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RECURRING ENCOUNTERS
WITH DOSTOEVSKY’S CREATIVE SPIRIT:
BEGINNINGS AND ENDS AS CONTINUATION

Let me begin this reflection by returning to the concluding words of the fore-
word to the last volume of Dostoevsky Studies (New Series, vol. 26, 2023) by
Stefano Aloe, the President of the International Dostoevsky Society. He an-
nounced a necessary rearrangement of functions in the editorial management
of our journal by his accepting, with Ljudmil Dimitrov, the position of Assis-
tant Editor, after four years of productive and enthusiastic activity creating a
rich online forum on Dostoevsky’s extensive and wide-ranging oeuvre. I would
like to express sincere gratitude to Stefano Aloe on behalf of the whole Interna-
tional Dostoevsky Society and the external readers for all his tireless inventive
work and unwavering scholarly energy that he invested into his engagement as
Managing Editor (2020-2023) to maintain high-level scholarship in our belov-
ed Dostoevsky Studies. The adjective “beloved” might seem out of context in a
scientific-oriented foreword, but it is nonetheless precise. For us, the members
of the International Dostoevsky Society, this publication means not just creat-
ing and conveying knowledge on Dostoevsky, keeping up with new trends in
research and scholarly ideas, as well as following projects, conferences, meetings
concerning our shared professional life, but it is also an emotional matter con-
tributing to our cohesion as a community. Through this journal, we can assess
the value of the cultural traditions that the International Dostoevsky Society
has developed and cherished for many years, linking the past academic achieve-
ments, through the works of the present, to the future, opening up new per-
spectives. We participate in recurring challenging encounters with our interpre-
tation of Dostoevsky, being motivated to achieve a better understanding of his
works on grounds of reading into his complex creative cultural spirit. 1 feel hon-
oured to begin working, as Managing Editor, to contribute to keeping alive our
common scholarly efforts and maintaining our cu/tural memory linked to re-
search and professional human relationships through Dostoevsky Studies, sup-
ported by so many specialists from many countries and continents.

Tracing the continuity of Dostoevsky scholarship, looking back to earli-
er starting points, surely encourages us to remember with even greater esteem
our respected colleague Professor Horst-Jurgen Gerigk, who died on 9 Feb-
ruary, 2024. He was known not simply as a prominent President of the IDS
(1998-2004), but also as an outstanding Managing Editor of Dostoevsky Stud-
ies in the fruitful period of 1998-2018. He was a person already present at the
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founding symposium of the IDS in Bad Ems in Germany (September 1-5, 1971,
with the organisation of Professors Nadine Natov, Dmitry S. Grishin, Rudolf
Neuhiuser, and Reinhard Lauth). Throughout his life, he excelled with an in-
tellect and human attitude inspiring the spirit of collectivity, attracting new
persons and younger generations to the field of literary research within the
scope of international scholarly communication. What Professor Gerigk be-
gan and pursued in many fields of research proves to be timeless, his ideas are
referenced in new interpretations. Therefore, in this 2024 volume, our excel-
lent colleague is commemorated not only in two remarkable obituaries written
by William Mills Todd IIT and Christoph Garstka, both radiating reverence to-
wards his oeuvre and personality. Beside these commemorative texts closing the
volume, we can find Urs Heftrich’s paper at the head of the first section: “Log-
os Sent Into a Headspin: Notes on the Conversation with the Devil in Dosto-
evsky’s Brothers Karamazov”. In this paper, on the basis of philosophical the-
ory (Kant, Schopenhauer, Jaspers), in the poetic strategies of unmasking the
nature of hallucination as related to reasoning and sensory impressions, the au-
thor examines the literary presentation of Ivan’s dialogue with his devil (the en-
counter of a new Ivan figure with his past). For the discovery and explication of
Dostoevsky’s artistic conceptualisation of morality and the conditions for the
coming about of evil, one component of the article’s argument relies on a “dis-
cussion on the ideological intention behind Dostoevsky’s design, with refer-
ence to Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk’s groundbreaking insights into the interaction be-
tween structure and ideology in 7he Brothers Karamazov”. Heftrich enters both
a supportive and polemical dialogue in relation to the interpretation elaborat-
ed by Gerigk (the paper is dedicated to his memory), brought to the fore as a
really challenging set of ideas. It is developed further in the paper in a discus-
sion of the shift from the grandiose “ways of behaving towards evil” to the idea
of its banality. This transformation is inseparable from the reinterpretation of
the devil in terms of the diabolical nature of evil, while providing the figure
of Smerdyakov, in the context of the collective figure of the four Karamazov
brothers, with a renewed sense.

The same novel remains the focus of Erica Drennan’s paper “The Other Tri-
al in The Brothers Karamazov”, which presents a very interesting reading of the
trial problematics, also included in Heftrich’s interpretation — there within the
question of the rightfulness of judicial punishment for the murder at the end
of the novel. Drennan, on her part, calls our attention to the contrast between
this trial, extensively analysed in critical literature, and another one, Miusov’s
“frivolous civil suit” over the monastery’s boundaries, with significance at the
very beginning of the plot. Based on Al Katz’s boundary theory, the author sets
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up a system of oppositions characterising two types of boundary evoked and se-
mantically inherent within the relationship between the two - different but es-
sentially analogous — trials and Zosima’s conceptualisation of boundaries. The
contrast is defined in such characteristic features as a boundary between sharp
binaries and a porous boundary (boundary-breaking; with reference to Katz,
see vacuum vs alive boundaries). These spatial concepts are projected upon the
interpretation of the possibility of finding one’s (and later the reader’s) way to
truth. In the analytical process porous boundaries are related to Bakhtin’s di-
alogue theory. The paper explores the semantic system of the interpretability
of boundary concepts through several plot elements and various main and side
characters. As a result, Drennan grasps the complexity of a semantic invariant
in its system-constructing mode, which leads to a kind of interrogation con-
cerning the reader’s reception attitude, including questioning the possibilities
of separating interpretation suggestions arising from Dostoevsky the journalist
from those emerging from Dostoevsky the writer.

On the track of the meaning of the porous boundary, opening up the per-
spective of inclusion and brotherhood, and at the same time burdened with
complex thematic ramifications, we arrive at Andrey Faustov’s article “The Fig-
ure of the ‘Neighbour’ in Fyodor Dostoevsky’s short story The Dream of a Ri-
diculous Man”. The two papers have one more common aspect, the inquiry in-
to the methods and pertinence of reading Dostoevsky’s fiction and non-fiction
side by side — linking or differentiating certain semantic fields. In Faustov’s ar-
ticle, this means researching the sense of poetic and geopolitical conceptualis-
ations in Dostoevsky’s fictional and non-fictional writings in A4 Writer’s Diary
(1877). The explanation of the subject begins through Zhe Brothers Karama-
zov, positioning there the problem of the capability of loving close or distant
persons. This implies the notion of (non-)neighbours, encompassing even al-
iens on a double of the globe as a result of the transplanetary journey made by
the ridiculous man, the hero of the examined pivotal work in the paper. Apart
from the vectors considered as semantic “clusters” of the dichotomies of ‘close’
vs ‘distant;, ‘vertical’ vs ‘horizontal’ (connoting ‘equality’ vs ‘subordination’; ‘in-
clusion in a multitude’ vs ‘excelling by a criterion of higher experience or status,
etc.; ‘mutuality in the initiation and acceptance of the offer of brotherhood’ vs
‘its one-sidedness’), the challenging approach interestingly brings together the
poctic notions of brotherhood and childhood, integrating the whole range of
issues into a complex of features characterising the possibility of living a life in
mutual love with our fellow human beings. Shedding light on Dostoevsky’s ar-
tistic and intellectual solution cannot be separated from his interpretation of
the relationship between the concepts of the “one” (the individual, the “I” sub-
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ject) and the “others” (plurality taken as a collective singularity), the means of
their integration and separation both horizontally (with or without love, being
at one hierarchical level) and vertically (supposedly problematically). The in-
timate sphere of love and brotherhood experience (or its lack or insufficiency)
emerging in the fictitious works is projected onto an ideological explanation
claborated by Dostoevsky as linked to geopolitical issues and Russia’s (self-)
definition that is oriented towards approaching nations as collective individuals
in their singularity and interpreting the possibility of their inclusion into Rus-
sian collectivity.

It is not simply the motif of the globe double, but also the semantic strate-
gy of establishing double-aspectual definitions and doubled characterisations
based on convergences and divergences at various levels in a complex semantic
universe which gives inspiration to the reader to turn, in the next paper (Eva
Faraghi), to Dostoevsky’s carly novella, 7he Double. Approaching The Dou-
ble from the perspective of The Brothers Karamazov, the novel that the three
papers of the first thematic section all interpret, addressing different research
tasks, offers a lot alongside the logic of progressing from the endpoint of Dos-
toevsky’s ocuvre to the understanding of the beginnings. Eva Faraghi’s inter-
pretation sharpens the dilemma suggested by the title of her paper “Social
Death or Social Resurrection? Dostoevsky’s The Double through the Looking
Glass”. The author elaborates her interesting interpretation in a field of investi-
gation that has significant critical pre-history and literature. The “psychologi-
cally sophisticated portrait” that Faraghi conveys to the reader is based on the
examination of the relationship between the two Golyadkins in terms of iden-
tity-construction from two perspectives. One is linked to the interpretation of
the characteristic features shared by the two figures as inherent in Golyadkin
himself. In this way, “alternate identities” can be defined. In this light, from an-
other perspective, the coherence of the seemingly incoherent differences can
be explained as resulting in identity transformation. Deconstruction is reinter-
preted in terms of personality redefinition and growth. The novelty of the in-
terpretational process lies in linking processes in Dostoevsky’s novella to the
cultural heritage of German Naturphilosophie: “While similar to notions such
as the ego and the 7d, the Apollonian and the Dionysian, the conscious and the
unconscious, the psychological binary that underlies Naturphilosophie is best
summed up as the internal struggle between an individual and a collective ori-
entation: the nervous system drives one towards material well-being, stability,
status, and self-preservation, while the ganglious aims at union with the cos-
mic cycles of creation and destruction, through dreams, hallucinations, intox-
ication, sexual indulgence, but also religious experience — a union which sur-
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passes and may even destroy individual identity”. With the opposition of the
individual and the collective, we arrive back at the problematics mentioned by
Faustov and engaging Dostoevsky throughout his whole life, from the begin-
ning to the end: the possible modes of the harmonisation of the self as a single
entity, an individual (dual or plural) personality aspiring to reach, at the same
time, a collective personality to be included and attempting to include others
into a wider whole.

The second thematic section in the volume is dedicated to the examination
of various aspects of Cultural and Textual Contexts. The first approach is rep-
resented by Marco Caratozzolo’s paper “About Nikolay Ugodnik and Kasyan
Ugodnik by Dostoevsky (Based on materials from Crime and Punishment)”. St.
Nicholas, whose figure, as poetically referenced in Dostoevsky’s oeuvre, has al-
ready been discovered and interpreted in several critical works, receives spe-
cial attention in Caratozzolo’s paper as linked to the two Mikolka figures in
Crime and Punishment. The two Mikolkas make up another form of Dosto-
evskian doubles and character pairs, out of which some have already been ad-
dressed in earlier papers in the volume. All the more so as the author calls our
attention to a legend in which St. Nicholas is portrayed against the background
of his opponent, Kasyan, and it is convincingly shown how the adversaries be-
come linked to Dostoevsky’s two Mikolka figures. The source of the legend
is “Hukonait yropuux u Kacesin yroauux” published in Ademonucu pyccxon
aumepamypo: u dpesnocmu (Chronicles of Russian Literature and Antiquity,
1859). However, Caratozzolo presents a wider corpus of folklore variants and
the kind of research he carries out explains the relationship between the two
literary persons on the basis of the redistribution of semantic features arising
from folklore pretextual materials.

Caratozzolo’s presentation also makes us reflect further upon the poet-
ics of spreading pretextual signals from various sources across a particular text,
and think about cases when without direct reference only “allusions, echoes,
and hints are recognizable” — quotes the author from Rosanna Casari (the
statement concerns a mode of turning to myth). With Casari’s paper “Ech-
oes of Dante’s ‘Purgatory’ in the ‘Epilogue’ of Crime and Punishment’, we stay
with the same novel by Dostoevsky in the privileged position when we can
go on thinking about the nature of direct and covert intertextual references.
This time the range of references concerns neither folklore nor myth elements
which are systematically incorporated and dispersed in the novel. The author’s
intention is to show intertextual correlation between the Epilogue of Crime
and Punishment and the Cant XVIII, XXX, XXXI in Dante’s “Purgatorio”.
Casari’s research orientation implies the differentiation of explicit intertextu-
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al hints leading to Dante as the author of a literary oeuvre, which are not so fre-
quent but nevertheless conspicuous in Dostoevsky in overt, thematised forms,
and implicit poetic practice. The paper offers concrete details of space and time
motifs, semantic attributes, leading the reader to discover their complex func-
tionalisation in the literary text based on cultural tradition.

Stefano Aloe’s work, closing the second thematic section in this volume, of-
fers a special means and a new genre for explicating his object of study. It pro-
vides insights into an important topic, putting questions to several aspects
of a many-sided poetic discourse mode related to the phenomenon of laugh-
ter as represented in Dostoevsky’s oeuvre. At the same time, the exposition
of conveying information and developing ideas is incorporated in an exten-
sive overview of new research evaluated from an interpretative point of view.
In this way, the paper “About Laughter in Dostoevsky: New Studies” emerg-
es, in which the reader is offered a detailed description of writings published as
the proceedings of the conference “Beyond Carnival: Funny Dostoevsky” (14-
15 May, 2021, organised by Lynn Patyk [Dartmouth College] and Irina Erman
[College of Charleston]). The subtitle of the book is New Perspectives on the
Dostoevskian Light Side (New York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2024).

In the third section, book reviews, in an alternative manner, constitute a
significant part of the presentation of particular research directions that out-
line some chapters (milestones) in the history of the development of Dostoev-
sky scholarship in its broadest sense. This unit of the volume focuses on Dosto-
evsky in Greece: Reception and Translations, where Markos Galounis and Zorka
Sljivanéanin’s paper “Books on Dostoevsky in Greece: an Overview” scrupu-
lously delivers on the promise of its title, supplying the reader with an extensive
overview. This is just the third element of the body of scholarship, the first pa-
per of which is Zorka Sljivanéanin’s writing “Dostoevsky in Greece. A Brief His-
tory of Reception (1877-1929)” It gives a really rich overall picture of the Greek
reception of Dostoevsky in a broad cultural context, over more than half a cen-
tury. The second writing of the Greek block, Christina Karakepeli’s paper “Ares
Alexandrou: The Balancing Act of Translating Dostoevsky in Greek” provides a
focus on translation, which can be considered to be a specific sphere of cultur-
al reception. This triple division in the very informative characterisation of the
Grecek interiorisation of Dostoevsky brings to the fore the significance of the
versatility of approaches both in the various forms of Dostoevsky’s cultural re-
ception in works of art and science and also in the multi-faceted discourse on
them, attempting to draw a general picture of artistic and scientific practices.

After this successful and qualitative orientation towards national cultural re-
ception in the Greek papers, the following review section presents two remark-
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able pieces (coming from other cultural backgrounds and opening up new re-
search viewpoints). We can turn with pleasure to Daniel Schiimann’s review
on Thomas Gaiton Marullo’s book Fyodor Dostoevsky — The Gathering Storm
(1846-1847): A Life in Letters, Memoirs, and Criticism (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-
sity Press, 2023) and Kare Johan Mjor’s writing on Tine Roesen’s Dostojevskij:
En introduktion (Aarhus: Aarhus universitetsforlag, 2021).

And finally, when we read Katherine Bowers” “News from the North Amer-
ican Dostoevsky Society”, we are fascinated not only by seeing and experienc-
ing the vivid and dense scholarly life around the figure of Fyodor Dostoevsky,
but we can also experience in what sense he proves to be a major figure in world
culture. Dostoevsky’s power has the capacity to link past and future genera-
tions, the young to elderly professionals and readers, harmonising time, artistic
and critical traditions, and forms of discourse.

The calls for conference participation give us an invitation to the future,
with all of our beginnings, interpretive traditions initiated in the past and met-
amorphosing in continuous development. This journal volume again shows to-
day’s Dostoevsky scholarship as far transcending the mere study of Dostoev-
sky. We cannot do without immersing in cultural contexts, doing poctological
research, taking various comparative perspectives, interpreting not only works
but also discourses in them and about them, listening to philosophical debates,
showing Dostoevsky’s prominent cultural activity from many angles and ap-
proaches, even entering interdisciplinary studies and theories.

Let us then end by making a general call for future papers to be published
in Dostoevsky Studies, adding a complementary perspective to the journal’s
content and structure also to be preserved and continued as a most valuable
tradition. The editors wish to motivate the emergence of a new section en-
titled ECHOES that gives feedback and reflection upon topics, interpreta-
tions, theoretical issues, research orientations, any minor and major details
published in previous numbers so as to inspire living dialogues, polilogues in
subsequent journal issues. In this way, Dostoevsky Studies might enhance its
intellectual vitalising force in the creative spirit of Dostoevsky. This call does
not aim for the evaluation of any previous paper or its part from the position
of a reviewer or a critic. The call aims to attract the variants of follow-up, to
foster the continuation of the elaboration of the same topics (or part topics)
by other scholars, opening, for the contents of the publications, new paths
and ramifications, fresh associations, further theory-building capacity, add-
ing supplementary approaches in any issues treated in the papers. Whether it
is a reflection of a few lines or a few pages, or another paper on the same top-
ic with a dialogical stance represented by complementary viewpoints (or ex-
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tending critical literature on a topic), will depend on the choice of the author
of the echo.

Echoes are meant to be voices emanating from the many continents where
we are involved in our common Dostoevsky project. Echoes are expected to re-
act with a preserving gesture towards past and present achievements to con-
vey information richly, to compensate for possibly missed data, to make further
progress on initiated and well-developed ideas, conceptualisations and inter-
pretations, integrating them to the broader field of humanities (cultural histo-
ry, literary studies, interdisciplinary methodologies, etc.). ECHOES can be us,
an expanded forum to develop collective wisdom through individual voices —
with constants and variables, convergences and divergences.’

