the influence of Pushkin’s “Miserly Knight” (Cxynoi poiyaps) in
its similar emphasis on the old miser’s sensual delight in his chest full of riches
(93), for example. While Balzac tries to make Grandet more than a miser, high-
lighting his business acumen, Dostoevsky emphasizes his miserliness to an ex-
treme (89). When Balzac’s aging and infirm Grandet experiences “beatitude”
in admiring his wealth, Dostoevsky’s feels only “meaningless self-oblivion”
(beccmpicaennoe camosabsenue, 99).

Titus convincingly demonstrates that this translation is a “crucible for [Dos-
toevsky’s] own literary style” and (quoting Judith Woodsworth) “an exercise”
or “prelude to and preparation for original work” (xix). We also see that in re-
vising Balzac, Dostoevsky “amplified [...] emotional tension” to concentrate
“on the theme of self-sacrifice, love, and faith”; and that the “brilliant treatment
of dialogue” and “very active narrative voice” found in his translation of Balzac
“later become distinguishing features of Dostoevsky’s own novels” (xx). That
said, some of the features selected for discussion in this book are more signifi-
cant than others and the depth of the elaborated comparisons is variable. Most
effective are Titus’s discussions of divergences between Balzac’s original and
Dostoevsky’s translation that point to notions particularly cherished by Dos-
toevsky and recurring in his later work. Less successful are her attempts to de-
scribe features that both writers share as demonstrating that Balzac’s influence
somehow determined Dostoevsky’s later evolution. Certainly, Dostoevsky was
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influenced both by French ideas and by Orthodox tradition (x) and indubita-
bly he appreciated Balzac for the attention paid to themes that were also of in-
terest to him personally. But what does this tell us of Balzac’s influence? What
of the influence of Eugéne Sue or George Sand together with dozens of oth-
er writers and genres? Why should features shared between Dostoevsky and
Balzac indicate that Dostoevsky is specifically borrowing from Balzac rather
than that both were absorbing ideas from the broader context of European lit-
erary culture?

There are some repetitions in the text and a number of typographical errors,
although the presence of footnotes is a rare treat. The bibliography includes
several classic works on Balzac and Dostoevsky (e.g. L. Grossman, D. Fanger,
J. Frank, S. Zweig), but lacks a number of Russian-language sources addressing
Dostoevsky’s translation that would have helped to deepen its analysis (e.g. T.
Magaril-Il'iaeva, V. Nechaeva, G. Pospelov, K. Stepanian, S. Kibal'nik, S. Shkar-
lat). That said, this accessible book will appeal to students interested in transla-
tion studies, in Dostoevsky’s rapport with Balzac, and in the recurrence in Dos-
toevsky’s oeuvre of the specific themes outlined here. Titus provides a number
of glosses explaining literary terms and cultural figures. Her book will lead
readers of Dostoevsky to Balzac (not only to Eugénie Grandet, but also to Le
Pére Goriot and other texts) and back to read Dostoevsky with a new awareness
of some of the first choices that he made in articulating his favorite themes.

Sara Dickinson
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Rolf-Dieter KLUGE,
F.M. Dostojevskij. Eine Einfiibrung in Leben, Werk und Wirkung
(Darmstadt: wbg Academic 2021), 352 pp.

For 2021, when Dostoevsky’s 200th birthday was commemorated, numerous
institutions had planned related activities. Readings and lectures were held in
many countries, and there were various exhibitions and university seminars.
What remains of the year of celebrations in the longer term are the publica-
tions (traditional ones in print form or also as e-books), some with a fancy at-
titude such as Markus Spicker’s and David Bithne’s Rock Me, Dostojewski! Poet.
Prophet. Psychologe. Punk [Rock Me, Dostoevsky! Poet. Prophet. Psychologist.
Punk], others emphatically scientific and factual, such as Rolf-Dieter Kluge’s
study that is to be the focus of this review.