Katalin KROO
Managing Editor

1 Thanks to Eva Faraghi for assuming the task of native speaker’s revision.
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NOBTOPAIOLWLMECA BCTPEYU C TBOPYECKUM
AYXOM OOCTOEBCKOIO.
HAYAJI0O N KOHELL KAK NMPOOOJDKEHUE

Hauny ¢ xoHIa 1 BO3BpaIych K 3aKAIOYHTEABHBIM CAOBAM IIPEAUCAOBHS, Ha-
IHCAHHOTO K ITOCAEAHEMY HOMEPY Dostoevsky Studies (Hosas cepus, T. 26,
2023) Credano Aaoa, npesupcutom Mexaynapoarnoro O6mecrsa Aocroes-
ckoro. I'Tocae yeTpIpex ACT IMPOAYKTHUBHOH AESATEABHOCTH IIO MPEBPAICHHIO
HALIETO ©KETOAHOIO )KYPHAAA B HACBHICHHBIA (OPYM OHAAIH-IyOAMKALIUIL,
IOCBSILICHHBIX OOIIMPHOMY M MHOIOIPAaHHOMY TBOPYECTBY AOCTOEBCKOTO,
Credano Ao 06BsIBUA O HCOOXOAUMOI IIEPECTAHOBKE GYHKIUI B PEAAKIIU-
OHHOM pykoBoAcTBe Dostoevsky Studies. OH NPUHSAA AOAXKHOCTH ACCHCTCHTA
TAaBHOTO pepaakTopa BMecte ¢ AroaMuaoMm AumurpossiM. S xoreaa 6b1 BbIpa-
3UTb UCKPEHHIOW OaaropapHocTh Credano AA0d OT UMEHH BCEro cooluiecTsa
MOA, u ynTaTeAeH HAIIEro XXypHaAa 3a BCIO €rO HEYCTAHHYIO M300peTaTeAb-
CKYI0 aKTHBHOCTb U 32 HAYYHYIO SHEPIHIO, KOTOPYIO OH BAOXKHA B CBOIO pabo-
Ty B Ka4€CTBE TAABHOTO PEAAKTOpa (2020-2023) AAS MOAACPKAHHUS BBICOKOTO
ypOBHs Haiuero aobumoro xypHaaa Dostoevsky Studies. Onpepeacnue “Ao6u-
MBIII” MOKET [IOKa3aThCsl CAULIKOM CyOBEKTUBHBIM M TAKUM O0Opa3oM HEaACK-
BATHBIM AASl HAyYHO-OPHEHTHPOBAHHOIO KOHTEKCTA HACTOSILEH CTaThH, TEM
HE MeHee OHO TOYHO. Aast Hac, yaeHOB MexayHapoanoro ObmecrBa Aocroes-
ckoro, Dostoevsky Studies 03Ha9aeT He TOABKO PACHPOCTPAHECHUE U MOAYYCHUE
3HaHUH O AOCTOEBCKOM, IPHCTAABHOC BHUMAHHE 32 HOBBIMH HAIIPABACHHUS-
MH HCCACAOBAHUH U HAYYHBIMU HACAMH, a TAIOKE 32 IPOEKTAMHU, KOHPEPEHIIH-
SAMM, BCTPEYaMH, KACAIOMIMMHUCS HALICH obmei npocl)cccyIOHaAbHof?I SKU3HU,
HO ¥ 3MOLIMOHAABHOE ACAO, AYXOBHYIO aKTHBHOCTb, 00CCIICYMBAIOLINE OTYACTH
CIIAOYEHHOCTD HAIICTO CYLIECTBOBAHMS KaK COOOLIECTBA YYCHDBIX, OTYACTH —
AK€ B IEPUOABI TSDKEABIX HICTOPHYECKHX U CBSI3AHHBIX C HUMU AMYHBIX KPH3H-
COB — BO3MO>KHOCTb OCMBICAMTD HAcTOsLIee B HOACE MIHPOKOM KOHTEKCTE Ha-
1ero MpoQecCHOHAABHOrO MPOIIAOTO. Yepes aTOT KypHAA MBI MOXKEM CYAHUTb
O LICHHOCTH KYABTYPHBIX TPAAHLIMH, KoTopble Hame MexayHapoproe Obume-
cTBO AOCTOEBCKOTO Pa3BUBAAO U OEPErAO Ha MPOTSDKCHHU MHOTHX ACT, CBSI3bI-
Basl [IPOLIABIC HAyYHbBIC AOCTIDKCHHS Yepe3 HACTOsLIee C OYAYIUM, OTKpHIBas
IIOYBY AASI HOBBIX IEPCIIEKTUB. MBI MOXKEM HATH AAQABIIE M AAABIIE, HAXOASCH
B IIOMCKE U YYaCTBYsl B IOBTOPSIOLIMXCS BCTPEYaX C HAIICH HHTEPIIPETALU-
el AOCTOEBCKOTO, OYAyIH MOTUBHPOBAHHBIMU AAS AOCTIDKCHHS €TO AYYIIETO
IOHMMAHHUs Ha OCHOBE BYUTHIBAHHUS B €TO CAOXKHBIH TBOPYECKHH KYABTYPHBIH
AyX. AAst MeHsT OOABIIAsI YECTh IPUCTYIHUTD K paboTe B KayecTBE TAABHOTO pe-
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AAKTOpa, YTOOBI BHECTH CBOH BKAAA B COXPaHEHHE HAIIMX OOIIMX HAYYHBIX YCH-
AWM U CIIOCOOCTBOBATh COXPAHCHUIO U YKPCIACHUIO HALICH KYABTYPHOH Ia-
MSITH, CBSI3AHHOH C HCCAEAOBAHUSAMHU U MPO(ECCHOHAABHBIMHU YEAOBEUECKHMHU
oTHoueHUsIMU depes Dostoevsky Studies, TOAACPKUBAEMBI CTOAb MHOTUMH
CIIEIMAAMCTAMU U3 PasHbIX CTPAH HA PasHbIX KOHTHHEHTAX.

[ToTpeOHOCTS BHAETb HACTOsLICE, MPOCACKHBATH IIPOAOAKCHHE U OYAY-
IjMe BO3MOXKHOCTH, BO3BPAIAsiCh K 0OACE PAHHUM OTIIPABHBIM TOYKAM, I10-
OyXAaeT Hac C eme OOABIIMM MOYTCHHEM BCIOMHHATH HAIIETO YBAKACMOIO
koaaery npodeccopa Xopcera-IOprena Iepurka, koTopslii ckoHYaAcs 9 $peBpa-
Ast 2024 ropa. OH OBIA M3BECTEH HE TOABKO Kak BbIAAROLMIiCs npesuaeHT IDS
(1998-2004), HO H Kak 3aMeYaTEAbHBIH TAABHBIH peAakTop sKypHasa Dostoevsky
Studies B 1A0AOTBOPHBIN Ieprop 1998-2018 ropoB. OH yXe IPHCYTCTBO-
Baa Ha yupeauteabHom cumnosuyme MOA B Baa-Owmce B Iepmannnu (1-5 cen-
1A0pst 1971 ropa, opranusoBaHHoM npodeccopamu Hapun Haros, Amurpu-
em C. I'pumunbiv, Pyaoanpom Horixoisepom u Paitnxapaom Aayrom). Bero
CBOIO XKU3Hb OH OAHCTAA MHTCAACKTOM U YCAOBEYHOCTBIO, BCCASISI AYX COBMECT-
HOCTH, IPUBACKAsI HOBBIX CIICLIHAAHUCTOB M MOAOABIC IIOKOACHHS B CPEpy AH-
TEPATYPHBIX MCCACAOBAHHI B PAMKAX MEKAYHAPOAHOIO HAYYHOTO OOIICHHUSI.
To, yemy nmpodeccop Iepurk paa HadaA0 U IPOAOAXKEHHE BO MHOTHX 0O0Aa-
CTSIX MCCACAOBAHMI, OKa3bIBACTCS BHE BPEMEHU 0Aaropapsi HHTEPIPETALIMOH-
HOM npeeMcTBeHHOCTH. [T0oaTOMY B 9TOM TOME 32 2024 TOA MBI YTHM IIAMSTH O
HaIlleM KOAAET€ HE TOABKO B ABYX HEKPOAOTAX, HAIIMCAHHBIX YHAbIMOM Muaa-
com Toppom III u Xpucropom lapcTkoit U mpoHUKHYTBIX 6AArOrOBEHHEM Iie-
PEA €ro TBOPYECTBOM M YCAOBEYECKOH AMYHOCTBIO. [ToMHMO 3THX maMATHBIX
TEKCTOB, 3aKPHIBAIOIIUX TOM, B HAYaA€ IIEPBOTO Pa3AEAA MbI MOXKEM HAHMTH CTa-
ThI0 Ypca XedTpuxa: “Aoroc, OTIPABACHHBIN B KPyrOBOPOT [Logos Sent Into
a Headspin]: 3amerku o pasrosope c ueprom B Bpamssx Kapamasosvix Ao-
croeBckoro’. B crarbe, ¢ nmpuBacueHreM GHUAOCOPCKON HHTEPIIPETALUH (Kamr,
IIlonenrayap, Scnepc), B x0A¢ TAYOOKOrO TOAKOBaHHS MOITHICCKUX CTPATErHi
pasobAauCHUsT IIPUPOABI TAAAIOLIMHALMH KAaK COOTHOLICHUSI PAllMOHAABHOIO
PACCY>KACHUS M YYBCTBECHHBIX BIICYATACHHUI aBTOP PacCMATPHUBACT AUTEPATYp-
HYI0 npeseHTanuio Anasora Msana c ueprom (Berpeuy MBana c ero mpoumasim).
AAst BBISBACHHSI M PACKPBITHSI XYAOXKECTBEHHOH KOHIenTyasusanuu Aocro-
€BCKUM HPAaBCTBEHHOCTH U YCAOBHI BOSHMKHOBEHMS 3Aa OAHO H3 HAIIpaBAE-
HUI 3HAYMMBIX apTYMEHTATHBHBIX CTPATEIUil pabOTHl OMMPAETCs Ha «00Cyxk-
ACHHE HACOAOTHYECKOTO 3aMbIcAa AOCTOEBCKOTO CO CCHIAKOM HAa HOBATOPCKHE
upen Xopcra-IOprena Iepurka o B3auMOoA€HCTBUN CTPYKTYPBI U HACOAOTHH B
bpamvax Kapamasosvix>. XeQTpUX BCTYNAET Kak B IOAACPKUBAIOLIUMI, TaK U
B IIOACMHYCCKHI AMAAOT C MHTEpIIpETaliuei, paspaborannoii [epurkom (cra-
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ThsI TOCBSILCHA €TO NTAMATH) U BRIABUHYBIICH Ha IICPBbII IAQH ACHCTBUTEABHO
CAOXHBII Hab0p nAeii. B cTarhe OHa moAy4aeT AaAbHEliIICE PasBUTHE: TAK, YKa-
3bIBACTCS Ha IIEPEXOA OT IPAHAMO3HBIX «CIIOCOOOB ITOBEACHHS 110 OTHOIICHUIO
K 3Ay>» K HAcE ero 6aHaAbHOCTH. JTa TPaHCPOPMALHSI HEOTACAMMA OT IIEpPeoC-
MBICACHHSI 00pasa 4epTa C TOUYKH 3PEHUS AbSIBOABCKOH IIPUPOADI 3AQ, YTO IIPHU-
Aaet CMepAsIKOBY B KOHTEKCTE KOAACKTUBHOH QUryphl deThlpex bparbes Kapa-
Ma30BBIX HOBBIH CMBICA.

Ha sToM >e poMaHe MbI OCTAaHABAMBAEMCSL B [IEPBOM Pasacac B pabore Dpu-
ku Apenna “Apyroit cya B bpamav.sx Kapamasosvix”, B KOTOPOIL IPEACTABACHO
OYCHb MHTEPECHOE MPOYTCHUE IMPOOACMATUKH CYAQ, TAKOKE 3aACHCTBOBAHHOM
B uHTepnperayuu XedTpuxa B PaMKaxX BOIPOCA O NPABOMEPHOCTH IOPHC-
AMKLIMH, OIPEACASIONICH B KOHLIC POMaHa 3aKOHHOC HaKasaHME 3a YOMICTBO.
ApeHHaH, O CBOEH CTOPOHBI, OOpalacT BHIMAHHUE Ha KOHTPACT MEXKAY ITUM
KPUTHYECKH IIMPOKO IIPOAHAAUSHPOBAHHBIM IIPOLIECCOM M APYTHM, <«ACIKO-
MBICACHHBIM TPXXAAHCKUM HCKOM>» MHycoBa 0 rpaHHIIaX MOHACTBIPSI, HMCIO-
MM 3HAYCHHE B CAMOM HadaAe AcHCTBHs poMaHa. Onupasich Ha TEOPUIO Ipa-
aun Aaa Kaua, aBTop ycTaHaBAHBaeT CUCTEMY OIIIO3ULIMH, XaPAKTCPU3YIOLIUX
AB2 THIIA TPAHULI, CEMAHTHYECKU IIPUCYIUX OTHOIICHHUSM MEXAY ABYMs — pas-
HBIMH, HO, 110 CYTU CBOCH, AaHAAOTHMYHBIMU — CYACOHBIMU IIPOLIECCAMU U KOH-
nenTyasusanueil rpanun 3ocumoil. IlporuBomocraBacHHEe 3aAa€TCS TAKUMU
NpU3HAKAMH (CCMaHTHYCCKUMU aTpubOyTaMu), KaK 2panuya mexscy peskumu Gu-
Hapamu s nopucmas epanuya (paspymwenue zparuy), co cciakoit Ha Kana, cm.:
BaKyyM HPOTI/IB JKHBBIX FpaHI/II_[.

OTH IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIC [IOHATHS IIPOCLUPYIOTCS. HA HHTEPIIPETALIUIO BO3-
MO>XHOCTH IOUCKA CBOCTO (a 3aTeM M YUTATEAbCKOTO) MyTH K MUCTHHe. B aHa-
AUTHYECKOM IPOLIECCE MOPUCTBIE TPAHUIIBI COOTHOCSTCS C TCOPHUEH AHAAOTa
Baxtuna. B pabotre nccaepyercst meaast ceMaHTHYECKas! CUCTEMA MHTEPIPETH-
PYEMOCTH [IOHSTHI PAHULIBI U IIPEACAA YEPE3 HECKOABKO CHOXKCTHBIX ACMEH-
TOB U Pa3AUYHbBIX TAABHBIX U OOOYHBIX IepcoHaxeil. B pesyasrare Apennan
IIOCTUIACT CAOKHOCTb CEMaHTHYECKOTO MHBAPUAHTA B €rO CUCTEMOOOpasyro-
LEM PEXHUME, YTO MPUBOAUT K CBOCOOPA3HOMY AONIPOCY OTHOCHTEABHO pe-
LICIITUBHOTO OTHOIUCHUS YUTATEAS, B TOM YHCAC BO3MOXXHOCTH PasACACHUS
HHTEPIIPETALMOHHBIX [IPEAAOKCHHIH, HCXOASIIUX OT AOCTOEBCKOrO->KypPHAAH-
cTa 1 0T AOCTOEBCKOTO-IIHCATEASL.

Ha nyru x npoHujaeMoil rpaHuIie, OTKPBIBAIONICH NEPCIIEKTHBY HHKAIO-
3uM U OPaTCTBA, U B TO K€ BPEMsI 0OPEMEHEHHON CAOKHBIMU TEMATHYECKUMU
Pa3BETBACHHUSMH, MbI IIPUXOAUM K cTaThe AHApest Paycrosa “@Durypa ‘Gamxk-
Hero B pacckase . M. Aocroesckoro Con cmemmnozo werosexa’. Y 3TUX ABYX
pabor ecTh emje 0AHA 00wIas TOAOCA MHTEpPECa — HCCACAOBAHUE CIOCOOOB U
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AACKBaTHOCTH NPOYTCHHS PSIAOM (IO CXOACTBY MAH IIO KOHTPACTy CEMaHTH-
YECKHUX TTOACH) XYAOKCCTBCHHBIX MPOM3BEACHUH M MyOAMLIMCTHKH AOCTOCB-
ckoro. B cratbe PaycroBa peds HAET 00 HCCACAOBAHHM CMBICAA OITUYCCKHUX
U TEONOAMTHYECKHX KOHIIENTYAAU3AIMH B XYAOXKECTBEHHBIX IPOU3BEACHHAX
1 TyOAMLMCTUYCCKUX 3anUCsX B Juesnuxe nucamens (1877). Packpbitue Tembr
HauyuHaercs yepes bpamves Kapamasosvix, 4epes paccMaTpUBAEMYIO TaM MPO-
6AeMy cIOCOOHOCTH AOOUTH OAM3KUX AU AaACKHX AI0ACH. OTCI0A2 BBITEKACT
noustHe (He)OAMKHUX, AOXOASILECE ABKE AO IY’KUX Ha 3eMAC-ABOMHHUKE B pe-
3YABTaTE TPAaHCIAAHETHOTO MYTEMIECTBUSA, KOTOPOE COBEPIIAET CMEIIHOM Ye-
AOBEK, I€POH IIEHTPAABHOTO IpousBeAcHHs cTaThu. [ToMuMo BekTOpOB, pac-
CMaTPUBAEMbIX KaK CEMAHTUYECKHE KAACTEPHI AUXOTOMUH bauskuii — dasrexuil,
BEPIMUKANDHBLLL — 20pU30HMANbHbITE (KOHHOTUPYIOWNX PABEHCINEO — Nod4uHe-
HUe; UAVL BKANUECHHOCTID 80 MHONECINBO — MPeBOCX0ICmBo no kpumepuw bosee
BbLCOKO20 ONBLINA UAW CIRATRYCA U T.A.; B3AUMHOCIIG 6 UHUKUAYUUL U NPUHSINUN
npedroxscenus Opamcmea — €20 00HOCMOPOKHOCMY), TAKOX HHTEPECHEHIINI
OAXOA OOBCAUHSIET IOITHYCCKHE MOHSTUS OPAaTCTBA M ACTCTBA, HHTEIPU-
Pysl BECh CIIEKTP BOIPOCOB B KOMIIAEKC ACHEKTOB, XapaKTEPHU3YIOUIUX BO3-
MOXHOCTb XKUTb B AI00BU K OAr>kHUM. [IpoAuBasi cBeT Ha XyAOXKECTBEHHOE
U MHTEAACKTYaABHOE pelieHHe AOCTOEBCKOIO, HEAB3SI HE ONMUPATHCS HA €ro
TPaKTOBKY COOTHOIICHHUS MOHATHH “OpAMH (MHAMBHA, cybbekt, “1”) u “Apy-
rue” (MHOXECTBEHHOCTD, B35Tas KaK KOAAEKTHBHAS EAMHUYHOCTH), CTOCO60B
MX HHTETPALIMU U PA3ACACHHUS KaK IO TOPH3OHTaAH (¢ AI06OBbIO HAH 63 A106-
BH, HAXOASICh HA OAHOM HEPAPXUIECKOM YPOBHE), TaK U 11O BEPTHKAAH (npo—
6aemaTndHOM). BosHuKaomas B $UKIMOHAABHBIX IPOUSBEACHHUSAX HHTHMHAS
cdepa nepexxuBanus A6BU U GparcTBa (MAM UX OTCYTCTBUS U ymepba) npo-
CLIMPYETCSL Ha MACOAOTHYECKOE OObsICHEHHE, paspaboraHHOE AOCTOCBCKUM
B CBSISH C TCOINIOAUTHYECKMMHU NpobaeMamu U camoonpepeacHueM Poccun u
OPHEHTHPOBAHHOE HAa TOAXOA K HAPOAAM KaK KOAAEKTHBHBIM HHAUBHAAM B UX
€AMHCTBEHHOCTU M MHTEPIIPETAIIUIO BO3MOKHOCTH UX BKAIOYEHHS B POCCHH-
CKYIO KOAAEKTUBHOCTb.

He tosbko MOTHB ABOIHHKA 3EMAH, HO M CEMAHTHYECKAsl CTPATErHs CO3-
AAQHHUS ABOMHBIX ONPEACACHMM M ABOMHBIX XapaKT€PHCTHK, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha
CXOXKACHHAX M PACXOXKACHHAX Ha Pa3HBIX YPOBHIX CAOXKHOTO CMBICAOBOTO YHH-
BEPCyMa, HOOY>KAACT YUTATEAS] BEPHYTHCS B CACAYIOIECH paboTe K paHHEH I10-
Bectu AocroeBckoro Jsosnux. Iloaxop k Asoinuxy ¢ Touxku spenust bpamuves
Kapamaszosvix, poMaHa, KOTOPBII BO BCEX TpeX paboTax IEpBOIoO paspcaa To-
Ma TAyOOKO YMTAeTCsl, XOTs, B COOTBETCTBHU C MCCACAOBATCABCKOM 3aAaducii, B
PasHOM CTENEHU M C Pa3HBIM TEMATHYECKUM OXBATOM, IPEAAATAET MHOTOE II0
AMHHUH AOTHKHU IPOABIDKECHHS OT KOHEYHOH TOYKH TBOpYecTBa AOCTOEBCKOrO
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K OCMbICACHHUIO HadaAbHOI. MHTepnperanus Esbr Paparu 3aocrpsier Anaemmy,
IOAHSATYIO Y>Xe B HazBaHUU ce paboTel “CounasbHasi CMEPTb MAU COLJUAABHOC
BOCKpeceHue? J8orinux AOCTOEBCKOTO Yepes 3a3epKaA0’, U IIPH ITOM IIPOKAA-
ABIBA€T IyTh B MCCAEAOBATEABCKOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE, UMEIOIIEM 3HAYUTEABHYIO
KPUTHYECKYIO IIPEABICTOPHUIO U AUTEpPaTypy. «Ilcuxosorndecku caoxHsIit mop-
Tper>», KoTophlii Paparu NmpeACTaBASET YUTATEAIO, OCHOBAH Ha PacCMOTpe-
HUM OTHOIIECHUH MEXAY ABYMs IOASAKMHBIMU B acIeKTe KOHCTPYHPOBaHHMSA
HUACHTUYHOCTH C ABYX Touek 3peHus. OpHA U3 HUX CBs3aHA C MHTEPIIPETALIU-
eii XapaKTEpHbIX YepT, OOIIMX AASL ABYX QUIYp, KaK CTPOTO MPHCYIIUX CAMO-
my Toasiaxknny. Takum 06pasoM, MOKHO BBISIBUTb «aAbTCPHATUBHBIC HACHTHY-
HoCcTU>. B aTOM CBeTe, ¢ APYroii TOYKM 3pEHUS, COTAACOBAHHOCTD KasKYLIHXC
OCCCBSIBHBIMM Pa3sAMYUI MOXKET OBITh 0OBsICHEHA TpaHCPOpMALHEH MACHTHY-
HOCTU. ACKOHCTPYKIIUS II0-HOBOMY MHTEPIPETHPYETCS B PYCAE IEPEOIPEAC-
A€HHA U pocTa AMYHOCTU. HoBU3HA HMHTEPIIPETALIMOHHOrO MPOLECca 3aKAI-
9aeTCs B TOM, YTO CMBICAOBbIC AMHHU B IOBECTU AOCTOEBCKOIO CBSI3bIBAIOTCS
C KYABTYPHBIM HAaCAEAMEM HeMelKoi Harypduaocopunu: «IIpu Beeit cxoxecTn
TaKUX MOHATUH, KaK 520 U #0, AIOAAOHHYECKOE U AMOHHUCHUHCKOE, CO3HATEAD-
HOE U 0EeCCO3HATEABHOE, IICUXOAOTHYECKas OMHAPHOCTD, ACXKAIas B OCHOBE
HaTyppuAOCOPUY, AyYLIE BCETO CBOAUTCS K BHYTPECHHEH OOpbbe Mexay HH-
AVBHAYaABHOH U KOAACKTHBHOM OPHCHTALMEH: HEPBHAs CHCTEMa MOOyXAaeT
YEAOBEKA K MATCPUAABHOMY OAATONOAYYHIO, CTAOHMABHOCTH, CTATYCY U CAMOCO-
XPaHEHHIO, B TO BPEMs KaK IAHTAHO3 CTPEMHTCA K EAMHEHHUIO C KOCMUYECKUMU
IIHUKAaAMHU CO3HUAAHHA U pa3pyIHCHI/IH, ‘ICPC?) CHBI, TAaAAOIITMHAIIWMH, OIIbAHCHUC,
CEKCYaABHOE HACAQKACHHE, HO TAKKE M PEAUTHO3HBIN OINBIT — EAMHEHHE, KO-
TOPOE IPEBOCXOAUT H MOXET AQXKE PaspyLIMTh HUHAUBHUAYAABHYIO HACHTHY-
HOCcTh>». C NPOTHBONOCTABACHHEM HHAMBHAYAABHOTO M KOAACKTHBHOIO MBI
BO3BpaljaeMcsi K IIpodaeMaTuke, sarponyToil PaycToBsiM U 3aHMMaBIIeiH Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO Ha NMPOTSDKEHUU BCEH €T0 KU3HH, OT Ha4aAd AO KOHIIA, — 3TO IPO-
6AeMa BO3MOXKHBIX CIIOCOOOB rapMOHM3ALMU YCAOBEKOM Ce0sl KaK CAUHOTO Lie-
AOTO, UHAUBUAYaAbHOI (ABOI?IHOIZ UAU MHOX(CCTBCHHOﬁ) AMYHOCTH, KOTOpas B
TO K€ BPEMSI CTPEMUTCS K AOCTIDKEHHIO KOAACKTUBHOM AMYHOCTH, BKAKOYASICh
M IIBITAsICh BKAIOYHTD ¥ APYTHX B 60A€E LIHPOKOE LiEAOC.

Bropoii paspes ToMa IMOCBSIIEH pACCMOTPEHUIO Pa3AUYHBIX ACIIEKTOB KYAb-
TYPHBIX U TEKCTOBBIX KOHTEKCTOB. [IepBBIii MOAXOA IpeAcTaBacH paboToit
Mapxo Kaparonuoso “O Hukoaae Yropuuke u Kacosine Yropuuke y Aocro-
esckoro (Ha marepuane [pecmynaenus u naxasanns)’. Caroit Huxoaait, ubs
durypa Kak moatudeckas pedepeHLHs B TBOPYECTBE AOCTOEBCKOTO yxe Obl-
Aa OOHapy>KeHa U MHTCPIPETUPOBAHA B HECKOABKHX KPHUTHYCCKUX paboTax, B
cratbe Kaparourjoao moaydaer ocoboe ocBeuieHre B CBSI3H € AByMsl purypa-
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mu Muxoaku B Llpecmynienun u naxasanuu. C AByMs MuxoskamMu MbI B HO-
BOI pOopME CTAAKMBAEMCSI C AOCTOCBCKUMU ABOMHHUKAMHU U [IaPaMH IIEPCOHA-
KeH, HEKOTOPBIE U3 KOTOPBIX YK€ OBIAH PACCMOTPEHBI B IIPEABIAYIIUX paboTax
TOMa; TeM 6oAee 9TO aBTOp OOpalacT Halle BHUMAHUE HA ACTCHAY, B KOTOPOl
csitoit Huxoaait nsobpasken Ha ¢pone cBoero nporusHuka KacbsiHa, u ybeau-
TEABHO ITOKA3BIBACT, KAK 3TH IIPOTHBHHUKU OKA3BIBAIOTCS CBSIBAHHBIMHU C ABYMSI
Muxoakamu AocroeBckoro. FMcrounukom aereHab! siBasiercst ucropust “Hu-
KoAail yroaHuK u KacbsiH yropHux”, onyOaukoBaHHast B Aemonucsx pycckoi
aumepamype u dpesrocmu (1859). Oanaxo Kaparounoao npeacrasaser 6o-
Aee IUPOKUI KOPIYC GpOABKAOPHBIX BAPUAHTOB, U IIPOBEACHHOE UM HCCACAO-
BAaHMC [I03BOASICT OCO3HATD IIEPCIICKTUBbI HHTECPIPETALIMU OTHOLICHUI MEXAY
ABYMsI TIEPCOHaKAMHU Ha OCHOBE IIEPEPACIIPEACACHHS CEMAHTHIECKUX TIPU3HA-
KOB, BO3HUKAIOIIMX B $OABKAOPHOM IpeTeKcTyaabHOM MaTepuase. Crarbs Ka-
PATOLILIOAO TAKXKE CIOCOOCTBYET AAABHEHINEMY OCMBICACHHIO IO3THKH pac-
IPOCTPAHEHHSI NPETEKCTYAABHBIX CUTHAAOB M3 PASAMYHBIX HCTOYHHKOB IO
KOHKPETHOMY TEKCTY, 2 TAKXKE TEX CAY4YacB, KOrAa 6e3 IPsIMOIl CCHIAKH MOXHO
PACIIO3HATD AUIIb «AAAIO3UH, OTTOAOCKU M HAMEKH >, — LIUTHPYET aBTOP CAOBA
Posaunsr Kasapu (peus naer o cnocobe obpamenns k mudy).

B pabore Kasapu “Otxanku “Yucrnauma Aante B ‘Ouuaore’ [pecmynaie-
HUS U HAKA3AHUS MBI IPOAOAXKAEM YHTATh TOT 5Ke poMaH AOCTOEBCKOro, pas-
MBILIASI O IIPHUPOAC IPSIMBIX U CKPBITBIX HMHTEPTEKCTYaABHBIX OTchiAOK. Ha
3TOT pa3 AMAIA30H OTCBIAOK HE KacaeTcsi HU GOABKAOPHBIX, HU MUPOAOTHYE-
CKHX JACMCHTOB, KOTOPBIC CHCTEMATHYECKM aKTYAAUSHPYIOTCS U PACCEHBa-
I0TCSL B pOMaHe. 3aMbICEA aBTOPa — I1OKa3aTh HHTEPTEKCTYAABHYIO CBSI3b MEXK-
Ay “Omnunorom” Ipecmynaenus u naxazanus n Iecwsimu XVIIL XXX, XXXI
“Quctnamma” Aanre. MccaepoBareabckas HanpaBaeHHocTh Kasapu mpearno-
AaracT pasrpaHUYCHUE, C OAHOI CTOPOHBI, SKCIIAMIJUTHBIX HHTEPTEKCTYaABHBIX
HAMEKOB, YKa3bIBAIOLIMX HA AAHTe KaK aBTOPa AUTCPATYPHOIO TBOPYECTBA, HE
CTOABKO YaCTOTHBIX, CKOABKO OpOCaioIuxcsi B raa3a y AOCTOEBCKOTO B SBHbIX,
TEMATU3HPOBAHHBIX POPMAX, 4 C APYTOHl CTOPOHBI — HESBHOH MO3THYCCKON
npakTuki. CTaThs IPEACTABASIET KOHKPETHBIC ACTAAU MOTHBOB IIPOCTPAHCTBA
M BPEMCHHU, CEMAaHTUYCCKHUE ATPUOYTHI, BHYLIAIOIIHE YUTATCAIO IICPCICKTUBY
[OMCKA MX KOMIIACKCHOM (YHKIHOHAAM3ALUH B XYAOXKECCTBCHHOM TEKCTE Ha
OCHOBE KYABTYPHOH TPAAULIMIH.

Pa6ora Credano Aroa, saMbIKaoLasi BTOPOH PasAcA AAHHOTO TOMA, IIPEA-
craBasieT co00i uHTepecHbIN xaHp. OHa NPUBAEKACT BHUMAHHME K BasKHOU
TeMe, 3aAaBas BOIPOCHl IO PasAMYHBIM ACNEKTaM MHOTOTPAHHOIO PEXH-
Ma IIO3TUYECKOTO AMCKYpPCa, CBS3AHHOTO C (EHOMEHOM CMEXa B TBOPYECTBE
AocroeBckoro. B To ke Bpems mepepaua nHGOpMALUM M PasBUTHE HACH
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BKAIOYCHBI B OOLIMPHBIA 0030p HOBBIX HCCACAOBAHHH, OLICHUBACMBIX C HH-
TEPIPETALMOHHON TOYKM 3peHus. lakum obpasom, B crarbe “Ilo moopy
cMexa y AOCTOEBCKOrO: HOBBIC HCCACAOBAHHS YUTATCAb IIOAYYACT MOAPOD-
HOE OmMCaHue PaboT, OIyOAMKOBAaHHBIX B KadeCTBE MaTCPHAAOB KOH(EpPEH-
uun “3a npeaeaamu KapHaBaaa: cMemHoi AocroeBekuii” (14-15 Mast 2021 To-
Aa, opranusaropsl: Aunn ITatux [AaptmyTckuit koaseax] u Mpuna dpman
[Hapabcronckuit koaaepx]). IToasarososok kunru — New Perspectives on the
Dostoevskian Light Side (New York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2024).

B rperpeM paspeac perieH3MH Ha KHHTH, B aABTCPHATHBHOM BapHaHTE, CO-
CTAaBASIIOT 3HAYUTCABHYIO YaCTh B IPCACTABACHUM KOHKPETHBIX HAIIPABACHHI
HCCACAOBAHUIL, KOTOPIC OYCPYUBAIOT HEKOTOPHIC BEXU B UCTOPUM PasBUTHUS
OIPEACACHHON aKaACMUYIECKOH 00AACTH, B HAILEM CAyYae — HayKH 0 AOCTOEB-
CKOM B CaMOM LIMPOKOM CMbICAC. AQHHBII PaspeA TOMA MOCBAIEH TeMe “Ao-
croesckuit B [perjun: Peneniyust u mepeBoasr’, rae crarbst Mapkoca [aayHuca u
3opku [llausaryanun “Kuuru o Aocroesckom B Iperyun: 0630p” ckpynyaesno
BBIIIOAHSICT OOCIIAHNE CBOCTO HA3BAHUSI, IPEAOCTABASISL YUTATCAIO LICHHBII 06-
30p. DTO AUILIb TPETHH ACMEHT KOMIIACKCA, IEPBOK pabOTOI KOTOPOTO SBASI-
ercst cratbst 3opku HlanBanyanun “Aocroesckuii B Ipennn. Kparxas ncropus
npuema (1877-1929)”. OHa npepsaract ACHCTBUTEABHO 6oraTyro o6uiyro KapTu-
Hy IPEYeCcKOH peneniuu AoCTOEBCKOTO B OOABIIOM KYABTYPHOM KOHTEKCTE, Ha
nporsbkeHun 6oaee yeM moayBeka. Bropas pabora rpedeckoro 6aoka, craTbs
Xpuctunsl Kapakenean “Apec AaekcaHApPy: 6aAaHCHPYIOIIUIT aKT IEPEBOAA
AOCTOEBCKOTO Ha IPEYECKHi 5A3BIK, AACT LICACHAIIPABACHHBIC 3HAHUS O IIepe-
BOAC, KOTOPBIHI MOXKHO PAcCMATPUBATH KaK CIELUPHIECKYIO cepy KYABTYp-
HOM perjenuuy. B mepcrekTuBe 3TOr0 TPOHHOIO PasACACHUS B COACPIKATCAB-
HOH XapaKTEPUCTHKE IPEYECKOi MHTEPUOPU3AUU AOCTOEBCKOTO HA IEPBBIH
IIA2H BBIXOAUT 3HAYCHHE PA3HOCTOPOHHOCTH ITOAXOAOB KaK B Pa3AHUYHBIX Gop-
Max KYABTYPHOH perjerny AOCTOEBCKOTO B IIPOM3BEACHUSIX UCKYCCTBA U HAY-
KH, TaK ¥ B MHOTOTPAaHHOM AUCKYPCE O HUX, IIBITAIOLIEMCS] HAPHCOBATH OOILyI0
KAPTHHY XYAO)KCCTBEHHBIX U HAYYHBIX IIPAKTHK.

[Tocae ycmemHOro u KadecTBEHHOIO 3HAKOMCTBA C HALMOHAABHOM KYAb-
TYPHOH peLENUUCH B IPEYECKUX pabOTaX B CACAYIOLIEM OO30pPHOM pasae-
AC MBI BCTPEYaEMCs C ABYMsS MHTCPECHBIMM CTaThMH ([PHHAAACKAIIMMH
K APYIMM KYABTYPaM U OTKPBIBAIOLIUMHU HOBBIC HMCCACAOBATCABCKHE TOY-
KM 3peHMs). MBI MOXEM C YyAOBOABCTBHEM OOPAaTUTBCSA K peleH3HsAM AaHu-
aast Illromanna Ha xuury Tomaca Ieiiton Mapyaso Fyodor Dostoevsky — The
Gathering Storm (1846-1847): A Life in Letters, Memoirs, and Criticism (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 2023) n Kope FOxana Mbépa na xuury Tune Pénen
Dostojevskij: En introduktion (Aarhus: Aarhus universitetsforlag, 2021).
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M, nakonen, ynrass “Hosoctu CeBepoamepuxanckoro Obmecrsa Aocro-
eBckoro” Karpun bayapc, Mbl BUAMIM U omlyIaeM SIPKYIO U HACBICHHYIO Ha-
yuHyI0 >Xu3Hb BOKpyr ¢urypsr Pepopa A0OCTOEBCKOTO, CBHAETEABCTBYIOIIYIO
O TOM, YTO ITHCATEAb ACHCTBUTEABHO CUYHMTACTCS KPYITHOU cl)mypoﬁ MUPOBOM
KyAbTYpbl. Craa AOCTOEBCKOTO CIIOCOOHA CBSA3aTh IPOLIABIC IOKOACHHUS C Oy-
AYIIHMH, MOAOABIX HCCAEAOBATEACH — CO 3PEABIMU MPOPECCHOHAAAMU U YHTA-
TEASIMH, TAPMOHHU3UPOBATh BPEMS, XYAOKECTBEHHbIE M KPUTUYECKHE TPAAULIUU
1 GOPMBI AUCKYpCa.

[TpusbiBEl K yYacTHIO B KOHPEPCHLMU AQIOT HAM IPHUIAAIICHHUE B OYAY-
Ijee, CO BCEMU HAIIMMHU HA4aAAMHU, HHTEPIPETALMOHHBIMH TPAAUIMAMH, 3a-
AOXKCHHBIMHM B IIPOIIAOM U IPETEPHEBAIOIIUMH METaMOP(O3Bl B HEMPEPHIB-
HOM Pa3BUTHH. DTOT TOM )KYPHAAa €Ij¢ pa3 ITOKA3BIBACT, YTO COBPEMECHHOE
AOCTOEBCKOBEACHHE BBIXOAUT AAACKO 32 PAMKH HU3YYEHHUS TOABKO AOCTOEBCKO-
ro. Mbl He MOKeM 00ONTHCh 6€3 IOrPY>KEHUST B KyABTYPHBIC KOHTEKCTBHI, 6€3
IIO3TOAOTHYECKUX HCCAEAOBAHMH, PAa3AMYHBIX CPABHUTEABHBIX IIEPCHEKTUB,
HMHTEPIIPETAIIMH HE TOABKO IIPOU3BEACHHUH, HO M AMCKYPCOB B HMX U O HHX,
PHUAOCOPCKUX AMCKYCCHH, IOKa3a BBIAAIOLICHCS KYABTYPHOH ACATEABHOCTH
AOCTOEBCKOrO C Pa3HBIX CTOPOH, BIIAOTh AO BBIXOAQ HA MEXAHMCITMIIAUHAPHBIE
HCCAEAOBAHUSA U TEOPHUH.