It consists of 14 chapters, each focusing on important periods of Dostoev-
sky’s life, his works or his worldview. In the introduction, Kluge refers to a gen-
eral tendency to “appropriate literature politically and ideologically” (p. 24),
something Dostoevsky himself propagated in his Dnevnik pisatelja [Diary of a
Writer], stating as the task of art that it should convey “a unifying” idea, name-
ly that the Russian nation was an exceptional phenomenon in the history of
mankind. “Increasingly, conservative political-ideological forces in Russia op-
posed to democratizing the country along the lines of Western parliamenta-
rism are invoking Dostoevsky” [Zunchmend berufen sich konservative poli-
tisch-ideologische Krifte in Russland, die sich gegen eine Demokratisierung
des Landes nach dem Muster des westlichen Parlamentarismus wenden, auf
Dostoevskij; p. 25]. Here one can also be more explicit: No writer is quoted
more often by Vladimir Putin than Dostoevsky. Whether in his history-twist-
ing speeches or speeches with religious content — Dostoevsky serves him again
and again as a guarantor for the justification of his totalitarian politics. Kluge’s
classification, which continues to justify both reading and studying Dosto-
evsky, is all the more important: “The problematic topicality of Dostoevsky’s
ideological legacy, however, can in no way compete with the unproblematic
topicality of his literary work” [Die problematische Aktualitit des ideologis-
chen Erbes Dostoevskijs kann sich jedoch mit der unproblematischen Aktual-
itdt seines literarischen Werkes in keiner Weise messen; p. 25]. The volume was
published before Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, the basic message
regarding Dostoevsky’s instrumentalized but anyway questionable socio-politi-
cal positions is clear: they must be taken into account, but they do not change
the quality of Dostoevsky’s literary work.
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Kluge introduces Dostoevsky as a “model or provocation” He illustrates
the topicality of Dostoevsky’s work with the example of Verchovenskiy’s ter-
ror plans in Besy [Evil Spirits, 1871]. They are linked to the revolutionary secret
society “Zemlya i volya” [“Land and Freedom”], a predecessor organization of
“Narodnaya volya” [“People’s Will”/“People’s Freedom”], but Kluge also draws
parallels to the RAF in the 1970s.

The book is largely chronological-biographical and begins accordingly with
childhood, youth and early work. Dostoevsky’s contemporaries Ivan Turgenev
and Lev Tolstoy are referred to for contrasting comparisons, for example with
regard to the depiction of nature. The usually mentioned stages of Dostoevsky’s
life are treated, from early literary success to mock execution, penal camp, first
marriage, gambling addiction, travels abroad, second marriage, and later recog-
nition. More space is taken up by the analysis of Dostoevsky’s works. A descrip-
tion of the contents is followed in each case by an interpretive classification. In
Bednye ljudi [Poor Folk], for example, Kluge identifies three main themes: pov-
erty, psychology, and the big city, which interact with each other but also con-
tradict or thwart each other to some extent. Kluge sees the “crisis of life and
culture caused by the big city” [Lebens- und Kulturkrise, wie sie die GrofSstadt
hervorruft; p. 36) as a unifying element of Bednye ljudi and the follow-up pub-
lication Dvojnik [The Double]. He goes into detail about parallels to Gogol’s
Shinel’ [ The Overcoat] and Zapiski sumasshedshego [Diary of a Madman].

Other stories, like the novella Belye nochi [ White Nights], which is treated
in more detail, focus on the figure of the dreamer who is unfit for life. Kluge al-
so discusses lesser-known texts such as the novel fragment Netochka Nezvano-
va, which he describes as an “intermediate stage toward the large-scale form
of the later multi-volume psychological novel of personal development” [Zwi-
schenetappe zur Grofiform des spiteren mehrbindigen psychologischen En-
twicklungsromans; p. 45].

Kluge describes the positions of the utopian and materialistic socialists and
explains against this background the activities of Petrashevsky and Speshnev, in
which Dostoevsky participated. Kluge sees the “rebirth” — described as such by
Dostoevsky - after the mock execution as the trigger for the “optimism of life”
that can be found “henceforth in his thinking and writing” (p. 60).

In many places, Kluge discusses Dostoevsky’s relationship to religion. He
emphasizes the influence of David Friedrich Strauss’s teaching about Jesus
Christ as a perfect man on Dostoevsky’s thinking, especially after the experi-
ence of the “katorga” that found ist way into Dostoevsky’s Zapiski iz mertvo-
go doma [House of the Dead]. Kluge calls them the first text of a new genre,
namely camp literature. He characterizes the “idealization of the Russian peo-
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ple” that Dostoevsky undertakes in the portrayal as “quite uncritical and gener-
alized” (p. 73).

Explaining the role and significance of the “thick magazines” in Russian
cultural life, Kluge writes about the Dostoevsky brothers’ magazine Vremja
[Time], its relationship to other magazines (Russkij vestnik [ The Russian Mes-
senger|, Sovremennik [ The Contemporary]), and the political-ideological ori-
entation in the field of ideas ranging from Westernism to Slavophilia. In the
longer narrative text Unizhennye i oskorblennye [Humiliated and Insulted], first
published in instalments in V7em;ja, Kluge recognizes patterns shaped by Dick-
ens and Balzac.

Talking about Zapiski iz podpolja [Notes from the Underground], Kluge re-
fers on the one hand to the polemic with Chernyshevsky and rationalism (and
draws a line to the future with the reference to Zamjatin’s dystopia My [We],
published 6o years later), and on the other hand he associates the second part
of the text with biographical episodes. Moreover, he classifies it “as an introduc-
tion and approach to the following novels”, as a kind of key text to Dostoevsky’s
main work, since in the Zapiski, as in the novels, the “literary shaping of phil-
osophical ideas in their consequences and contradictions is undertaken in un-
dogmatic and polyphonic totality” [literarische Gestaltung von philosophis-
chen Ideen in ihren Konsequenzen und Widerspriichen in undogmatischer
und vielstimmiger Totalitit; p. 94].

For his “first great novel’, Prestuplenie i nakazanie [Crime and Punish-
ment], Dostoevsky, according to Kluge, uses the devices of the sensational nov-
el. Kluge states that the “accumulation of improbabilities and coincidences” is
striking (p. 99). Of course, Kluge addresses the meaning and translation of the
title, noting that the legal terms ‘prestuplenie’ and ‘nakazanie” “literally, ety-
mologically, and semantically” refer to “the ethical foundations of the Russian
understanding of law” [die ethischen Grundlagen des russischen Rechtsver-
standnisses; p. 100]. Of particular importance here is the difference between
retribution and atonement. Kluge relates the fact that the contemporary recep-
tion of the novel was rather negative to the modern narrative techniques and
structures that are so highly valued today. In the context of the analysis, Kluge
draws a conclusion that applies to Dostoevsky’s fictional ocuvre as a whole and
conditions his enduring popularity: “Dostoevsky [...] may not have given any
assured answers, but he did put up for discussion problems and conflicts that
have reached tragic explosiveness in the 20th century” [Dostoevskij hat [...]
zwar keine gesicherten Antworten gegeben, aber er hat Probleme und Konf-
likte zur Diskussion gestellt, die im 20. Jahrhundert zu tragischer Brisanz gel-
angt waren; p. 114].
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The book’s comprehensive approach is especially evident in chapter 7 on
“Dostoevsky and Germany” (pp. 117-130). Kluge shows in detail the reception
of German writers and philosophers in Dostoevsky’s thought. Kluge describes
Dostoevsky’s view of history as Hegelian and emphasizes the importance of the
Protestant religious textbooks by Johannes Hiibner and Heinrich Zschokke,
which Dostoevsky had read in his youth. It is also noteworthy that Dostoevsky
— unlike Turgenev and Tolstoy — was not aware of contemporary German-lan-
guage literature (Raabe, Fontane, Storm and others). His enthusiasm was di-
rected at Romanticism and Classicism, especially Schiller and E.T.A. Hoff-
mann. The contextualization of Russian cultural history provides for the aha
effect here: “In the 19th century, Schiller had long been integrated into Rus-
sian literary life [...] Schiller belonged to the internal Russian intellectual dis-
course” [Im 19. Jahrhundert war Schiller langst in das russische literarische Leb-
en integriert worden [...] Schiller gehérte zum innerrussischen intellektuellen
Diskurs; p. 123].

In interpreting Igrok [ The Gambler], the only one of Dostoevsky’s novels to
be set outside Russia, Kluge focuses on the elements of play — as an outgrowth
of passion that does not lead to freedom - love (or lack thereof’), and nation-
al characters or Westernization, to which the grandmother alone is not subject.
Using the lesser-known text Vechny muzh [ The Eternal Husband], Kluge illus-
trates that Dostoevsky did not always and exclusively rely on polyphonic nar-
rative. This text as well as other works, for example Igrok, follow the classical
forms, such as those known from Turgenev.

In the novel Idiot, Prince Myshkin is the titular character and thus appears
to be the main hero, but according to Kluge he cannot be that, “as a result of
the lack of intentional action” (p. 157), which is so irritating when reading the
novel. From Dresden, Dostoevsky followed the Nechaev affair — Karakozov’s
unsuccessful assassination attempt on the tsar in 1866 had also troubled him
— and decided to write a novel about it that had to function like a pamphlet.
Kluge explores the historical background and parallels between the Shiga-
levshchina envisioned in the novel Besy and Bolshevism, and covers the vari-
ous interpretations of the figure of Stavrogin, a controversial figure in research,
spanning from readings as Dostoevsky’s most terrifying to his most appealing
character. Kluge’s breakdown of Shatov’s theory of religion, which proclaims
Russians to be the god-bearing people, juxtaposed with Kirillov’s atheism and
the figure of the man-god, is illuminating.

The historical background of the novel Podrostok [ The Adolescent] can be
clearly seen in its publication history. Dostoevsky first offered the novel to Kat-
kov for the journal Russkij vestnik. But Katkov had just arranged for Tolstoy’s
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Anna Karenina to be serialized, which forced Dostoevsky to turn to Nekras-
ov and the Otechestvennye zapiski [Patriotic Annals]. Kluge shows the adoles-
cent Arkady between the positions represented by his biological father Versilov
(weakness of the Russian nobility) and his adoptive father Makar Dolgorukij
(“symbol of the past Old Russian pre-Petrine culture”; p. 205).