3akoH4y O0OwWMM IPU3BIBOM K IyOAuKanuu Oyaywmx crareit 8 Dostoevsky
Studies, N0OOABASISI AOTIOAHUTECABHYIO EPCIEKTHBY K TPAAULIMOHHOMY COACPIXKA-
HUIO U CTPYKTYPE KYPHAAQ, KOTOPbIE TAKXKE OYAYT COXPAHECHBI U IPOAOASKCHBI
KaK IleHHeHmas Tpasunus. PepakTopsl HaMepeHBI MOTUBHPOBAThH NOSBACHUE
HOBOT'O paspcAa B KOMITO3UIIMHU )KypHaAa moa HassanueM JXO, B paMkax Ko-
TOPOTO O>KMAAETCS [IOAYYUTh OOPATHYIO CBSI3b M PasMBILIACHUS 10 TEMaM, HH-
TEPIPETALUAM, TEOPETHYECKUM BOIIPOCAM, HCCAEAOBATEALCKMM OPHEHTAIUAM,
AIOOBIM MEAKUM U KPYIIHBIM ACTAASIM, OIyOAMKOBAHHBIM B IIPEABIAYLUX HOME-
pax, 9TOObl BAOXHOBUTb HA SKUBbIC AUAAOTH, IIOAUAOTH ABTOPOB B ITOCACAYIO-
LIMX BBIIYCKax XypHaaa. Dostoevsky Studies MoxeT cTaTh SHEPIUYHON CHAOH U
B 9TOM CMBICAE, B TBOpYECKOM Ayxe Aocroesckoro. Lleapio HayuHOrO MaTepua-
Aa B DXO He sIBAsIETCS OLICHKA KAKOH-AUOO IIPEABIAYILCH CTATbH HAM €€ YaCTH
C IIO3ULUH PELieH3CHTA AN KpUTHKA. OXKHAAIOTCS IPOAOAXKEHUS pa3paboTku
TexX e TeM (MAU YaCTH TeM) APYTHIMH YYCHBIMH, BBIPAOOTKH aABTCPHATHBHBIX
UBAOXKCHUH, OTKPBITHE AASL COACPSKAHUS ITyOAMKALIMH HOBBIX IYTCH M OTBET-
BACHHUH, CBEKUX aCCOLMALIMM, AAABHEHIIETO MOTEHIIMAAA IOCTPOECHUSA TEOPUU
HCXOASL U3 AIOOOI ACTAAH, PACCMATPUBACMOI B CTAaThsIX. DYACT AM HOSIBASITBCS
PasMBIIIACHHE B HECKOABKUX CTPOKAX AU CTPAHHIIAX HAH B IICAOCTHOM CTAaThe
Ha Ty K€ TEMYy C AMAAOTHYECKOH IMO3UIIMEN, IPEACTABASIEMON C AOTIOAHUTEAD-
HBIX TOYEK 3PEHUS (uam c pacIIIpEeHHEM KPUTUIECKOH AUTEPATYPHI IO AAHHON
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TeMe), GYACT OIIPEACASITBCS XapaKTEPOM Xa.

9XO - 3T0 BO3MOXHbIE TOAOCA CO BCEX KOHTHHEHTOB, TAC MBI YY4aCTBYEM B
HameM obmem npoekre Aocroeckoro. Oxupaercss, yto IXO byaer oaymies-
ACHO HAMEPEHHEM COXPAHCHUsI IPOLIABIX M HACTOSILIUX AOCTHKECHHH, 4TOObI
000raTuTh UX, IEPEAATh HOBYI0 MH(POPMALMIO, KOMIICHCHPOBATh IPOIYILCH-
HBIC AAHHBIC, AOOUTBCS AAABHEHIIIETO IIPOrPEcca B BHIABUHYTBIX U XOPOLIO pas-
PabOTaHHBIX HACSX, KOHLENTYAAH3ALUSAX U UHTCPIIPETALIUSIX, HHTCIPUPYSI HX
B 6oAce MMPOKYI0 06AACTh I'yMaHUTAPHBIX HAyK (MCTOPHS KYABTYPBI, AUTEpa-
TyPOBEACHHE, MEXAMCLIUIIAMHAPHBIC METOAOAOTHH U T. A.). DXO MosKeT mpea-
CTaBASITb HAC, pOPMUPYsI elje OAHH POPYM AAsL Pa3BUTHSI KOAACKTHBHOH MY-
APOCTH 32 CYET MHAUBHMAYAABHBIX TOAOCOB — 32 CYET CO3AAHHSI CMBICAOBOTO
3BYKOPSIAA C KOHCTAHTAMH H IIEPEMEHHBIMU, CXOKACHUSMHU U PACXOXKACHHIMH.

Kamasun Kroo
Lasnwiii pedaxmop
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Urs HEFTRICH
Universitat Heidelberg

Logos Sent into a Headspin:
Notes on the Conversation with the Devil
in Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov'

Dedicated to the memory of Horst-Jiirgen Gerighk

Ivan Karamazov avowedly believes neither in immortality nor in God and the
devil (/ICC 14; 123).* Nevertheless, he has a long and wide-ranging conversa-
tion with a devil in a felt hat and plaid trousers (Z7CC 1s; 69-85). This need not
worry us at this point. What would be an imposition on the mind in our every-
day experience, in a work of art we either accept as typical of the genre, or we
expect the author to rationally resolve what irritates us. In the case of Ivan Kar-
amazov, the most obvious explanation for the presence of the plaid gentleman
is that Ivan is hallucinating him. And indeed, Dostoevsky’s narrator seems to
make precisely this diagnosis, albeit with the caveat “I am not a doctor” (I7ICC
15; 69). He quotes a doctor’s verdict that hallucinations are “very possible” in
Ivan’s condition (ibid.; 70). The reader is thus given a medical prescription, as
it were, for further reading. His trust in the narrator’s authority is soon shak-
en, however, when he realizes that the narrator does not really distance himself
from the delusional perception of his protagonist. This narrator is obviously

1 This paper is an extended und updated version of the author’s essay: Urs HEFTRICH, “Vom
Kreisen des Logos. Anmerkungen zum Teufelsgesprich in Dostoevskijs Bridern Karama-
z0v’, in Thomas BRUNS und Henrieke STAHL (Hrsg.), Sprache — Literatur — Kultur. Studi-
en zur slavischen Philologie und Geistesgeschichte. Festschrift fiir Gerbard Ressel zum 6o. Ge-
burtstag (Frankfurt/M. et al.: Peter Lang, 2005), S. 301-310.

> The Brothers Karamazov is cited below according to the I7CC edition in my own English
translation. A bibliography of literature on the novel is provided in Horst-Jiirgen GERIGK
(Hrsg.), “Die Briider Karamasow”. Dostojewskijs letzter Roman in heutiger Sicht (Dresden:
Dresden University Press, 1997), S. 245-268.

3 It is not the narrator who proves that the damp towel with which Ivan cools his forehead
during the devil’s conversation is a delusion, but Alyosha (cf. ZICC 15; 72 with 86). Anyone
who, like Kevin Corrigan, considers Ivan’s devil to be an internal fictional “reality” will find
this passage difficult to explain (Kevin CORRIGAN, “Ivan’s Devil in The Brothers Karama-
zov in the Light of a Traditional Platonic View of Evil’, Forum for Modern Language Stud-
ies, vol. 22, N® 1, 1986, pp. 1-9; p. 5). The procedure of leaving the reader in the dark about
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not to be relied upon when it comes to deciding what is inner-fictional imagi-
nation and what is “reality”. Dostoevsky thus perfidiously puts his audience in
the same position as his protagonist: rational thinking suffers massive uncer-
tainty through the confrontation with a figment of the imagination.

What is the purpose of this construction? An answer is attempted here in
three steps. First, the chances of the logically reasoning mind to unmask a hal-
lucination as such are examined. The results of this general reflection are then
applied to the specifics of the devil’s conversation with Ivan Karamazov and
their significance for the novel. Finally, there is a brief discussion on the ideo-
logical intention behind Dostoevsky’s design, with reference to Horst-Jiirgen
Gerigk’s groundbreaking insights into the interaction between structure and
ideology in The Brothers Karamazov.

In his General Psychopathology, Karl Jaspers defines “hallucinations proper” as

...actual false perceptions which are not in any way distortions of real percep-
tions but spring up on their own as something quite new and occur simulta-
neously with and alongside real perceptions. [...] In actual sense-perception we
deal ultimately not with one single sense, but with an object. This object seems
to us as one and the same through the operation of several senses. So with hallu-

cination, one sense supplements the other.*

Hallucinations obviously unfold their illusion to the same phenomenal full-
ness as real perception. What makes the illusion an illusion is precisely that it is
not inferior to our normal sensory perception. Abnormal and normal percep-
tion provide the mind with one and the same material; the mind has to deal
with sensuality, here and there. All “thought must”, according to Kant, “direct-
ly, or indirectly, by means of certain signs, relate ultimately to intuitions; conse-
quently, with us, to sensibility”. In other words: “Understanding cannot intuite,
and the sensuous faculty cannot think. In no other way than from the united

the reality status of the events is not new in Dostoevskys; it has already been tried out in Zhe
Double.

4 Karl Jaspers, Allgemeine Psychopathologie (Berlin, Heidelberg, New York: Springer, 8th
ed., 1965), S. 57, 63. Engl. transl.: Karl JASPERS, General Psychopathology, transl. by J. Hoe-
nig and Marian W. Hamilton, with a New Foreword by Paul R. McHugh (Baltimore and
London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), pp. 66 and 74.
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operation of both, can knowledge arise” According to Kant’s definition, ques-
tioning sensuality through the intellect — and what else would an attempt to
get to grips with a hallucination with the help of logic be? — would be an ab-
surd undertaking. For logic “contains only forms and rules for thinking opera-
tions [...]. In reflecting, Reason is absolutely forced to take its material contents
from outside, i.c., from the intuitive representations” (Schopenhauer).* Wheth-
er one calls the ability to draw conclusions “understanding” or “reason” is irrel-
evant at this point; Kant and Schopenhauer agree on the essentials. And it lies
in the consequence of their thought that logic not only cannot refute a decep-
tive perception of the senses by its own power, but that it must even confirm
it. This is precisely what Jaspers has in mind when he says that “logical reason-
ing [...] serves the delusion and can never turn and refute it”, and emphasiz-
es that “thinking is in order in delusion and even used ingeniously to serve it™
For the psychiatrist Silvano Arieti, the delusion work, which ultimately leads
to the “delusional system”? is a fixed feature of schizophrenia: “the patient will
try to demonstrate logically what seems evident to him”? And not only for the
patient himself, but also for his environment: “There is no point in trying to
convince him that he is wrong”*°

The literary realization of this insight can already be found in E.T.A. Hoff-
mann, whose Serapion Brother Cyprian wants to cure the insane Serapion with
rational arguments. Serapion replies: “You are obviously the most impotent of
all the adversaries who have appeared to me, and I will beat you with your own
weapons, that is, with the weapons of reason” He succeeds in doing so — “with
gruesome acumen’, as Hoffmann remarks."

s Immanuel KaNT, Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 1975), S. 69, 98 (= Critique of Pure Reason, §4.1.1§ L. and §4.2.1.1 L, transl. by J.
M. D. Meiklejohn).

6 Arthur SCHOPENHAUER, Ziircher Ausgabe. Werke in zebn Binden (Ziirich: Diogenes,
1977), B. s, S. 132 (= On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, § 34, transl. by
Karl Hillebrand).

7 JASPERS 1965, S. 342 and 164 (Engl. transl. JASPERS 1997, pp. 411 and 195, sce also p. 97:
“The critical faculty is not obliterated but put into the service of the delusion”).

JASPERS 1965, S. 89 (Engl. transl. JASPERS 1997, p. 106).

9 Silvano ARIETI, Understanding and Helping the Schizophrenic. A Guide for Family and
Friends (New York: Basic Books, 1979), p. 44-

10 Ibid., p. 43.

1 E.T.A. HOFFMANN, Die Serapions-Briider (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,
1971), S. 23, 54. Here and wherever not otherwise indicated, translations from German are
by the author of this article.
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But it is Dostoevsky, well familiar with Hoffmann’s work, who pulls out all
the stops of rhetorical virtuosity that the subject has to offer: on the one hand
by transferring the dialogue to a single person, and on the other by consist-
ently unfolding all conceivable arguments. A note on the Demons — later part-
ly blended into Ivan Karamazov’s nightmare — reflects the insight that the hal-
lucination has already won the very moment its victim enters into conversation
with it: “I was upset that my own devil could appear in such a vile mask... By
the way, I kept silent — on purpose; but I was not only silent, I was motionless.
He was terribly upset by this...” All intellectual resistance notwithstanding, it
is only the readiness to see hallucinations that creates them in the first place.
Dostoevsky is just as aware of this as he is of the uselessness of logic in the face

of a deceptive perception; indeed, he compares it to the futility of proofs of
God:

“Don’t believe it”, the gentleman laughed amiably, “what kind of faith would
that be to force? Besides, proofs never help in matters of faith, especially not
material evidence. Thomas did not believe because he saw the risen Christ, but
because he wanted to believe beforehand [...]. The hereafter and material evi-
dence — hushabye baby!” (I7CC 15; 71).

The devil is right: the hope of attaining ultimate certainty about the valid-
ity of perception by means of pure reason is just as futile as trusting in a proof
of God. In both cases, thinking attempts to transcend the world of the senses.
Dostoevsky shows how the hallucination gains an unassailable superiority over
thinking through its sheer presence. Every argument turns, for the very reason
that it is only an argument, in favor of the hallucination. The aporia comes to
a head when the hallucination begins to refute itself. Dostoevsky makes use of
this extreme possibility twice:

The devil: “I deliberately told you your own anecdote, which you had al-
ready forgotten, so that you would lose all faith in me”. Ivan: “You're lying!”
(IICC 15; 80).

The devil: “I'm just your nightmare and nothing more”. Ivan: “You're lying!”
(IICC 155 74).

Ultimately, if the hallucination does not disappear of its own accord, there

12 Quoted from Natalie REBER, Studien zum Motiv des Doppelgingers bei Dostojevskij und
E.T.A. Hoffmann (Gieflen: Schmitz, 1964), S. 8.
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is only one way to dispel it: the startling intrusion of the outside world. As if he
had been aware of the psychiatric recommendation that one who hears voic-
es should above all be torn from his “listening attitude” Dostoevsky ends Ivan’s
nightmare by Alyosha’s insistent knocking on the window (ZZ7CC 1s; 84). The il-
lusion is not dispelled by argument, it gives way to a stronger sensory impres-
sion. Our theoretical assumption thus seems to be confirmed by the literary ex-
ample: the mind does not know how to help itself in the face of a hallucination.

But is it not possible to deal with a hallucination in the same way as with an
optical illusion? Is it not possible to test it against other data provided by the
senses and make a judgment based on this comparison, all the more so because
hallucinations, by definition, “occur simultaneously with and alongside real per-
ceptions”?"* The argument is, to use Thomas Mann’s words, “resounding, but too
facile”s On the one hand, the mind is no longer left to its own devices as soon as
it assesses the illusory perception with the help of a real one. On the other hand,
such an operation of the mind will not eliminate what is undeniably present. A
hallucination does not disappear through its intellectual unmasking. Dostoev-
sky knows this and uses it for his own purposes. Ivan believes he has found an
objective touchstone for the unreality of his visitor. A hallucination, he believes,
cannot express anything that is not already known to the mind from which it
springs. Only if the devil proved to have a lead in knowledge over his counter-
part would he have an independent existence. Ivan tries out this supposedly re-
liable means twice. Once he thinks he has uncovered the devil’s deception: the
anecdote about the quadrillion years, which Ivan initially follows with “unex-
pected interest” (/7CC 155 78), turns out to be his own brainchild. Just how little
Ivan gains from this victory over his adversary has already been quoted (I7CC
15; 80). The other time, the devil manages to baffle Ivan with an ingenious varia-
tion on Terence’s phrase “Nothing human is alien to me™:

[Ivan:] “How, how ? Satanas sum et nihil humanum... that’s not stupid for a dev-
il! [...] But you didn’t get that from me!” - Ivan stopped in his tracks. [...] “Clest
du nouveau, n'est-ce pas? This time I'll be honest and explain it to you. Pay at-
tention: in dreams [...] a person sometimes sees such a [...] real reality, [...] with
such [...] unexpected details [...] that, I swear to you, even Lev Tolstoy couldn’t

make something like that up” (I7CC 15; 74.).

13 ARIETI, p. 110f.

14 JASPERS 1965, S. 57 (Engl. transl.: JASPERS 1997, p. 66).

1s Thomas MANN, Gesammelte Werke in dreizehn Binden (Frankfurt a. M.: Fischer Taschen-
buch Verlag, 1990), B. VIL S. 190 (= Der Erwihlte, Chap. “Die Bufie”).
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The devil, seemingly confirmed in his incarnate existence in the most con-
vincing fashion, destroys this confirmation himself. There is no method of
proof that could provide the victim of a hallucination with the certainty he
secks. Logical thinking, otherwise the guardian of common sense, turns in-
to the accelerator of madness by engaging in the delusions of the senses. Once
the mind has torn itself away from its anchoring in the outside world, it can no
longer find its way back there on its own. On the contrary, it is its very strength
that keeps it spinning in circles. “From what does the most penetrating folly
spring”, asks Montaigne,” “but from the most penetrating spirit”? The failure
of the Logos is therefore no accident, but an immanent necessity.” Conversa-
tions with the vile one are vicious circles.

But why does Dostoevsky expose the most enlightened of the Karamazov
brothers to a conversation with the messenger from hell? In order to understand
this paradox, we must take a look at the person in whom it is rooted. There are
many more contradictions there. Let us single out the most important one. If
there is no immortality, Ivan concludes, then the basis of all morality and thus the
question of good and evil no longer exists; ergo “everything is permitted” (IICC
14; 65). For Ivan, the moral sense of human beings arises solely from the idea of
the hereafter. But it is precisely this moral sense that forbids him to believe in para-
dise. Ivan rejects the kingdom of heaven because it promises retribution for all the
deeds and misdeeds of this world. He revolts against this by pointing to worldly
atrocities that make a mockery of any heavenly compensation (I7CC 14; 223).

16 Michel de MONTAIGNE, Essais. Auswahl und Ubersetzung v. Herbert Liithy (Ziirich:
Manesse, 6th ed. 1985), S. 442 (= Book 2, Chapter XII).

17 See also Deborah Martinsen’s poignant observation, that “the Devil reminds Ivan of the di-
vine Logos” (Deborah A. MARTINSEN, “The Devil Incarnate”, in Predrag Crcovacki and
Maria GRANIK (eds.), Dostoevsky’s “Brothers Karamazov” Art, Creativity, and Spiritual-
ity (Heidelberg: Universititsverlag Winter, 2010), pp. 45-71: p. 70). Jens Herlth also deals
with the problem of logos in Ivan Karamazov’s conversation with the Devil, but from a dif-
ferent angle. Herlth emphasizes the parallels to Goethe’s Faust, and in particular to Faust’s
high-handed translation of the concept of logos. Herlth’s interpretation is based on Ivan’s
report of atrocities against children, which are explicitly presented as mere “facts”, which
Ivan ostentatiously refrains from commenting on: “I don’t understand anything [...] and I
don’t want to understand anything now. I want to stick to the facts” (Z7CC 14; 222). Allud-
ing to a famous dictum by Goya, Herlth explains: “The renunciation of interpretation pro-
duces monsters” (Jens HERLTH, “Bose Lektiire: Anmerkungen zum Kapitel ‘Cert. Kogmar
Ivana Fedorovi¢a' aus Dostoevskijs Bratja Karamazovy”, in Bodo ZELINSKY [Hrsg.], Das
Bise in der russischen Kultur [Koln, Weimar, Wien: Bohlau, 2008], S. 146-169: S. 149).
However, one must ask oneself whether he himself is not here dispensing with the most ob-
vious interpretation of Ivan’s gesture: Ivan does judge the atrocities mentioned — by phras-
ing his verdict as a variant of the so-called unspeakability topos.
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Both the one and the other are proclaimed by “our dear eccentric and par-
adoxalist Ivan Fedorovich” (IICC 1s; 65), who can truly “grasp abysses of be-
lief and unbelief in one and the same moment” (IICC 1s; 80). Who is this
Ivan: an overly squeamish man who is broken by general injustice — or a hard-
ened cynic? He is probably both at the same time. Alyosha sees “a deep con-
science” at work in him (/Z7CC 1s; 89). Ivan, a man of reason, has only one way
out of his heart’s inability to come to terms with the evil in the world: he plac-
es himself beyond good and evil. According to Dostoevsky, this is an aberra-
tion. None other than Starets Zosima is chosen to reveal what lies behind the
mask of intellectual immoralism: “For the time being, you are playing out of
despair [...] without believing in your own dialectic, which you laugh at with a
soft heart..” (IICC 14; 65). Dostoevsky has arranged everything in such a way
that this “dialectic”, for Ivan a makeshift means of coming to terms with the evil
of the world, turns into an instrument of murder in the hands of a third par-
ty. “Everything is permitted” (Z7CC 15; 67), Smerdyakov tells Ivan after he has
killed their father, “And you are the true legal murderer” (/ICC 15; 63).