Kluge’s description of the publication history of Dnevnik pisatelya is inform-
ative as well. Dostoevsky first published his texts as a column in Grazdanin
[The Citizen] and terminated the collaboration when the journal pledged not
to portray the performance of Baltic Russian Germans in a negative way. This
did not go well with Dostoevsky’s views espoused in the diary, which he subse-
quently published as an independent journal. Kluge rightly describes this lucra-
tive venture for Dostoevsky as a curiosity, since he was the editor and sole au-
thor in one person.

According to Kluge, the novel Bratya Karamzovy [The Brothers Karama-
zov] is a polyfunctional text in which, in addition to the brothers as main char-
acters, the other characters also fulfill certain functions. He highlights as an
achievenement that, for example, the father Fyodor Karamazov is set as the in-
carnation of evil, but the portrayal still seems credible because Dostoevsky pre-
sents him “[...] as a quite everyday, even sentimental, trivial, but not unintel-
ligent bourgeois” [als einen ganz alltiglichen, ja sentimentalen, trivialen aber
nicht unintelligenten Spiefler vorfiihrt; p. 224].

Kluge’s character-centered treatment of the novel is followed by a detailed
discussion of the “Grand Inquisitor” by Ivan Karamazov within the novel’s
plot, thus emphasizing its special position. Kluge rejects the widespread but
genre-typically inaccurate designation as a legend and sees the “Grand Inquis-
itor” “rather as a parable or simile” [cher als Parabel oder Gleichnis; p. 239]. In
the social order designed by the Grand Inquisitor, Kluge sees the depiction of a
totalitarian state.

In the final and also longest 14th chapter (pp. 247-292), Kluge identifies
“the potential for actualization of Dostoevsky’s work, which has not been ex-
hausted to this day” (p. 247) as key factor for the unbroken reception and the
role of Dostoevsky’s writings as an intertextual point of reference. Kluge sees
the Russian reception mainly as a battle of ideas that neglects the artistic as-
pects of Dostoevsky’s work (e.g. Dmitri Pisarev, Nikolai Mikhailovsky). While
Dostoevsky was still read and discussed in the early Soviet Union (Mayakovsky,
Lunacharsky), he was banned as reactionary during Stalinism. After relaxations
during the Thaw period and afterwards, it is during the period of Perestroika
and in post-Soviet times that the previously forbidden religious issues are ad-
dressed in detail. Kluge is concerned about the references to Dostoevsky’s “du-
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bious political journalism”, by “certain nationalist and chauvinist circles” (p.
257).

Kluge takes a look at the reception in Poland and in the Balkans; regarding
the reception in France, he refers, for example, to André Gide’s essays on Dos-
toevsky. In France, especially the alienation and deformation of the human be-
ing in Dostoevsky’s works had been emphasized. For the reception in Italy, in
turn, French mediation was essential. Spanish, Portuguese, Brazilian and other
Latin American authors such as Gabriel Garcia Marquez refer to Dostoevsky.
For the U.S. reception, Kluge makes a strong case for the criminological aspect:
“Dostoevsky stands for the fascination by the depiction of murder” [Dostoev-
skij steht fir die Darstellung des Mordes als Faszinosum; p. 268].

The German-speaking public paid little attention to Dostoevsky during his
lifetime, but became enthusiastic about him from the 1880s onwards, when
naturalism took hold. Then, in the 20th century, Dostoevsky’s novels corre-
sponded to the emerging “cultural stereotypes of Russia as the barbaric, sav-
age, unpredictable, uncivilized, and uncontrollable people in the East who were
— and still are — perceived as both a threat and a renewal” [kulturellen Stereo-
typen von Russland als dem barbarischen, wilden, unberechenbaren, unzivilis-
ierten und unbeherrschbaren Volk im Osten, das als Bedrohung und Erneu-
erung zugleich empfunden wurde, — und noch wird; p. 275]. Separate sections
are devoted to Stefan Zweig’s, Hermann Hesse’s, and Thomas Mann’s engage-
ment with Dostoevsky. Horst Bienck even promised “Dostoevsky for every-
one” (Dostojewski fiir alle) and compiled an anthology with this title in 1981,
the year of the 100™ anniversary of Dostoevsky’s death.

The fact that the spelling in the title — Dostojevskij - differs from the ver-
sion in the text — mostly Dostoevskij, in the preface also Dostoevski and Dos-
tojewski — is irritating at first, but is explained in the section “Notes on scientif-
ic transliteration”: In the continuous text, the transliteration is uniform; for the
title, the “naturalized form for the name in German-speaking countries” is used
(p. 11). The combination of biographical information, details on the works’ ori-
gins and the circumstances of their publications, as well as information on their
plots and interpretations, is a successful concept for this overview volume. The
numerous illustrations in each chapter loosen up the writing. In addition to the
well-known paintings and photographs of Dostoevsky and his relatives, they
show his fellow writers, members of the Petrashevsky circle, manuscript pages
and monuments, but also 20th century writers who related to Dostoevsky.

Kluge’s introduction is primarily intended as an overview and orientation
for Dostoevsky-loving readers in general. This may be connected with the fact
that sources are not mentioned for all details. For example, Kluge makes the
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statement, “Several eyewitnesses stated independently that Dostoevsky was un-
settled and tossed and turned restlessly when Belinsky railed against Christian-
ity and disparaged Christ” (p. 47). Who this was and where the statements are
documented, Kluge does not say.

It is a pity that the final editing of the otherwise very carefully typeset vol-
ume apparently involved people without a good knowledge of the translitera-
tion of Russian names and terms. Numerous transliterations are incorrect. In-
stead of ‘Aleksej” one finds ‘Alekseij” almost throughout, instead of Russkij
vestnik’ the journal is titled ‘Ruskij vestnik’. Perhaps the more common Duden
transliteration would have been more appropriate.

Kluge draws from his decades of work on Russian literature and quotes
from his own publications. Thus, his Turgenev expertise, evidenced in the
book Ivan S. Turgenev — Writing between Hope and Renunciation [Ivan S. Tur-
genev — Dichtung zwischen Hoffnung und Entsagung, 1992], was naturally
helpful to the volume. Kluge’s other works include EM. Dostoevsky and Mu-
sic [EM. Dostojewskij und die Musik, 2001], “Life is More than the Mean-
ing of Life: “The Brothers Karamazov™” [Das Leben ist mehr als der Sinn des
Lebens: ,Die Brider Karamasov’], 1998, in the volume EM. Dostoevsky — Po-
et, Thinker, Visionary [EM. Dostojewski — Dichter, Denker, Visionir], edit-
ed by him in cooperation with Heinz Setzer and Ludolf Miiller) or Zamjatin’s
We and Dostoevsky's Grand Inquisitor — oz the Relationship between Individu-
al Freedom and Social Responsibility (Zamjatins Wir und Dostoevskijs Grofsin-
quisitor — zum Verhiltnis von individueller Freiheit und sozialer Verantwor-
tung, 1987). However, the volume contains newly compiled material and is
thus worth reading even if the aforementioned contributions are familiar. Oc-
casionally Kluge names the researchers to whom he refers in the text. Thus he
draws on works by Rudolf Neuhiuser and Viktor Shklovsky. Furthermore, Lu-
dolf Miiller, Hort-Jiirgen Gerigk, Malgorzata Swiderska, Regine Nohejl and
others are cited.

The volume has the advantage that it deals with almost all of Dostoev-
sky’s individual texts and thus offers a compact overview of the writer’s oeuvre.
The three-part index consists of name and subject indexes as well as the sec-
tion “Dostoevskij’s works”, which makes it possible to look up the explanations
of individual titles. Thus, Kluge offers what Bienck promised: Dostoevsky for
everyone.

Yvonne Porzgen
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NEWS FROM ARGENTINA:
TPETbU HALIMOHAJIbHBIE CJTABAHCKUNE YTEHUA

26 U 27 aBIyCTa 2022 I. COCTOSIAUCH IpeThbU HAIIMOHAABHBIE CAABSHCKHE YTe-
HHS, OPraHM30BaHHbBIE COBMECTHO APreHTHHCKUM O6mectBoM AOCTOEBCKOTO,
KyasrypubiM nenrpom koonepanuu u Kadeapoit caaBsHckux auteparyp ¢a-
KyAbTeTa GHAOCOPUH U CAOBECHOCTH YHHBepcutera bysnoc-Asipeca. Tak sxe
KaK U B peabiaymune Yrenus, B HpiHeWHNX UTCHUSX PUHAAO yYacTHE HOAD-
LI10€ YUCAO AOKAAAIUKOB € CAMBIMU Pa3HOOOPa3HBIMU TEMAMU.

Cpean BBICTYNAOIMX OBIAU CTYACHTBI U CIICLIHAAMCTBI M3 PasHbIX CTpaH /\a-
tuHCckoi AMepuxu, us Mcnanuu, [oasmu u Poccun.

Temsl cexiyuii Ob1AM cACAyIOLIHE:

é® HarnonaapHbIe AUTEPATYPBI U UX BOCIIPHUSTHE

é® Kommaparusucruka

é® Vcropus, KyabTypa U IIOAUTHKA CAABSHCKHX CTPaH

é® CocTostHHE BUBAHTUICKUX H CAABSHCKHX HCCACAOBAHUI B APIEHTHHE

é& ITpoOaeMBbI IIepeBOAA CO CAABSIHCKHUX SI3BIKOB

é® SI3bIKOBBIC M AUAAKTHYCCKUE IPOOACMBI CAABSHCKUX S3BIKOB B APICHTHHE
é® VckycctBo (Mysblka, SKMBOIMCh, KHHEMATOTPadHs, U T. A.) B CAABSIHCKHX
CTpaHax

[Tomumo paborsl B cexuusix, B UreHus Oblan BKAIOYCHBI Oecepbl 06 AHApee
Tapkosckom u Beanmupe XaeOHUKOBE, IPE3CHTALIMYI KHUT ¥ ACKAAMALIUS T10-
33UH.