Through the exercise of abstract reason, devised to eradicate guilt from the
world, Ivan only becomes entangled in guilt; pure reason makes him a mur-
derer. To further emphasize Ivan’s responsibility, Dostoevsky, as we know, por-
trayed the eager disciple Smerdyakov as a negative double of his master:™

There was the lackey Smerdyakov sitting on the bench at the gate [...], and Ivan
Fedorovich [...] realized that the lackey Smerdyakov was sitting in his soul, too,
and that his soul could not bear this particular person. Everything suddenly be-
came bright and clear” (ITCC 14; 242).

If we add to this the fact that Ivan persistently insults the lackey in Chap-
ter VI of Book s as a “devil” (uepr), but the devil in turn as a “lackey” (/7CC 15;
83), that Smerdyakov is Ivan’s half-brother, and that the appearance of the dev-
il occurs at the very time when Smerdyakov hangs himself, the intentionality of
the interlinking of all these elements becomes unquestionable. The picture of
a highly unholy trinity emerges, with Ivan taking the place of the father. What

18 Olga Meerson points to the biblical subtexts of the teacher-disciple relationship between
Ivan and Smerdyakov. See: Olga MEERSON, Dostoevsky’s Taboos, with an Introductory Note
by Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk and a Preface by Robert L. Belknap (Dresden, Miinchen: Dresden
University Press and Studies of the Harriman Institute, 1998), pp. 186-207.

19 Cf. also Dmitrij TscHIZEWSK1), “Zum Doppelgingerproblem bei Dostojevskij. Versuch
ciner philosophischen Interpretation”, in Dmitrij TscH1ZEWSK1) (Hrsg.), Dostojevskij-Stu-
dien (Reichenberg: Stiepel, 1931), S. 19-51.
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holds them together is the evil born of cold logical thinking.** This way of
thinking has already been devastatingly defeated in the field of morality. Now
it is being challenged in its own field: that of proving and disproving.

Ivan’s encounter with the devil is characterized by fierce resistance from
the very beginning. There is no room for metaphysical guests in his realm of
thought. In the first phase of the conversation (I7CC 15; 71-79), he attempts to
defeat the devil with the weapons of dialectics. The means he uses to do so have
already been shown by way of example. Any further evidence could only con-
firm what is 2 priori certain: the devil has sensuality on his side and is therefore
unbeatable. He can allow himself any kind of weakness, right up to the verbal
obliteration of his own existence; as long as he is sitting on the sofa, he retains
the upper hand. This relationship also characterizes the atmosphere of the con-
versation: impotent rage on Ivan’s side; mockery, irony and maliciously empha-
sized comfort on the devil’s side.

His attacks are decidedly aimed at reason. The devil’s first reply deals with
the limitations of logical thinking. The passage has already been quoted (I7CC
15; 71): “Besides, proofs never help in matters of faith...” This statement is pro-
grammatic, it names the premise under which the entire discussion will stand
and which it is precisely trying to deny. Reason has thus been shown its lim-
its once and for all: limits that Kant had already set for it in order to allow it to
develop all the more generously in a narrower space. Such generosity is alien to
Dostoevsky.

The devil’s next blow is not directed against reason in general, it takes di-
rect aim at Ivan — a tactic that will characterize the second phase of the fight in
particular. “3aro TbI-TO Kak ymen” says the devil, meaning: “That’s why you're
so clever” (IICC 15; 74). The Russian adjective contains the concept that mat-
ters: ‘um’ (ya), the mind, is directly targeted for the first time at this point. The
‘um’ is now being systematically demolished. “Unfortunately, the truth almost
always tends to be less witty” (ZICC 1s; 75). This sentence must also be read in
the original: “k coxaacnuIo, paBaa mouTH Beeraa ObIBacT HeOCTPO-yu-#a’ (my
segmentation and italics — U. H.). Can such wisdom be believed, or is it, again
in the words of Thomas Mann, a “mere devil’s fart”?** Absolutely not: it can al-
ready be found in the sth book of 7he Brothers Karamazov, and it is bitterly se-
rious when Ivan confesses to his brother there: “The more stupid, the clearer.
Stupidity is short and not smart, but the mind [yx] keeps making excuses and

20 Cf. on this: SIxos E. TOAOCOBKEP, Jocmoesckuii u Kawm. Pasmvimsenus wumamenrs #nad
pomarom «bpamvs Kapamasosvr> u mpaxmamom Kanwma «Kpumuxa wucmozo pasyma>
(Mocksa: Map. AH CCCP, 1963), c. 5-24 and c. 85-101.

21 MANN, Bd. 6, S. 321 (= Doktor Faustus, Chap. XXV).
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hiding. The mind [y#] is a scoundrel, but stupidity is honest and straightfor-
ward” (IICC 15; 215).

Against this background, it is easier to decide which of the devil’s words
can be taken at face value and which cannot. Where the devil criticizes reason,
Ivan’s later admission obviously applies: “By the way, he told me a lot of true
things about myself” (I7CC 1s; 87).>* On the other hand, caution is required
when the devil turns to the problem of theodicy:

If everything in the world were reasonable [61az0pas-ymuo!], nothing would
happen [...]. And so I bite off my anger and serve, so that there are events, and
create unreasonable things on command [#epasymmoe!]. People take all this
comedy for something serious, even with all their indisputable sense [y4] (IICC

15; 77; segmentations and italics in the Russian quotes — U. H.).

It would be foolhardy to assume that Dostoevsky entrusts Satan, of all crea-
tures, with the proclamation of his religious convictions. On the contrary, by
choosing this speaker he wants to discredit a common theodicy. He is neither
defending unreason (like the devil) nor justifying divine wisdom in the face of
evil (like Leibniz’s “sagesse divine”); rather, Dostoevsky wants to show that the
yardstick of human reason does not measure up to creation per se. The theolog-
ical digression is followed by a philosophical one. By mocking Descartes, the
devil takes an axe to the roots of rationalism: “Je pense, donc je suis, that I know
for sure, but as for the rest around me, all these worlds, God, and even Satan
himself, - all this is not proven to me...” (IICC 15; 77). The Descartes quote in
the devil’s mouth harbors a deeper meaning beneath its comical surface. First-
ly, if a hallucination is able to claim the only certain proof of existence for itself,
then this proof cannot be of much use. Secondly, thinking that is based on such
evidence, i.e. that regards man first and foremost as a res cogitans, is also not at
its best. Reason can be considered dead after this prank; with a sense of resigna-
tion, Ivan asks for an anecdote (I7CC 15; 78).

This leads to the second phase of the discussion. There is a shift in focus:
Ivan hardly tries to deny the existence of his counterpart anymore; it is his views
that he does not want to acknowledge. The hallucination is no longer of inter-
est as such; its diabolical nature comes into focus. Correspondingly, the dev-
il changes his target: after shattering rational thought, he sets about shattering
Ivan. Where does this turn come about? The point can be determined exactly.
Ivan, who until now has stubbornly refused to believe in his hallucination, says

22 Cf. also the devil’s words: “Apyr moit, e B oaoM yme aeao!” (I1CC 155 76).
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“suddenly strangely”: “By the way, I wish I could believe in you!” (Z7CC 155 79).
From now on, this wish becomes more and more urgent, until Ivan cries out:
“That wasn’t a dream!” (ZICC 1s; 85) and his confession to Alyosha: “I wish
very much that he was really hiz and not me!” (I1CC 15; 87). Words spoken
long after the hallucination has disappeared and is recognized as such!

Ivan’s change of heart is all the more surprising as he has the upper hand for
the first time at that moment. The devil seems to have been caught: “That an-
ecdote about the quadrillion years — I invented it myself!” (/ICC 15; 79). On
closer inspection, the astonishment evaporates. Ivan’s statement is highly am-
biguous. It “proves” that the devil thinks nothing of his own, and therefore is
not; but at the same time it also shows that the devil begins to confront Ivan
with his past. The old Ivan, “our dear eccentric and paradoxalist Ivan Fedor-
ovich”, the mastermind and doppelganger of the murderer Smerdyakov, actual-
ly long since overcome by the zew Ivan’s decision to face the judge — that Ivan
rises from the dead once again. Ivan cannot withstand this sight. Even the re-
ality of the irrational seems more bearable, he throws his tea glass at the ghost
(IICC 15; 84). This is the final capitulation of a way of thinking that only rec-
ognizes what it has logically proven and for which morality exists only as a de-
duction from an idea of God.

III

It is now time to turn to the initially mentioned interpretation of Dostoevsky’s
last novel by Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk — all the more so as in recent works on evil in
The Brothers Karamazov this interpretation has not received the attention it de-
serves.” Gerigk reads the construction of the novel as a finely tuned, systemati-
cally structured philosophical answer to the question: “How does evil come in-
to the world?”># This answer is based on the theory of the human conscience as
an inner court from Kant's Metaphysics of Morals. According to Gerigk, the al-
together four sons of the murdered father Karamazov, i.e. “the three Karamazov
brothers and Smerdyakov form a single person” It is before the inner court of
this one person that the trial is held over who is actually to blame for patricide:

23 Surprisingly, neither Harref (Birgit HARRESS, “Macht und Ohnmacht des Bésen in Dos-
toevskijs Roman Bratja Karamazovy”, in Bodo ZELINSKY [Hrsg.], Das Bdse in der russi-
schen Kultur [Koln, Weimar, Wien: Bohlau, 2008], S. 133-145) nor HERLTH (2008) address
Gerigk’s theory of evil in The Brothers Karamazov.

24 GERIGK, “Die Architektonik..., S. 49.

25 Ibid., S. s2.
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In search of the perpetrator, the three brothers find - themselves! Each of
them contributed to Smerdyakov’s murder. Each of them could have prevent-
ed Smerdyakov from taking action. In this way, the collective of the Karamazov
brothers emulates the symbolic movement of King Oedipus, who searched for

his father’s murderer and found himself.>¢

35

Gerigk explicitly opposes all attempts to “see Ivan as the main culprit” or
Dmitry as the innocent victim of a miscarriage of justice:*” “It is not the actual

killer [Smerdyakov] who is the true murderer, but the collective of the three ti-
tle characters who have provided the actual killer with the opportunity to take
action — with Dmitry in the lead.”® Only de jure is Dmitry wrongly convicted,
but from a moral point of view, he is rightly found guilty: “Only Dmitry’s deci-
sion to act releases the reality of evil”* The path from homicidal thought to ac-
tual murder thus passes through four stages: Alyosha rejects the desire to kill as

it briefly arises in him. Ivan afhirms it in theory. Dmitry afhirms it in practice by
being hell-bent on the deed. Smerdyakov carries out this very decision. This is

the overall ethical architecture of the novel as mapped by Gerigk:

26
27
28
29
30

Note the essence of Dostoevsky’s construction. In the monastery, Alexey miss-
es the opportunity to become involved in the world, i.c. to dissuade his broth-
er Dmitry from reckless behavior. Dostoevsky’s reproach is directed at the monk,
who claims to have nothing to do with the world. Ivan preemptively removes
himself from the scene of the crime so as not to stand in the way of the hoped-
for murder. Dostoevsky’s accusation is directed at the intellectual who unscrupu-
lously instigates the crime, but then disappears and pretends afterwards that he
knew nothing about it. Dmitry unhesitatingly assumes the role of the perpetra-
tor because he passionately indulges his righteous indignation. Dostoevsky’s re-
proach is directed at the soldier who openly admits to killing in the name of a
good cause. Thus, monk, intellectual and soldier, as defined by Dostoevsky, bring
forth the reality of evil. In this construction, Smerdyakov is the Jackey, a mere

tool provided by the intellectual, set in motion by the soldier.>

1bid., S. 49.
1bid., S. s2.
1bid., S. s 4.
1hid.

Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, Dostojewskijs Entwicklung als Schriftsteller. Vom “Toten Haus” zu den
“Briidern Karamasow” (Frankfurt a. M.: S. Fischer, 2013), S. 245-246.
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The extent to which Gerigk’s structural analyses of Dostoevsky’s great nov-
els, from The Adolescent’” to The Brothers Karamazov, have revolutionized Dos-
toevsky research can hardly be overestimated. If anything can be added to his
allegorical reading of Dostoevsky’s final masterpiece, then at most this: it could
actually be thought through even more consistently than Gerigk himself has
done. The following considerations should be understood as an attempt in this
direction.

Gerigk’s approach to The Brothers Karamazov reveals the tectonics that
holds the entire novel together: it rests on four pillars, each pillar carrying the
face of one of the four brothers. A structure that rests on four supporting ele-
ments is most stable if all four elements are equally strong. It is therefore sur-
prising that Gerigk himself, after uncovering the construction plan of Dosto-
evsky’s most spacious edifice, sets about questioning the importance of one
particular pillar: Smerdyakov.

If he sees “Dmitry in the lead” of the foursome of brothers, he naturally
has good reason to do so. Gerigk rightly observes: “As long as Ivan’s rebellion
against God receives more attention than the events at the crime scene, an ap-
propriate interpretation of The Brothers Karamazowv is clearly a long way oft ">
The entire plot of the novel revolves around the miscarriage of justice that the
court commits against Dmitry and the question as to whether this verdict
might represent a higher justice after all. Those who focus their attention pri-
marily on Ivan as the guilty party ultimately agree with Smerdyakov, who calls
his teacher the “true legal murderer” — which Ivan is clearly not.»

Significantly, however, Gerigk seems to struggle with categorizing the one
who is actually the only real murderer in 7he Brothers Karamazov: Smerdyak-
ov* On the one hand, he downgrades Smerdyakov to a “mere tool’, even de-
nies him the precarious privilege of being considered a “true murderer™ and
points out that, as the “executor of evil desire, he is not there on his own, but
only when he is called”>¢ Gerigk states that “Smerdyakov, unlike his brothers,

31 Cf. Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, Versuch iiber Dostoevskijs “Jiingling” Ein Beitrag zur Theorie des
Romans (Miinchen: Wilhelm Fink, 196s).

32 GERIGK, “Die Architektonik...”, S. 73.

33 Gerigk rightly refutes a common interpretation, represented by Golosovker: “It is there-
fore completely wrong when Jakov Golosovker in his essay Dostoevsky i Kant affirmative-
ly repeats a common assumption of earlier Dostoevsky research, according to which the
earthly court wrongly condemns Dmitry, but the court of God sees the guilty party in
Ivan” (GERIGK, Dostojewskijs Entwicklung, S. 213).

34 GERIGK, “Die Architektonik...”, S. 61.

35 1bid.,S. s4.

36 1bid., S. 64.
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is only ever presented to us from someone else’s point of view. [...] Smerdyak-
ov is not portrayed from the inside!”” On the other hand, he emphasizes “the
autonomy of the individual Pavel Fyodorovich Smerdyakov”, who certain-
ly has the freedom of will to decide for or against killing his father.’® As if that
were not enough, he claims that even Smerdyakov’s outward appearance is on-
ly composed of features “that can be freely chosen”: “In a word, Smerdyakov’s
appearance is the objective correlative of an inner dynamic determined by the
idea of morality”?

As we can see, Gerigk’s considerations lend Smerdyakov a somewhat shaky
ontological and ethical status: something between a mere projection and a per-
son with his own history, between a tool and a free-willed human being - as if
he were among the Karamazov siblings Brother No. 3,5.+° The murky circum-
stances of his origins further accentuate this impression; Gerigk concludes
“that the executive of evil in man has no recognized relationship to the true na-
ture of man”* Indeed, the servant Grigory suspects that his de-facto stepson
Smerdyakov is not human at all, but has sprouted from the wetness of a bath-
house — a kind of fungus, so to speak. Such semi-existence, of course, seems to
correspond exactly to the role Smerdyakov plays in the plot of the novel, ac-

cording to Gerigk:

To call Smerdyakov the devil’s tool means that his own design of action is ad-
justed to the design of others. The design of others results in his desperate iden-
tity as invisible man. If it comes to looking for responsibility the devil’s tool los-
es its substance and vanishes. [...] This means that the lackey’ in one has no

legitimate affinity to human nature.**

But would we really say so of a character who grows up as the son of a home-
less woman, of someone who as a child vents his anger by hanging cats and as

37 Ibid.

38 1bid., S. 74.

39 Both quotes: Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, “Mikroanalyse eines Epilepsickranken: Der Morder
Smerdjakow in den Briidern Karamasow’, in Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, Ein Meister aus Russ-
land. Beziehungsfelder der Wirkung Dostojewskijs. Vierzehn Essays (Heidelberg: Universi-
tﬁtsvcrlag Winter, 2010), S. 145-159: 159.

40 Cf. also the chapters “Three or Four Sons?” and “Three or four Brothers”,in MEERSON, pp.
185-207.

41 GERIGK, Dostojewskijs Entwicklung, S. 216.

42 Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, “Dialogue and Pseudo-Dialogue’, in Predrag Crcovackr and Ma-
ria GRANIK (eds.), Dostoevsky’s “Brothers Karamazov” Art, Creativity, and Spirituality
(Heidelberg: Universititsverlag Winter, 2010), pp. 29-44: p. 40.
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an adult teaches children how to torture dogs, and who experiences his first ep-
ileptic seizure at the age of twelve after being slapped by his stepfather? Would
we say so about someone who develops an obsession with cleanliness and a fet-
ishism for boots, but also plays the guitar, admires France, is proud of his cook-
ing, dreams of opening his own restaurant with a small start-up capital — and fi-
nally seizes the opportunity to snatch this capital from his loathsome biological
father with a perfectly disguised murder? Would we really deny such a person
any affinity with human nature? This is a rhetorical question.

Smerdyakov is neither the devil nor a tool, but human, all too human - and
in this capacity, the perfect embodiment of the banality of evil:* emotional-
ly damaged, resentful, petty in his pipe dreams but not entirely without talents,
sadistic towards the weak, greedy, cunning and extremely opportunistic when
an occasion presents itself, eager to blame someone else when confronted with
the consequences of his actions. And his face, already wrinkled at the age of
24, proclaims: all these characteristics are as old as mankind itself. Smerdyak-
ov’s version of evil thus marks a fundamental and at the same time highly re-
alistic counter-position to three other, much more grandiose, ways of behav-
ing towards evil. He neither entrenches himself saintly behind monastery walls
against temptation, nor does he work himself up into an intellectual furor of
moral indignation against the wickedness of the world, nor does he allow him-
self to be carried away in a frenzy of passion. In other words, he is neither Aly-
osha, nor Ivan, nor Dmitry Karamazov. He lives up to his name: he is the very
stinker that none of us wants to be when tempted to do something ugly, but
whom we encounter all the time (sometimes in front of a mirror). And Dosto-
evsky makes it clear that this ignoble variant of evil inevitably enters the scene
as soon as the actual deed is committed — no matter what noble theory or emo-
tion may have prompted it. Brother Smerdyakov is always part of the party;
Gerigk’s astute observation that “without Dmitry there is no murder”** has to
be supplemented by the trivial observation that without Smerdyakov there is
no murder either.