Anexandpo IOHCALEC
Aprentunckoe O6mectBo AOCTOEBCKOTO
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NORTH AMERICAN DOSTOEVSKY SOCIETY NEWS

2022 has also been a busy year for the North American Dostoevsky Society. We
co-hosted two virtual talks and two round tables, one virtual and one at a con-
ference. In February, Vadim Shneyder, Associate Professor of Russian Litera-
ture at the University of California-Los Angeles, gave a virtual talk co-host-
ed by NADS and the University of British Columbia, entitled: “Dostoevsky’s
Capitalist Realism, or Why Money Doesn’t Burn in Zhe Idiot”. In April we
co-hosted, with the Harriman Institute of Columbia University, a book pan-
el celebrating the publication by Academic Studies Press of Dostoevsky’s Crime
and Punishment: 4 Reader’s Guide, by Deborah Martinsen, former President
of NADS and IDS. A panel of Dostoevsky scholars discussed her wonderful
new volume. We also organized a round table in Deborah’s memory at the As-
sociation of Scholars of Slavic, East European, and Eurasian Studies Confer-
ence in Chicago in November. In October, we co-hosted, with the University
of Bristol, a virtual talk by Greta Matzner-Gore, Assistant Professor of Russian
Literature at the University of Southern California, entitled “The Improbable
Poctics of Crime and Punishment”. Recordings of these events can be found on
the NADS YouTube here: https://wwwyoutube.com/NorthAmericanDosto-
evskySociety

We also hosted undergraduate and graduate essay contests during the year,
which were judged in the summer. We had many strong entries, and the winner
and runner-up of the graduate essay contest, Fiona Bell, and Daniel Schwartz,
were invited to join our annual graduate research event, co-hosted by NADS,
the University of Toronto, and University College London. In November they
presented their papers together with Laura Hart and Anna Tropnikova. Kate
Holland (University of Toronto) and Sarah Young (UCL) were chair and dis-
cussant. Information on the essay contest can be found here: https://blogger-
skaramazov.com/2022/08/09/nads-student-essay-contest-2022-winners

We also ran a blog series, Global Dostoevskys, on our blog, The Bloggers
Karamazov. During 2022 we published eight blog entries on Dostoevsky’s
global reception. These posts covered Dostoevsky’s popularity amongst Afri-
can-American writers, amongst Francophone writers such as French-Vietnam-
ese writer, Linda L¢, his early reception in Germany and his German trans-

lators” ideas about race and nation, his engagement by Egyptian novelists,
connections between Dostoevsky and Elena Ferrante, his reception in post-war
France, and his translation and reception in India in Malayalam. We are con-
tinuing this series and invite further proposals. We are grateful to guest edi-


https://www.youtube.com/NorthAmericanDostoevskySociety
https://www.youtube.com/NorthAmericanDostoevskySociety
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2022/08/09/nads-student-essay-contest-2022-winners/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2022/08/09/nads-student-essay-contest-2022-winners/
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tors Melanie V. Jones, Christina Karakepeli, and Chloe Papadopoulos for their
work curating the series. Global Dostoevskys can be found here: https://blog-

gerskaramazov.com/tag/global-dostoevskys/

Kate HoLLAND
NADS President


https://bloggerskaramazov.com/tag/global-dostoevskys/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/tag/global-dostoevskys/
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NEWS FROM SPAIN:
O AEATEJZIbHOCTU UCIMAHCKOIo OBLUECTBA OCTOEBCKOIO
2021-2022rr.

Aast Vicmanckoro O6mectsa Aocroesckoro (MOA) aByxcotaeTHe co AHS
pOXKACHHS AOCTOECBCKOTO B 2021 I. CTAAO OCOOCHHBIM COOBITHEM, KOTOPOE I10-
CAY>)KHAO HE TOABKO AASI IPOBEACHHS MEPOIPHATUI CPEAH KOAAET U3 Pa3HBIX
PETHOHOB CTPAHBI, HO M AASL YKPEIACHUS M PACIIHUPEHHUS €0 ACSTEABHOCTH II0
PACIIPOCTPAHEHHUIO €rO TBOPYECTBA. B 3TOM CBSA3M CTOUT BCIIOMHMTH KYpPCHI,
IOCBSILICHHBIE )KU3HH M TBOPYECTBY AOCTOEBCKOTO, @ TAKXKE MEKAYHAPOAHBIE
KOHIpecchl, IpoBeacHHbIe B [panaae u Bapceaone (moppo6ubiit otyer 06 aTom
MO>XHO NPOuUTaTh B Estudios Dostoievsks).

B 3TOM, 2022 TOAY, KOTAQ HCIIOAHSETCS 1SO ACT CO AHsI mybauxanuu becos,
MOA npunsiao ydactue B MOHOrpaduu xypHaaa Estudios Dostoievski, mocssi-

eHHOH 3ToMy poMaHy. KpoMe Toro, AAst BTOporo BeIIycKa 3TOTO HCIAHCKOTO
)KYPHAAQ, 3aHUMAIOIErOCs AKAACMUYECKUM HM3yYCHHEM TBOPYECTBA PYCCKOTO
nucareast, IOA ydacTByeT B mepeBoAe M M3AAHUH HA HCITAHCKOM SI3BIKE HEOITy-
OAMKOBAaHHBIX TEKCTOB COBETCKOrO HccaepoBareast Aconupa [pocemana, a tak-
e B IyOAMKALINHM HCCACAOBAHUS O BOCIpUsATHH [poccMaHa B MCITAaHOSIBBIYHOM
KYABTYPHOM MHpE.

C apyroit croponsl, IOA nmeAo yecTb y4acTBOBaTh B AHIE CBOETO MPE3HU-
Aenta JKopau Mopuabsica B €KETOAHOM KOHTPECCE HEMELKUX CAABHUCTOB (14.
Deutscher Slavistiktag 2022), OpraHH30BAaHHOM B 3TOM roay boxymckum yHu-

BEPCUTETOM, C AOKAAAOM O AOCTOEBCKOM U YKpauHe.

B 2023 roay MOA npepcTout nposectu psia HayYHBIX MEPONPUATHH B pas-
AWYHBIX UCIHAHCKUX YHHBEPCHUTETAX, 4 TAKKCE IIPHHSATh YIACTHE B CUMIIO3UYME
MOA B fnonnu. He MeHee BakHBIM OYACT €r0 COTPYAHHUYIECTBO B IOATOTOBKE
caeAyromux BoinyckoB Estudios Dostoievski.

O60 Bcex aTUX MEPONPUSATHSIX MBI COOOIIMM, OAHAKO, B CACAYIOIEM HOMEpE
xypHuaaa Dostoevsky Studies.

2Kopdu Moruabsac
IIpesupent MOA


http://www.agonfilosofia.es/EstudiosDostoievski/ed05pdf/morillas178193.pdf
http://www.agonfilosofia.es/EstudiosDostoievski/numero07.html
https://slavtag2022.blogs.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/
https://slavtag2022.blogs.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/
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CELEBRATION OF THE WINNERS OF THE FIRST
INTERNATIONAL DOSTOEVSKY SOCIETY “5-MINUTES DEMONS”,
SPONSORED BY THE IDS, WITH THE SUPPORT
OF THE XVIIl IDS SYMPOSIUM JAPANESE ORGANIZING COMMITTEE
(NOVEMBER 19TH 2022)

Mer (MOA) 06DbsBHAM KOHKYPC S-MHHYTHBIX BUACO AKOOTO >KaHpa MO MO-
THBaM poMaHa AOCTOEBCKOro becss, KOTOPOMY HCIIOAHSETCS 1SO ACT B 9TOM
u nipoursom ropy. We (IDS) asked for submissions of s-minute videos of any
genre relating to Dostoevsky’s novel Demons/Possessed/Devils, which celebrates
its 1so™ anniversary this year and last.

Videos came from all over the world. We were delighted with the quali-
ty and variety of the videos we received. Be sure to watch all the movies on our
new IDS YouIube channel:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqO_NrcYQP-
M&list=PL9-OsdnoWKslIslzzkomLiJAo3CaBQT8pm

Mur IIOAYYHAH BHACO M3 BCCTO MHPA, U BOCXHIICHBI BCCMH HMMH, HUX Ka4c-

CTBOM M pasHOobpasueM. Baaropapum Beex sa samedareaptbie pabotst. IToxa-

AyJHICTa, TIOCMOTPUTE BCe BUACO Ha HaieM HOBOM KaHaae Youlube MOA:
hettps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqO_NrcYQP-

M&list=PL9-OsdnoWKslslzzkomLiJAo3CaBQT8pm

The videos were all very different, creative and distinctive in their own way. We
loved the variety, and were very impressed with the student films, and the rich-
ness and depth of their interpretations of Dostoevsky’s great novel. Oxu 6b1an
OYCHD CBOCOOPA3HBIMH, HHTEPECHBIMH, U BCE OTPAKAAM AyX pOMaHa AOCTOECBCKO-
ro yHHKaAbHBIM 06pasom. Ham 0co6eHHO moHpaBuAnCch cTyacHIecKHe GUABMBI!