The Karamazovs’ allegorical family has four indispensable members. And
cach of these family members is given a specific punishment that is tailored to
them. Dostoevsky’s novel provides, and this is important to recognize, not on-

43 Cf. the subchapter on “Die Banalitit des Bésen” in HARRESS, S. 141-143. See also Urs
HEFTRICH, “Der Dimon im Alltagskleid: Zum Begriff der ‘poslost” bei Nikolaj Gogol”,
in Peter THIERGEN (Hrsg.), Russische Begriffsgeschichte der Neuzeit. Beitrige zu einem
Forschungsdesiderar (Koln, Weimar, Wien: Bohlau, 2006), S. 127-137.

44 GERIGK, Dostojewskijs Entwicklung, S. 214.
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ly a “theory of stages in the development of evil”.# It houses an entire penal col-
ony with finely graduated sanctions for each evil. All four of Karamazov’s sons
are dealt retributive justice, which proceeds according to a strict jus talion-
is. Each of the four is punished specifically for Ais part in their father’s murder.
Alyosha is expelled from the monastery walls for his attempt to hide behind
them against the lure of evil. Dmitry must atone for his unfinished patricide, in
which he meets and almost kills the wrong father figure (the old servant Grig-
ory), by the fact that the court now strikes him as the wrong person — instead
of a servant (Smerdyakov) and because of a servant (Grigory’s incorrect memo-
ry). Note the precision with which Dostoevsky relates the circumstances here!
Smerdyakov, the actual murderer, is the only one of the four brothers to be sen-
tenced to death — by his own hand. This suicide is not only motivated by the
plot (in order to eliminate the decisive exonerating witness for Dmitry and at
the same time make his innocence clear), but also to a large extent by the eth-
ical system of The Brothers Karamazov: a murderer can perhaps still attain the
kingdom of heaven, a suicide hardly. From the point of view of divine justice,
Smerdyakov therefore suffers the harshest punishment; he alone is guaranteed
hell (he appears to Ivan at the exact moment of his death in the form of an in-
habitant of hell). This places the most banal representative of evil at the center
of the action.

The Brothers Karamazov is a story of the decay of the Luciferian act, which
begins with the spirit’s attempt to rise morally above the Creator and ends with
a banal act of bloodshed. Ivan is punished at the seat of the intellect for pro-
viding the intellectual instrument of killing: he becomes temporarily insane.
It is worth noting that Smerdyakov, for his part, describes Ivan as the “true le-
gal murderer” and that Ivan also accuses himself of murder in court. There
is an unmistakably close relationship between the theorist of amorality and
the practitioner of robbery-murder. It culminates in Ivan’s conversation with
Smerdyakov and his nightly conversation with the devil, which is synchro-
nized with Smerdyakov’s suicide. The placement of this conversation in the
plot of the novel thus follows a well-calculated direction. Dostoevsky takes ra-
tional thought down two paths, each of which leads to a point where it en-
counters something that cannot be proven but is nonetheless undeniable: the
voice of conscience and the sensory presence of a hallucination. He constructs
his novel in such a way that the logic first fails morally and then, at the peak
of the action, fails in itself. It is now possible to determine the meaning of the

45 GERIGK, “Die Architektonik..., S. 72. Cf. already Horst-Jirgen GERIGK, “Die zweifache
Pointe der Briider Karamasow. Eine Deutung mit Riicksicht auf Kants Mezaphysik der Sit-
ten”, Euphorion, vol. 69,1975, S. 333-349.
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Logos sent into a headspin: pure reason is to be reduced to absurdity, for it is
“a scoundrel”. To achieve this impression, Dostoevsky, after having damaged it
through skillful plotting, drives the Logos into a battle that is hopeless from
the outset. He cunningly conceals to whom he owes his knowledge of the out-
come of the battle: the Logos.
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The Other Trial in The Brothers Karamazov

Introduction

The Brothers Karamazov ends with one of the most famous criminal trials in
world literature, but few readers remember that it begins with a frivolous civil
suit. Pyotr Miusov, the cousin of Fyodor Pavlovich’s first wife, commences legal
proceedings against the neighboring monastery over land rights as soon as he
comes into his inheritance. The lawsuit drags on for years, and it gives Miusov
a pretext for joining the Karamazov family on their visit to the Elder Zosima at
the beginning of the novel. Although Miusov vows to settle the suit that day,
he is so upset by Fyodor Pavlovich’s antics that he runs out of the monastery,
his suit unresolved. Miusov never reappears in the novel and his lawsuit is for-
gotten. Why does the novel begin with Miusov and his suit, only to drop both
carly on? What bearing does this first foray into legal issues have on the novel’s
main trial and its larger concerns? Far from inconsequential, I argue that this
lawsuit establishes the novel’s concerns about boundaries and their relationship
to justice. I draw on Al Katz’s boundary theory to connect Miusov’s lawsuit to
the novel’s moral questions.” Miusov’s legal dispute over the monastery’s bor-
ders establishes a contrast between legal justice, predicated on (often meaning-
less) binaries, and an alternative vision of justice based on inclusion and shared
responsibility. Miusov’s unresolved property dispute may seem far less weighty
than the murder trial, but it introduces the legal system’s reductionist bina-
ry logic of mine or yours, right or wrong, innocent or guilty. At the end of the
novel, that same logic will cause the wrong man to be convicted through a “ju-
dicial error”.

No one remembers the content of Miusov’s lawsuit, not even Dostoevsky’s
chronicler. He introduces the suit in vague terms — “Pyotr Alexandrovich, while
still very young, having just come into his inheritance, at once began endless litiga-
tion over the rights to some kind of fishing in the river or wood-cutting in the for-
est — I am not sure which” — and glosses over details: “the lawsuit over the bound-

1 AlKaTz, “Studies in Boundary Theory: Three Essays in Adjudication and Politics”, Buffalo
Law Review, vol. 28, N2 2, 1979, pp. 383-436. I discuss his theory in detail below.
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aries of their land and some rights for cutting wood in the forest and fishing in the
river and so on” (“npou.”) (32; IICC 14; 31).* Despite the chronicler’s lack of inter-
est in the case, Miusov’s lawsuit introduces two issues that reverberate throughout
the novel: stewardship of natural resources and demarcation of boundaries.

Jane Costlow writes about Dostoevsky’s focus on deforestation in 7he Broth-
ers Karamazov where, in addition to Miusov’s lawsuit over woodcutting rights,
“various characters in the novel are engaged in frenetic efforts to generate cash by
selling forests”? The novel seems to disapprove of characters who engage in such
an unabashed exploitation of natural resources, a position that reflects the un-
casy relationship between private ownership and public goods that developed
throughout the nineteenth century. In her study on property in Imperial Russia,
Ekaterina Pravilova argues that the power balance between private ownership
and public interest shifted throughout the century from a belief in the inviolabil-
ity of private property toward “the unfinished process of building public prop-
erty in Russia’* Miusov’s suit against the monastery does not deal with public
property per se, but by pitting a wealthy private landowner against the monastic
community, Dostoevsky creates a conflict between an individual’s right to con-
trol land and a community’s need to utilize natural resources. The debate over
stewardship of natural resources in nineteenth-century Russia was bound in con-
tradictory views about individual rights versus the public good, views that are
echoed in Miusov and Zosima’s approaches to the monastery’s borders.

Although Miusov ostensibly sues over access to resources, he has no inter-
est in using the disputed territory. He does not even know where “the con-
troversial wood-cutting in the forest and the fishing [...] went on” (84; IICC
14; 78). Miusov begins legal proceedings because “to start a lawsuit against
the ‘clericals’ was something he even considered his civic and enlightened du-
ty” (11; IICC 14; 10-11). He appears in the novel as a somewhat ridiculous fig-
ure, “a lifelong European” and “a liberal of the forties and fifties” (105 ITCC 14;
10). His use of the French word “clericals” (xaepuxaast) underscores his out-

2 English translations are from Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, The Brothers Karamazov, trans. Rich-
ard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1990). Refer-
ences will be given in parenthetical form with the English first.

3 Jane CostLoW, Heart-Pine Russia: Walking and Writing the Nineteenth-Century Forest
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2013), p. 111.

4 Ekaterina PRAVILOVA, A Public Empire: Property and the Quest for the Common Good in
Impe‘riﬂl Russia (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 7.014), p-3-

s According to Amy Ronner, Miusov “embodies the trends and ‘isms’ that Dostoevsky came
to detest in later years and even blamed for the unraveling of the Russian Family”. See Amy
RONNER, Dostoevsky as Suicidologist: Self-Destruction and the Creative Process (Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2020), pp. 211-212.
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sider status — the word is not used for Russian Orthodox monks.® Miusov does
not want to define the border between his estate and the monastery to gain the
right to utilize the land, but instead to assert his “enlightened” values against
those of the monastery. Miusov invokes the legal system to erect boundaries
that have no meaning for him. The legal system enters the novel not as a means
to establish truth or administer justice, but rather as a game that can be manip-
ulated to serve an individual’s private purposes.

Miusov’s lawsuit has a historical precedent — a book on the Optina Mon-
astery that Dostoevsky owned includes an account of a 1672 litigation with
the townspeople over a new mill that disrupted the monastery’s rights to riv-
er access and fishing. The Tsar ruled in the monastery’s favor — the disputed
mill was demolished and the monastery’s rights to the river were upheld.” Yet
in The Brothers Karamazov, the suit remains unresolved — Miusov runs out of
the monastery, and the novel, before he can settle the case. On a figurative level,
perhaps the suit cannot be neatly resolved because it introduces a line of binary,
legalistic thinking that will continue throughout the novel, in conflict with Zo-
sima’s alternative, expansive vision of justice.

Miusov’s interest in defining the monastery’s boundaries is juxtaposed with
Zosima’s view of the monastery walls as porous. Zosima’s stance seems para-
doxical — the monastery exists as a bounded world, surrounded by walls that
separate it from the outside. The chronicler highlights the monastery’s physi-
cal boundaries in his descriptions: upon arriving, “the visitors left their carriag-
es at the guest house outside the walls and entered the gates of the monastery on
foot”; soon after “they went out the gate and through the woods” to visit Zosi-
ma at the hermitage, where “the fence and gates are shut” (34-35, 37; IICC 14;
32-34; emphasis added — E. D.). The hermitage walls enclose a figurative Gar-
den of Eden — Fyodor Pavlovich declares it a “vale of roses” — a bounded para-
dise separate from the outside world (37; I7CC 14; 35).

Yet Zosima consistently breaks down the barriers that separate the hermit-
age from the outside world. Although women are not allowed to enter the her-
mitage gates, the elder finds ways to meet with female believers. Peasant wom-
en wait for him by the porch, and gentlewomen wait in “two small rooms |[...]
built on the porch, but outside the wall [...] and the elder comes to them by
an inner passage, when he feels well enough, so it is still outside the wall” (37;
IICC 14; 35). “So, after all, a little hole has been made from the hermitage to
the ladies”, Fyodor Pavlovich says suggestively, mocking the elder’s efforts to

6 Seenotein I[1CC 15; 52.4.
7 Hemopuueckoe onucanue Koseascxoti Beedencroii Onmurnoti nycmaoin, usp. Tpetve (Mocksa:
Tunorpadus [otbe, 1876), c. 21-23. Referenced in I7CC 155 52.4.
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commune with female worshippers (37; IICC 14; 35). Despite his lewdness,
the eldest Karamazov accurately describes Zosima’s approach to the hermitage
walls. The walls are not a firm border that divides two opposed groups, but in-
stead become a porous boundary across which members of the monastic com-
munity and the outside world can interact.

Zosimas boundary-breaking view of the monastery also prompts him to
send Alyosha out into the world. “Know, my dear son”, he counsels Alyosha,
“that from now on this is not the place for you. Remember that, young man.
As soon as God grants me to depart, leave the monastery. Leave it for good”
(77; IICC 14; 71). Zosima’s words initially shock Alyosha — his elder appears
to expel him from the sanctuary of the monastery. Yet Zosima does not wish
to permanently banish Alyosha, but instead to send Alyosha where he is need-
ed. “I have no doubt of you, that is why I am sending you”, Zosima explains (77;
IICC 14; 71-72). He sends Alyosha across the walls as an emissary, who can
connect the monastery to the world.

During his visit to the monastery, Miusov focuses on the divisions between
the monastery and the outside world. While Zosima attempts to make the athe-
ist landowner feel at home in this unfamiliar space, figuratively expanding the
monastery’s boundaries to include him, Miusov continuously threatens to leave.
Near the end of the visit, Miusov suddenly resolves to “be nice, amiable, and
courteous” and to “relinquish to them finally, once and for all, that very day”,
the wood-cutting and fishing rights (84; I7TCC 14; 78). He wants to behave well
to prove that he is better than Fyodor Pavlovich, and he believes that dropping
the lawsuit would contribute to his generous appearance. In fact, there is noth-
ing generous about his intentions — he is willing to drop the suit because “it was
all worth very little anyway” (84; IICC 14; 78). The legal action over bounda-
ries is merely a game to Miusov, not an attempt to resolve a substantive dispute.
His determination to behave well and resolve the suit also proves to be shallow
— Fyodor Pavlovich’s behavior so infuriates him that after numerous outbursts,
“Miusov rushed from the room”, never to return (89; I1CC 14; 83).

Boundary Theory and The Brothers Karamazov

The conflicting views about borders embodied in Miusov’s lawsuit and Zo-
sima’s porous vision of the hermitage walls map interestingly onto the legal
scholar Al Katz’s boundary theory. Katz defines two types of boundaries: a vac-
uum boundary, which “describes a distinction between two opposed phenom-
ena where there is no third term, no compromise, no mediation”, and a live
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boundary, which “describes a distinction between two opposed phenomena
separated by a ‘space’ that partakes of both but is neither: compromise, medi-
ation, ambiguity”* Whereas “a Vacuum Boundary is a line’, a live boundary is
defined by mediating space between poles.” Despite his focus on US. law, Katz
posits boundary theory’s wider relevance, claiming that it “seeks to unpack cer-
tain fundamental characteristics of the form of human experience™ Katz’s
two types of boundaries describe Miusov and Zosima’s approaches to the mon-
astery’s borders: Miusov wants to define a hard, vacuum boundary between
his land and the monastery, whereas Zosima creates a mediating space, or live
boundary, between the monastic community and the outside world. In Dosto-
evsky’s novelistic world, vacuum boundaries form the provenance of legal sys-
tems, which aim to resolve complicated questions with binary answers. In con-
trast, live boundaries produce sites of compromise, thus transcending binaries.

Katz traces three famous American legal decisions to show how situations
initially understood as vacuum-bounded become reconstituted as live-bound-
ed. He argues that this kind of shift to the middle ground is an attempt to
avoid making a choice, and thus becomes its own kind of inevitable choice. Yet
live boundaries do not necessarily imply an abdication of responsibility — rath-
er, these kinds of liminal spaces resonate with Mikhail Bakhtin’s theory of Dos-
toevsky’s dialogism. In Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, Bakhtin argues: “the
realm of [the idea’s] existence is not individual consciousness but dialogic com-
munion between consciousnesses. The idea is a live event”" The similar ter-
minology underscores the affinity with Katz’s live boundaries: ideas in Dos-
toevsky take on meaning through dialogic interaction, rather than through
division. In Dostoevsky’s world, live boundaries between ideas, words, and
characters are what enables dialogue: what “affirms the independence, internal
freedom, unfinalizability, and indeterminacy of the hero”.”

If live boundaries, as exemplified by the connections Zosima fosters across
the monastery walls, become a positive in Dostoevsky’s novel, vacuum bounda-
ries are problematic not only because they prevent dialogic interaction, but also
because of how they are applied. According to Katz, vacuum boundaries define
questions that can only be decided with “a metaphysics of truth or knowledge

8 KaTtz,p.384.

9 Ibid.

10 Ibid., p.383.

11 Mikhail BAKHTIN, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, ed. and trans. Caryl Emerson (Minne-
apolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984), p. 88 (emphasis in the original).

12 Ibid., p. 63.
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of the good”” While liberal democracy may not offer a way to decide these
questions, Dostoevsky’s religious worldview might. Yet in The Brothers Kar-
amazov, the characters who establish vacuum boundaries are not interest-
ed in elucidating absolute truths, but in playing intellectual games. As previ-
ously discussed, Miusov does not care about the boundary between his estate
and the monastery — he is not planning to use the land. Instead, he sues over
boundaries to toy with the monastery. Dostoevsky sees this kind of intellectu-
al game played with vacuum boundaries as a problem inherent to the modern
legal system. As Robert Belknap explains, “The long trial in 7he Brothers Kar-
amazov reflects the intensity of his disillusionment with the way the jury sys-
tem seemed to be shifting from the adversarial pursuit of truth and justice to an
amoral contest in rhetorical persuasiveness”.'* Indeed, as I will discuss, vacuum
boundaries define the jury trial at the end of the novel and contribute to the
miscarriage of justice.

Tvan’s Article and the Eradication of Boundaries

Miusov’s lawsuit over property lines and Zosima’s breakdown of the monastery
walls form the background to Ivan’s article on the ecclesiastical courts, the nov-
el’s first utopian model of justice. When the elder Zosima returns to the cell af-
ter his boundary-breaking meeting with the female believers, the hieromonk
Tosif summarizes Ivan’s argument: “Apparently, on the question of ecclesiasti-
cal courts, he completely rejects the separation of Church and state” (60; IICC
14; 56). Ivan argues that “it is not the Church that should seck a definite place
for itself in the state”, but instead “every earthly state must eventually be whol-
ly transformed into the Church and become nothing else but the Church, re-
jecting whichever of its aims are incompatible with those of the Church” (62;
IICC 14; 58).

Ivan’s model seems to eradicate all boundaries: rather than dividing the
Church from the state, he proposes that the state “rises up to the Church and
becomes the Church over all the earth” (as summarized by Father Paissy) (66;
ITCC 14; 62). Nevertheless, in Ivan’s expansive vision, the Church maintains a
powerful vacuum boundary — the Church would serve justice by excommuni-
cating criminals. Ivan sees banishment from Christ as the most effective form

13 KATZ, p. 434.

14 Robert BELkNAP, “The Trial of Mitya Karamazov’, in Predrag Cicovackr and Maria
GRANIK (ed.), Dostoevsky’s Brothers Karamazov: Art, Creativity, and Spirituality (Heidel-
berg: Universititsverlag Winter, 2010), p. 91.
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of punishment: whereas modern criminals can assuage their guilt with the
comforting thought that they have not defied the Church, in his utopian mod-
el the criminal “would then have to go away not only from men, as now, but al-
so from Christ. For by his crime he would have rebelled not only against men
but also against Christ’s Church” (63; 7ICC 14; 59). Ivan abolishes the bounda-
ry between Church and State but replaces it with a much more severe division:
the boundary between followers of Christ and the excommunicated.

Although the article generates much interest and “many churchmen de-
cidedly counted the author as one of their own”, Zosima reveals the cruel-
ty of Ivan’s proposed vacuum boundary between Church and excommunicat-
ed criminal (16; 71CC 14; 16). “What would become of the criminal, oh, Lord,
if Christian society, too — that is, the Church - rejected him in the same way
that civil law rejects him and cuts him off?” — Zosima laments. “Surely there
could be no greater despair, at least for a Russian criminal, for Russian crimi-
nals still have faith. Though who knows: perhaps a terrible thing would hap-
pen then — the loss of faith, perhaps, would occur in the desperate heart of
the criminal, and what then?” (64-65; IICC 14; 60). Zosima agrees with Ivan
that if the Church took over society, the treatment of criminals would change.
However, Zosima imagines that this could result in more inclusive justice: the
Church “would be able to bring the excommunicated back, to deter the plotter,
to regenerate the fallen” (66; IICC 14: 61). Whereas Ivan’s utopian legal system
would deter criminals by erecting a vacuum boundary between lawbreakers and
Church, thus cutting them off from the possibility of redemption, Zosima en-
visions the benevolence of the Church leading to the reformation of criminals.

The irony of Ivan’s article is that he does not believe in the legal system that
he proposes because he is an atheist.s Like Miusov’s purely theoretical interest
in the land over which he sues, Ivan’s proposed legal system is a game to him.
He does not understand the cruelty of excommunicating criminals from the
Church because he is not a believer. His rigid vacuum boundary would have
catastrophic effects for criminal believers who would be separated from their
church, yet for Ivan, the boundary is merely an intellectual exercise that would
not affect him. Indeed, some readers concluded that “the whole article was just
a brazen farce and mockery”, which somehow appealed to both believers and
atheists (16; IICC 14; 16).

In contrast to Ivan’s article and his proposed vacuum boundary between
Church and criminal, Zosima’s ethos of live boundaries extends standard

15 Ivan’s devil asserts that Ivan wants to believe, and that he is struggling “between belief and
disbelief” — another apparent vacuum boundary that becomes porous and live (645; 7ICC
15; 80).
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Church doctrine. In his Talks and Homilies that Alyosha records, Zosima em-
braces even the suicides: “We are told that it is a sin to pray to God for them,
and outwardly the Church rejects them, as it were, but in the secret of my soul
I think that one may pray for them as well” (323; IICC 14; 293). Just as he cross-
es the hermitage walls to reach the women, who are officially excluded from the
sacred space, Zosima opens his heart to the suicides, whom the Church formal-
ly banishes. Zosima disavows vacuum boundaries of all kinds in favor of po-
rous, live boundaries. Ivan’s article appears to promote the ideals of the Church,
but Zosima reveals how its binary, legalistic framework stands in opposition to
values of inclusion and brotherhood.*

After the discussion of Ivan’s article, Miusov introduces Ivan’s famous for-
mulation: “were mankind’s belief in its immortality to be destroyed, [...] noth-
ing would be immoral any longer, everything would be permitted” (69; IICC
14; 64-6s). This critical formula enters the novel as almost a joke: Miusov, a
fairly ridiculous figure, presents it as an anecdote that Ivan told at a recent gath-
ering of local ladies. Robert Louis Jackson suggests that Ivan shared this idea
“with the purpose of amusing them, shocking them out of their easygoing and
simplistic notions about love for humanity”, and Miusov, too, appears to retell
the story for its entertainment value.” Yet what begins as a form of amusement
takes on lethal weight: Mitya promises to remember that “evildoing should not
only be permitted but even should be acknowledged as the most necessary and
most intelligent solution for the situation of every godless person” (69; IICC
14; 65). Although Mitya does not act on Ivan’s idea, Smerdiakov does - he cites
“everything is permitted” when he tells Ivan that he murdered Fyodor Pav-
lovich (632; IICC 15; 68).

Ivan’s formula eradicates all boundaries: if there is no belief in human im-
mortality, then there are no moral laws nor limits to human behavior. Miusov
claims that “everything would be permitted, even anthropophagy” (69; IICC

16 William Mills Todd draws a similar contrast between Ivan and Zosima’s modes of sto-
rytelling. He argues that whereas in Book s, “Ivan’s narratives work to isolate their sub-
jects (hence their genre designation, ‘little pictures’)”, in Book 6 “Zosima’s narratives
work to link with other stories, to show that nothing is lost”. Ivan erects vacuum bounda-
ries between his subjects, whereas Zosima tells stories to forge connections. See William
Mills Topp III, “On the Uses and Abuses of Narrative in The Brothers Karamazov”, in
Horst-Jiirgen GERIGK (Hrsg.), “Die Briider Karamasow”: Dostojewskifs letzter Roman in
heutiger Sicht; elf Vortriige des IX. Symposiums der Internationalen Dostojewskij-Gesellschaf?.
Gaming/Niederisterreich, 30. Juli — 6. August 1995 (Dresden: Dresden University Press,
1997), p. 83.

17 Robert Louis JACKSON, Dialogues with Dostoevsky: The Overwhelming Questions (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1993), p. 295.
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14; 65). Cannibalism represents the destruction of all social and moral bounda-
ries through a physical boundary-crossing: the ultimate violation of the human
body. Yet this destruction of boundaries is predicated on a vacuum boundary:
if there is no belief in immortality, zhen everything is permitted. Zosima notes
that Ivan does not seem to really believe in the binary he establishes: “you,
too, are toying, out of despair, with your magazine articles and drawing-room
discussions, without believing in your own dialectics and smirking at them
with your heart aching inside you...” (70; IICC 14; 65). Ivan’s formula offers a
glimpse of a world without moral boundaries, yet it, like his article, is built on
binary thinking. This vacuum-bounded approach to morality reaches its horrif-
ic, logical conclusion with the murder of Fyodor Pavlovich.

Vacuum Boundaries in Mitya’s Trial

If readers tend to forget about Miusov’s lawsuit that opens the novel, they remem-
ber and are often puzzled by the inordinate amount of time spent on the criminal
trial that concludes the novel. Dostoevsky devotes the entirety of Book 12 to the
trial, which ostensibly will establish Dmitry’s innocence or guilt. And yet, the tri-
al fails to uncover the truth: Mitya is sentenced to twenty years of hard labor for
a crime that he did not commit. Why does the novel end with what Gary Rosen-
shield describes as “the ultimate prosaics” of the “long and lawyerly” jury trial, and
what relation does this trial have to the lawsuit that opens the novel 2"

The jury trial represents the fullest expression of vacuum boundaries in the
novel: almost one hundred pages and hours of testimony are devoted to draw-
ing the line between guilt and innocence. While Mitya’s prospects in the trial
take numerous turns, the cause of the judicial error remains open to interpreta-
tion. Amy Ronner pinpoints Ivan’s excessively truthful testimony as the mo-
ment that dooms Mitya;" Rosenshield argues that “the real struggle that occurs
in the jury trial is not so much about Dmitry’s guilt or innocence but about the
authority of the word”>* I would add to these interpretations a reading root-
ed in boundary theory. The trial’s failure to establish Mitya’s innocence stems
from the flawed premise that this is a case of vacuum boundaries: that he is ei-
ther guilty o7 innocent.

18 Gary ROSENSHIELD, Western Law, Russian Justice: Dostoevsky, the Jury Trial, and the Law
(Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2005), p. s.

19 Amy RONNER, Dostoevsky and the Law (Durham, NC: Carolina Academic Press, 2015), pp.
195-196.

20 ROSENSHIELD, p. 30.
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Dostoevsky devotes more than half of the lengthy trial scene to the two law-
yers’ speeches. The prosecutor Ippolit Kirillovich lays out the facts of the case,
Mitya’s history and psychology, and concludes with an impassioned speech to
the jurors about their role as “the defenders of our truth, the defenders of our
holy Russia, of her foundations, of her family, of all that is holy in her!” (722;
ITICC 155 150). The prosecutor’s case rests upon a straightforward interpreta-
tion of the facts, which together paint a damning portrait of Mitya. As readers
of the novel are well aware, the prosecutor’s interpretation of the evidence is in-
correct, yet his narrative appears reasonable.

The defense attorney Fetiukovich, however, masterfully breaks down the
prosecutor’s case by inserting doubt. He goes through each piece of evidence
and demonstrates how it can be interpreted differently from the prosecutor’s
reading, and thus how it does not add up to a clear case against Mitya. Feti-
ukovich attributes the holes he can poke in the prosecutor’s case to the dou-
ble-ended nature of psychology: “I myself, gentlemen of the jury, have resorted
to psychology now, in order to demonstrate that one can draw whatever con-
clusions one likes from it. It all depends on whose hands it is in” (728; IICC 15;
156). Fetiukovich argues that all interpretation is subjective and relative — that
evidence can be interpreted to create any narrative that one likes. This approach
is problematic — Rosenshield contends that this argument opens the door for
Dostoevsky’s novelistic project to be similarly deconstructed — but Fetiukovich
is also right. Mitya did not kill his father, and the prosecution’s damning narra-
tive is constructed on an incorrect interpretation of evidence.

Yet Fetiukovich dooms his argument by attempting to play both sides of
the case. After inserting doubt into the prosecutor’s narrative and expressing
his concern that despite a lack of clear evidence Mitya “will perish merely from
the totality of these facts”, Fetiukovich changes tack: “I do not renounce one
iota of what I have just said, but suppose I did, suppose for a moment that I,
too, agreed with the prosecution that my unfortunate client stained his hands
with his father’s blood” (741; IICC 155 167). The vacuum boundary between
guilt and innocence becomes meaningless in this moment — the defense at-
torney suddenly changes his position to argue that ever if Mitya killed his fa-
ther, he should still be acquitted because Fyodor Pavlovich was not a real father
to him. The argument is absurd — Rosenshield notes that Dostoevsky reduces
the lawyer by giving him “a patently ridiculous argument about sons who have
the right to kill less than perfect fathers”* Fetiukovich’s final argument exposes

21 ROSENSHIELD, p. 246. Fetiukovich’s absurd argument, that Dmitry should be acquitted
for killing his father because his father was not a real parent to him, has a famous literary
predecessor: Apollo offers a similar argument for why Orestes should not be held respon-
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how he views the trial’s vacuum boundary as a semantic game. The defense at-
torney does not attempt to draw the line between guilt and innocence in order
to uncover an absolute truth, but rather to toy with the idea of truth.

In his final charge to the jury, Fetiukovich establishes the stakes of their deci-
sion: “In your hands is the fate of my client, in your hands is also the fate of our
Russian truth. You will save it, you will champion it, you will prove that there
are some to preserve it, that it is in good hands!” (748; IICC 15; 173). The truth
may be in good hands with the jury, but if so, they must rescue it from the de-
fense attorney’s games. By trying to have it both ways — by arguing for Mitya’s
acquittal whether or not he committed the crime — Fetiukovich shows a com-
plete disregard for the idea of objective truth. The case becomes a semantic and
interpretive game for him that can be argued from both sides. Fetiukovich’s dis-
regard for the truth forms part of Dostoevsky’s critique of the legal system in
The Brothers Karamazov. As Ronner explains in her book Dostoevsky and the
Law, “Dostoevsky jabs at a legal system that exiles itself from concerns with as-
certaining truth”>* Similarly, Rosenshield reads Fetiukovich as a kind of post-
modern critic who does not create his own narrative of the case so much as dest-
abilize the notion that any one narrative can explain what happened, showing
“that an almost limitless number of narratives can be ‘created’ to account for
the same ‘facts’ of the case”* Fetiukovich is a master of a certain kind of read-
ing, “a brilliant deconstructionist who casts doubt on every prosecution witness
and who subverts the reliability of narrative reconstructions”** However, his ap-
proach fails to reveal the truth of what happened, and so the trial results in a “ju-
dicial error”, whereby an innocent man is convicted. Although everyone in the
audience seems certain that Dmitry will be acquitted, the jury finds him guilty
on every count. Fetiukovich’s attempt to play games with the case’s vacuum
boundary fails, as does the truth: an innocent man is convicted of murder.

The trial fails to reveal the truth and serve justice because it is on a false as-
sumption: namely, that the line between guilt and innocence is a vacuum
boundary. Zosima posits an alternative vision of culpability: all are guilty be-
fore all; all are responsible for all. Zosima’s formulation of guilt is closer to a
live boundary than a vacuum. Rather than drawing a line between the guilty

sible for killing his mother in Aeschylus’s Oresteia. In Aeschylus’s play the argument suc-
ceeds, and even becomes the basis for an entire system of justice: Orestes’s acquittal leads
to the establishment of the Athenian law courts. Fetiukovich’s poor argument was thus ar-
guably not guaranteed to fail.

22 RONNER, Dostoevsky and the Law, p. so.

23 ROSENSHIELD, p. 243.

24 Ibid., p. 246.
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and the innocent, he blurs the division by declaring all people are guilty and re-
sponsible for one another. Whereas Fetiukovich erects vacuum boundaries on-
ly to expose them as meaningless by arguing both sides, Zosima complicates bi-
nary divisions and advocates for collective responsibility, an understanding of
culpability that comes much closer to describing the complex web of people re-
sponsible for Fyodor Pavlovich’s murder.

The Ethics of Boundaries

Miusov’s lawsuit over property lines and Zosima’s porous vision of the monas-
tery walls offer a spatial way to think about the novel’s moral questions. This
early conflict introduces vacuum and live boundaries as two opposed systems
for navigating issues of truth and justice. Vacuum boundaries become associat-
ed with insincerity and legalistic thinking, which divides the world into bina-
ries not to reveal irrefutable truths but to play logical games. Live boundaries
come closer to the novel’s religious ethos of transcending division through uni-
versal brotherhood and collective responsibility.

Yet this division between vacuum and live boundaries is its own kind of bi-
nary with attendant limitations. While the novel seems to valorize live bound-
aries through Zosima’s ethic of collective responsibility and universal broth-
erhood, the novel’s treatment of certain characters complicates that vision.
Smerdiakov, the fourth Karamazov brother, makes the problem of famil-
ial boundaries explicit, as characters must decide whether to treat him like a
brother or to exclude him from the family. Gary Saul Morson, who empha-
sizes the importance of boundaries in the novel in order to explore the dan-
gers of the margins, argues that Smerdiakov is an “eternally liminal” charac-
ter, “whose motives can be explained by the logic of margins. [...] He ruins his
brothers because they do not acknowledge him as a brother”* In her chapter
on Smerdiakov, Olga Meerson argues that Dostoevsky is aware of the problem
of Smerdiakov, and that it is the narrator, characters, and reader who fail to
treat him as a brother — who erect a rigid vacuum boundary between him and
the other Karamazovs.*

25 Gary Saul MoRsoON, “Verbal Pollution in The Brothers Karamazov”, in Robin FEUER MIL-
LER (ed.), Critical Essays on Dostoevsky (Boston: G. K. Hall & Co., 1986), pp. 235, 241.

26 In her chapter “The Fourth Brother”, Meerson argues that the narrator’s presentation of
Smerdiakov “distracts attention from the importance which the author does ascribe to
Smerdiakov”, whose “story is the main line of the plot”. See Olga MEERSON, Dostoevsky’s
Taboos (Dresden: Dresden University Press, 1998), p. 184.
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Nevertheless, the novel does not make space for other secondary charac-
ters who could be metaphorical brothers. Greta Matzner-Gore traces the mar-
ginalization of the character Maksimov to argue that the novel’s handling and
exclusion of certain “secondary” characters problematizes its ideal of univer-
sal brotherhood.”” Miusov also poses such a problem: he is literally driven from
the novel by Fyodor Pavlovich’s antics. He introduces a model of legalistic, bi-
nary thinking that contradicts the novel’s ideals, yet the supposedly inclusive
novel has no room for him. It seems there is no novelistic space for characters
who argue for vacuum boundaries — by the end of the novel, both Miusov and
Fetiukovich have disappeared, and Ivan is silenced by illness. In its valorization
of live boundaries, the novel erects a vacuum boundary to exclude characters
who do not fit its ethics.

The novel’s prioritization of live boundaries over vacuum boundaries also
demands interrogation: are live boundaries morally superior to vacuum bound-
aries? Or do they carry their own limitations and problems? As I discuss above,
Katz sees live boundaries as a way to avoid making a decision - a kind of com-
promise that evades responsibility. Yet in the novel, live boundaries foster con-
nection and dialogue. The novelistic structure gains meaning through juxtapo-
sition and dialogic interaction — Book 6, Alyosha’s manuscript of Zosima’s life
and homilies, was intended to be a response to the “Grand Inquisitor” in Book
5. Yet Dostoevsky does not put his thumb on the scale - Zosima’s words do not
directly refute the Grand Inquisitor or Ivan’s rebellion against God, and the El-
der’s saint-like position is immediately complicated by his stinking corpse that
opens Book 7. It is up to the reader to make connections across the parts of the
novel and to create meaning through their consonances and contradictions.

The question of boundaries in Dostoevsky’s work and their relationship
to justice and ethics is particularly urgent now, in light of Russia’s full-scale
invasion of Ukraine. In his 1880 Pushkin speech, Dostoevsky asserts Rus-
sias “pan-European and universal” destiny (I7CC 26; 147). He envisions Rus-
sia’s role as uniting Europe, and asserts that to be a true Russian is “to become
a brother to all people” (ITCC 26; 147). It is a vision of universal love, an era-
sure of boundaries between people and nations, that nevertheless depends on
an us-versus-them binary: Dostoevsky declares Russia’s desire for a “universal,
pan-human union with all the races of the great Aryan family” (I7CC 26; 147).
As Joseph Frank explains, “This was the first time he had employed the word
‘Aryan’, which reveals the influence of the anti-Semitic literature of the peri-

27 Greta MATZNER-GORE, “Kicking Maksimov out of the Carriage: Minor Characters, Ex-
clusion and The Brothers Karamazov”, Slavic and Eastern European Journal s8, no. 3 (2014):
pp- 419-436.
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od, and it provoked a great deal of criticism”** This supposedly universal mes-
sage, which is inflected with the discourse of anti-Semitism, also denies agency
to other nations and peoples — what if they don’t want to be embraced in this
pan-European brotherhood?

One solution to the problem posed by the Dostoevsky we encounter in the
Pushkin speech is to erect our own vacuum boundary: to insist on a total di-
vide between Dostoevsky the artist and Dostoevsky the political and religious
thinker. But as scholars have recently pointed out, this division is artificial and
flawed.” Dostoevsky the journalist’s virulent antisemitism infects even the uni-
versally-minded Brothers Karamazov. In the chapter “A Little Demon”, when
Liza asks Alyosha, “is it true that Yids steal children on Passover and kill them?”
Alyosha fails to discredit the anti-Semitic lie by equivocating: “I don’t know”
(583; IICC 15; 24).° In his book Dostoevsky and the Jews, David 1. Goldstein
reads this moment as both an ethical and aesthetic failure: “How could Dos-
toyevsky have dared to put these words in the mouth of his Alyosha, Alyosha,
the incarnation of charity, the symbol of Russia’s spiritual regeneration? No, an
Alyosha could never have spoken those words”* This moment collapses the dis-
tinction between Dostoevsky the journalist and Dostoevsky the artist — Gold-
stein terms it a “double betrayal”* Another solution is to erect a different kind
of vacuum boundary and stop reading or teaching Dostoevsky entirely. But the
ethic of The Brothers Karamazov offers an alternative: to exist in the live-bound-

28 Joseph FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Mantle of the Prophet, 1871-1881 (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 2002), p. 526.

29 Several recent blog posts have tackled this issue. See Sarah HupspiTH, “Dostoevsky and
the Idea of Russianness: The Case for a Decolonial Critique”, The Bloggers Karamazov, 9
October 2023 (https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2023/10/09/dostoevsky-the-case-for-a-de-
colonial-critique/) and Lindsay CEBALLOS, “The One Dostoevsky Problem”, The Bloggers
Karamazov, 9 August 2023 (hetps://bloggerskaramazov.com/2023/08/09/the-one-dosto-

evsky-problem/).
30 I have edited the translation to indicate that Liza uses the offensive term, zhidy (‘Yids),

rather than the neutral term, evrei (Jews’).