We on the IDS board want to offer our sincerest thanks for all the amaz-
ing films. We are sorry that we could not offer prizes to them all, and it was
very very difficult to pick our three finalists. Everyone who submitted a video —
not just the finalists — will receive a certificate and a free one-year membership
in IDS, and we hope you will continue to continue to read Dostoevsky and to
continue your Dostoevsky-related filmmaking and creative interpretations.

Ot umenu Cosera aupexropoB MOA, S nckpenne Gaaropapro Bcex aB-
TOpOB GUABMOB, KOTOpbIC Tak 00pasoBasu Hac. Mbl OYCHB cOXKaAeeM, YTO HE
CMOTAM HarpapuTh Bce GUABMBL DBIAO OUeHD TPYAHO BbIOparh mobeauTtescii!


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqO_NrcYQPM&list=PL9-O5dnoWKsIslz3komLiJAo3CaBQT8pm
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqO_NrcYQPM&list=PL9-O5dnoWKsIslz3komLiJAo3CaBQT8pm
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Bce (ne ToAbKO Hamm PpuHAAMCTBI) mOAYYaT GecniaaTHOE YacHCTBO B MOA, B Te-
YEHHE OAHOTO T0Aa, U ceprudukar. Mbr Hapeemcst, 4To Bce Bor Oyaere mposoa-
XKaTh YUTaTh AOCTOEBCKOTO, U IPOAOAXATDH Balry TBOpUYECKyIO ACSATEABHOCTS.

We had three finalists, and one of them won the grand prize. The final-
ists all won a cash prize: $500 each to the two finalists, $1000 to our grand
prize winner. Note that we could not award a grand prize to films that went
over five minutes. Y Hac 6b1AM Tpu QHHAAMCTA; OAUH M3 HHUX HOAy4duA [pan-
npu. Ilepsbie ABa ¢uHasucTa moayunan Kaxabii $soo. ITobeanuteas Ipan-
IPU IOAYYHA $1000. 3aMETBTE, YTO MBI HE CMOTAM AaTh IpaH-mpu ¢uabMam,
KOTOpBIE PEBBICHAN HALll ISITUMUHY THBIA IIPEACA.

Three of our IDS representatives presented the films. Tpoe npeacrasureacit
MOA npeacTaBusu GUABMBI.

Ljudmil Dimitrov, our colleague, Regional Coordinator from Bulgar-
ia, introduced our first finalist, Matryosha’s Song, by Ivan Dobchev, Dimi-
tar Sardzhev, and Kiril Prodanov, from Bulgaria. Aroamua Aumutpos, Hain
xoanera, Pernonaasuniit Kooppunarop ns boarapun, npeacraua nepsoe Bu-
Aco, Ilecnw Mampewn Visana Ao6ueBa, Aumurapa Capasxesa, Kupuaa Ipo-
AaHOBa u3 boarapum.

Bropoit ¢unaauct — byxmpeiirep «becor>, AnHbI ,A,y6POBI/IH017I u AHacra-
cun JKyp6or (Bapnaya, Poccus), 6p1a npeacraBacu Hropem BoarumbiM, 1ae-
oM AupextuBa MOA. The second finalist was Buktreyler «Besy>, by Anna
Dubrovina and Anastasiia Zhurba (Barnaul, Russia), introduced by Igor Volgin
from our IDS Board.

Our third finalist, and the Grand Prize winner, was Les Gents by Dmytro
Memari Fard (Dresden, Germany), introduced by Alejandro Gonzélez. Ham
TpeTUil QUHAAUCT, U nobeauteab Grand Prize, ¢uapm Les Gents, Amutpo Me-
mapu Dapp (Apesaen, Tepmanus).

We want to thank our generous sponsor, the Japanese Organizing com-
mittee for the XVIII IDS Symposium set for next August in Nagoya, Ja-
pan. Mckpenne 6aaropapum Halero CroHcopa, AMOHCKMHA OPTKOMHUTET 18-TO
Cumnosuyma MOA B Haroe, SInonus (asrycr 2023 1.).

Carol AroLLONIO / Kopos A1T0440HHO
[Tpeaceaareas MOA, / IDS President
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Grand Prize Winner:
Les Gents
by Dmytro Memari Fard of Dresden, Germany
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Finalist:
The Song of Matryosha
By Ivan Dobchev, Dimitar Sardzhev and Kiril Prodanov (Bulgaria)
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Finalist:
byxmpeiinep «becor>. 1o momusam pomana .M. Aocmoescrozo
By Anna Dubrovina & Anastasiya Zhurba
with Mathias Naundorf (Barnaul, Russia)
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