31 David I. GOLDSTEIN, Dostoyevsky and the Jews (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1981),
p- 156. Many scholars do not agree with Goldstein’s interpretation of Alyosha’s uncertainty
— Maxim D. SHRAYER summarizes several other readings of the blood libel scene and pro-
vides his own reading in his essay, “The Jewish Question and The Brothers Karamazov”, in
Robert Louis JACKSON (ed.), 4 New Word on The Brothers Karamazov (Evanston: North-
western University Press, 2004), pp. 210-233. According to Shrayer, it is “paradoxical that
upon his return from Moscow, where he articulated in the Pushkin speech his innermost
aesthetic, ethical, and metaphysical ideals, Dostoevsky writes the blood libel scene” (p. 218).
Yet as I discuss above, the Pushkin speech contains seeds of anti-Semitic language.

32 GOLDSTEIN, p. 158.


https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2023/10/09/dostoevsky-the-case-for-a-decolonial-critique/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2023/10/09/dostoevsky-the-case-for-a-decolonial-critique/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2023/08/09/the-one-dostoevsky-problem/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2023/08/09/the-one-dostoevsky-problem/
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ed, messy middle — to confront Dostoevsky’s nationalistic, xenophobic, and an-
ti-Semitic ideas while also recognizing the alternative modes of thinking and
models of inclusion embedded in his narratives. Miusov’s lawsuit is a tiny epi-
sode at the beginning of a very long novel. Nevertheless, reading it in dialogue
with the novel’s other explorations of boundaries offers a model for embracing
ambiguity and complexity — a model for how we can read Dostoevsky the writer
alongside Dostoevsky the journalist.

How do we reconcile Miusov’s disappearance with the novel’s valorization
of universal brotherhood? Can there really be no novelistic space for characters
who argue for vacuum boundaries? Any solution to this contradiction must
come from the reader. If the novel lauds Zosima’s efforts to complicate vacu-
um boundaries, then part of that work must fall to us as readers. Our job is to
not forget Miusov and his lawsuit over boundaries. We have to draw the con-
nections between the novel’s first foray into legal issues and the concluding tri-
al, and create a dialogue between them. The novel’s many parts, plots, and ques-
tions need not be divided by vacuum boundaries but live ones, if readers can
work to complicate these divisions.
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Anppeit PAYCTOB
BOpOHC)KCKI/Iﬁ rocyAaPCTBeHHbeI YHUBEPCUTET

durypa “6nunxkHero” B pacckase
®. M. AocToeBckoro COH CMELLHOro 4yenoBeka:
651m>kHNe n garibHNe KOHTeKCTbl MOHUMaHUSA

EcAM UATH BcAep 32 AEKCHKOH, TO camo 1o cebe caoBo “Oamxuuit” (B ero atu-
KO-TCOAOTHYECKOM 3HAYCHUHU) HE OTAMYACTCS B TBOPUECTBE AOCTOCBCKOTO MO-
BBIIICHHON YaCTOTHOCTBIO: HA BECh KOPITYC XYAOYKCCTBEHHBIX IIPOM3BEACHHI —
31 ynotpebacHue (a Ha BCIo MyOAMLMCTHKY — 12), IPUYEM OOBIMHO CAOBO 3TO
NOSBASICTCS B COCTaBE HU K 4eMy He o0s3bIBalomux pedeBbix popmya (Bpoae
«Ha MOAB3Y OAMKHETO» MAM «O0s3aHHOCTH K GAMKHEMY» ) H 0c060il ped-
ACKCHH HE IIOABEpracTcsi. TeM He MEHee, He TPYAHO ObIAO ObI YAOCTOBEPUTHCSI,
YTO CMBICAOBBIM LICHTPOM ITOAOOHBIX KOHTEKCTOB BBICTYIAIOT AI0OOBD K OAMK-
HEMY U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, CBI3aHHBII C HEIO ABHBIN MAU IIOAPA3yMEBACMBIN BO-
IPOC O TOM, HACKOABKO OHA BO3MOXHA, Aa U HeoOxoauma. I He TpeOyer moa-
POOHBIX AOKA3aTEABCTB, YTO BOIIPOC 3TOT HUKAK HE CBOAUTCS Y AOCTOEBCKOrO
K HCIIOAB30BAHUIO CIICLIHAAUSHPOBAHHON ACKCHKH, HO AMIIb HAXOAUT B HCH
CBOEC MapKHUPOBAHHOE BbIPAKCHHUE.

Hau6oaee pasBepHyTO BO3MOXHOCTb AIOOBH K OAMKHEMY 0OCyKAAeTCs B
Bpamb}zx Kapﬂ/msosb/x — B XOPOLIO U3BECTHOM KOCBEHHOM, 3A09HOH IMOAEMHU-
ke Mexay VIBanom u crapuem 3ocumoii. [Tapapokcaabno, mouru kaaaMOypHO
saocTpeHHas nosuuus VBaxa (BbickasaHHas B pasroBope ¢ Aacmici) 3aKAlo-
YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO «HMEHHO OAMKHHX-TO |...] U HEBO3MOXHO AIOOHTD, a pas-
BE AUNIb AaABHUX>». M 3aTeM: «YTOOBI MOAIOOUTH YeAOBEKA, HAAO, YTOOBI TOT
CHPATAACA, @ YYTh AWIIb IMOKAKET AMIIO CBOE — IIPOITAAl A1060Bb» (T1CC 14;
213). Kak MBI BUANM, QakTHIeCKH 3A6Ch OOHAPY)KMBACTCSA APYTast — MHOTOCO-
cTaBHast — mpobaema (He cOBCeM HEOXKHMAAHHAS AQXKE C TOUKH 3PCHUS HCTOPH-
YECKOTO TeHe3HCca MOHATHA):' KOTO, COOCTBEHHO, CYUTATh OAMKHUMM; HACKOAD-
KO OAHOPOAHOE COODIIECTBO OHU U3 CeOSI IIPEACTABASIIOT; UIPACT AH KAKYIO-TO
poAb MX AoKaamusanus B npoctpanctse? Ilo cyrn, cmpica agpopusmos Veana
CBOAMTCSL K PasAMYCHHIO ABYX IOASIPHBIX CUTYaLIUil: AAABHHUX OAMDKHUX AlO-
OUTD elje BO3MOXHO, a BOT OAMBKHUX, 3pUMBIX — Heab3sl. I ocobeHHO A1060-

1 B xaaccuueckux paborax I. Korena mokasano, 4to ‘GAnKHMIT B MypamsMe — 3TO CHada-
A2 ‘ayxax, ‘mpumaey u np. Cum., k npumepy: Hermann COHEN, Jiidische Schrifien, Bd. 1
(Berlin: C.A. Schwetschke & Sohn Verlagbuchhandlung, 1924), S. 182-195.
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IIBITHO, 9TO AA€IIIa, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI PELIUTEABHO BO3Pa3UTh Opary, BCIIOM-
HUT cTapua 30CHMY, KOTOPBIH <«TOXeE TOBOPHA, YTO AHMLO 4CAOBEKA YacTO
MHOTHM €Ille HEOMBITHBIM B AI0OBH AloaAsIM MemaeT Aouth» (I1CC 14; 214).

CaoBa Aaein OTCHIAAIOT K O0Ace paHHEMy anu30Ay — Oeceae crapua 3ocu-
MBI € TOCTIOKOH XOXAQKOBOH, IIBIAKO OOBUHSBIIEH ceOsl B HEAOCTATKE BEPHI U
B HCYMCHUM AIOOMTH CTPAXKAYIIUX [IPEACTABUTCACH YCAOBEYECTBA MHAYE, KAK
paau 6AATOAAPHOCTH OT HUX — PaAd «IIOXBaAbl ceO¢ M IIAATHI 32 AOOBD AIO-
6oBbto» (I1CC 14; 53). [Toyuenuss 3ocuMbl — 3TO TIPOMOBEAb «ACATEABHOM
AIOOBH»* KaK €ABa AU HE CAMHCTBEHHOTO criocoba crnacenus: «Ilocrapaiirecs
AIOOUTD BamuX OAMKHHUX ACSTEABHO U HeycTaHHO. [...] Ecam xe pofipere a0
[IOAHOTO CAMOOTBEP)KCHUs B AIOOBU K OAMDKHEMY, TOrAQ YK HECOMHEHHO YBe-
pyere...» (IICC 14; 52). Ho npu 3ToM 30CHMa FTOBOPHUT O TOM, YTO TaKas AlO-
6OBb TPYAHOAOCTHKHMA, YTO OHA — «ACAO JKECTOKOE U YCTPAILAIOLIEE>, YTO
rAaBHOE ce ycaoBHe — «pabota u Beiaepxkka» ([ICC 14; 54). B xavectBe TH-
IIMYHOTO IIPHMEPA U B NOPSIAKE YTEIICHUS U ODOAPCHUS TOCIOKH XOXAAKO-
BOI1 CTapel] PaccKaskeT HCTOPHIO 06 OAHOM CBOEM AABHEM 3HAKOMLIE, KOTOPBIH
[PU3HABAACA: «...deM OOAbBIIC 51 AIODAI0 YECAOBEYECTBO BOOOLIE, TEM MEHb-
11e 51 AOAIO AIOACH B 9aCTHOCTH, TO €CTb TOPO3HB, KAK OTACABHBIX AMILL. [...] 51
ABYX AHEH HE B COCTOSHUH IIPOXHUTDb HU C KEM B OAHOI KOMHATE, O YeM 3HAIO U3
onbita» (I1CC 14;53).

Mupivu caoBamy, crapen 3ocuma u IBaH BIOAHE CXOASTCS B TOM, YTO AIO-
6uTb OAMKHMX Ha OAMSKOM PacCTOSIHMM — OCOOBIH caydail. Pasaeasier ke ux
AMIIb TO, 9TO AAS OAHOTO MOAOOHAs AI06OBb ocymecTBuMa (U HeobXOAMMA),
a Aas1 apyroro — Het. Ho, Tak man nnade, B AcA0 AK00BH K OamxHEMY y AocTo-
€BCKOTO BMELINUBACTCS IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIN $pakTop, reoMerpus. M ato umeer
SIBHOEC OTHOLICHUE K €IIje OAHOI, HEOAHOKPATHO 00CysKAaBLICHCs Tpobaeme,*
KOTOpasi HOCUT BO MHOIOM 3CPKaAbHBI XapaKTep: 3aBUCHT AH OT pa3Mepa

2 DTa KaTeropus UCIOAB3yeTCst U caMuM AOCTOCBCKUM elue B JuesHuke nucamenrs 3a 1877
200, TAC IIMCATEAb TOBOPHT O BA)XHOCTH HAIIPABACHHBIX HA YTBCPKACHHE IIOAAMHHBIX IPHH-
LUIIOB cBOOOABI, PABCHCTBA U HPATCTBA ACA, KOTOpbIE OepyT Ha ce0sl OTACABHO B3STBIC AIO-
A (K 3TOH MAce MBI ellle B AaAbHEHINEM BepHeMcs): «o0s3aTeAbHa M BaKHA AHIIb pe-
WUMOCTNG 8ama desamy 6cé padu desmesvnoti 4068, BCE 9TO BOSMOXXHO BaM, YTO CaMH
HCKPEHHO NpHU3HaeTe Aas cebs Boamoskusim» (I1CC 25; 61).

3 TTocaeaHsis dppasa mOYTH AOCAOBHO IIOBTOPSIET CAOBA PACCKA3YUKA U3 PYKOIUCHBIX HAGPO-
ckoB Cra cmeusno20 4erosexa: « 51 AByX AHEll He IIPOXUBY € KeM-HHOYAD B OAHOI KOMHATE>
(IICC 25; 232). Tax 4T0 He 6blA AU 3TOT 3HAKOMEL] CTapLa 30CHMBI “CMELIHBIM YEAOBEKOM
AOCTUTTIMM ITOYTEHHBIX AET KH3HH?

4 W3 aucaa nepaaBnux 0630pos Temst cm.: Koncrantun B. AvmmeHKO, “Tlapasoke o maHaa-
pHHE’: THYECKUIT SKCIIEPUMEHT B AUTeparype’, Becmuux xysvmyposozun, N o2 (93), 2020,
c. 97-122. DOI: 10.31249/hoc/2020.02.06
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AUCTAHLIUH TO, HACKOABKO ACTKO MBI CIIOCOOHBI IIPUYMHHUTD OAMKHEMY 3A0?
Kak He pas 6p1a0 3ameucHo (Brepssie, mo-suaumomy, A. I1. Ipoccmanom?),
B PYKOIIMCHBIX PEAAKIUAX <«ITyHMIKHHCKOH» peur AOCTOEBCKHI BOCIPOU3-
BEA — OYEHb BOABHO — CIleHy u3 pomaHa baawsaxka Omey lopuo, CBoeo6pa3—
HBLI1 STUYECKUI MBICACHHBIH IKCIICPUMEHT, KOTOPBIH HCCACAOBATEAH (€ABA AU
CIIPaBEAAUBO) PEIYASPHO COAMKAAM € TEKCTOM M KOAAM3HEH poMaHa [Ipecmy-
naenue u Haxasanue. B cBoem nepeckase AocToeBCKuil AOGABUA U AKLICHTUPO-
BaA TO, 4T0 y baab3axa 66140 eABa 0603Ha4eHO. Bo-nepBbIx, 310 Kak pas uaes
paccTostHUsA: B BePCHUHM AOCTOECBCKOrO MECTOIOAOXKEHHE KMTAHCKOTO MaHAA-
pHHA, KOTOPOTO PAaAU MTOAYYECHHS MHAAMOHA MOXKHO YMEPTBUTb OAHHM BHY-
TPECHHUM >KEAAHHEM TepOs], ONUCAHO KaK MOYTH GECKOHEYHO YAAACHHOE (...
raaBHOE OH rac-to B Kutae, oH, MaHpAapuH, Bc€ paBHO 4TO Ha ayHe nau Ha Cu-
pHUyce...» ); BO-BTOPBIX, 3TO HACA a6COAIOTHOTO aAubHU: «...HUKTO 3TOTO HE y3-
Haer...» (I1CC 26; 288).

Kax 210 HU yAUBHUTEABHO, HO TEKCT AOCTOEBCKOTO OKA3BIBACTCS B CPABHCHUH
c texcrom baspsaka kyaa 6amxe k Tem ¢puaocoPpckum ucrounuxam (A. Auapo,
A. FOm, A. Cmut u Ap.), KOTOpBIE 06BIMHO yrIOMUHAIOTCS B cBsizu ¢ Omyom Io-
puo.* V1 B mepcrieKTHBE TaKOM ‘AMCTAaHIIMOHHOM aTuku pacckasd Cow cmemmozo
4€406¢KA BBITASIAUT HHTPUTYIOLIUM y)K€ IIOTOMY, YTO 3TO Y MMUCATEASI CAUHCTBCH-
HOC [POU3BEACHHE, CIOXKETHBIM LICHTPOM KOTOPOTO CAY>KHT MEXIIAQHETHOE IIy-
TeuecTBHe (MEABKAIOT B TeKcTe, KcTath, U caoBa o Cupuyce). Ho B pacckase
€CTb ¥ HEIIPUKPBITBIH CACA TIOAOOHON STUKH, a UMECHHO — HAeH aanbu. Kommen-
Tatops! yxe obpamasu aumanue (I7CC 25; 406) Ha OAHO PacCy>KACHHE pac-
cKa3uMKa (KOTOpOE OBTOPSIET AHAAOTHYHBIH X0A MbicAH CTaBporuHa):

..€CAH 6 51 XKHA IpEeKAE Ha AyHe MAM Ha Mapce u caeaan 6bl TaM Kakoi-HU-
6yAb caMblil CpAMHBIA U 6ECYCCTHBIH MOCTYIOK |...] 6BIA TaM 3a HEro MOpyraH u
obecuene [...] u ecan 6, 09y THBIIKCH IIOTOM Ha 3EMAE, 51 IPOAOAXKAA ObI COXpa-
HSATh CO3HAHUE O TOM, YTO CACAAA HA APYTOHi IIAQHETE, U, KPOME TOTO, 3HaA ObI,
YTO YK€ TYAQ HH 32 YTO M HUKOTAA HE BOSBPALLYCh, TO, CMOTPS C 3¢MAH Ha AyHY,

— 66140 651 MHe 6¢€ pasro uau Her? (IICC 255 108).

B sroM Bompoce, 04eBUAHO, OTKAHKAIOTCS PasMBIIACHUS AHMAPO B €ro
creHke Pasz060p omya ¢ demomi..., HepeAko ¢urypupyroeii B paborax o6 uae-
OAOTHYECKOM IIPEABICTOPUH AMAAOT O KUTalcKoM MaHAapuHe B Omuye [opuo:

s Aeonup I'l. TroCCMAH, [Tosmuxa Aocmoescxozo (Mocksa: TAXH, 1925), c. 80-83, 99-104.
6 Cwum. mpexxae Beero: Carlo GINZBURG, “Killing a Chinese Mandarin: The Moral Implica-
tions of Distance”, Critical Inquiry, vol. 21, N® 1, 1994, pp. 46-60. DOI: 10.1086/4 48740
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...OBITH MOJXET, paccTosHUE U BpeMs 00AaAIOT CITOCOOHOCTBIO OCAAOAATH BCS-
KHE YYBCTBA, BCAKOE PACKASHUE, AAXKE BHI3BAHHOE IIPECTYIIACHUEM. Véuiina, me-
peHecsch Ha HO6€pC)KbC Kurtas, HAXOAUTCA CAMIIKOM AAAEKO, YTOOBI BHAETH
OKPOBaBACHHBIH TPYI, OCTaBACHHBIH MM Ha 6cpcry Cenbl. YrpbI3cHHs COBe-
CTH, MOYKET CTAThCS, BO3HHUKAIOT [...] HE CTOABKO OT CTHIAA 32 IIOCTYIIOK, CKOAb-
KO B CBA3H C IO30POM M HAKA3aHUEM, KOTOPBIE BOCIIOCAEAYIOT, ECAU IIPECTYIIAE-

HUE pacKkpoercs/

Brpouem, “cmemnoro yesoBeka, kak ¥ CTaBpOrHHA, — B IPOTHBOIIOAOXK-
HOCTb TTaPHXKCKOMY CTYACHTY (B Iepeckase AOCTOCBCKOTO) — 3aHUMACT COBCEM
HE TO, PACKPOIOT IPECTYIIACHUE HAH HET, a TO, OYACT AM UM AMYHO KaKOe-AUDO
ACAO AO COBEPIICHHOTO HA APYTOi IAAHETE 3AOACHCTBA U €rO COLIMAABHBIX IIO-
CACACTBHI — ITOAHEHIIIETO OCTPAKH3MA, KOTAQ OHU HaBCEIAA BEPHYTCS Ha 3eM-
At0. [AaBHBI KaMEHD IPETKHOBEHUS AASL HUX HE BHEIIHEE, 2 BHYTPCHHEE AAUOH.

Mrax, npucrynum Tereps BIAOTHYIO K pasroBopy o Cre cmemnozo 4erose-
ka® ¥ Ha4HEM C BOIIPOCA O TOM, KOTO MOXHO PaCCMAaTPHUBATh B PACCKa3e B Kade-
crBe “6AmkHMX” (IIPU TOM 4TO CaMO CAOBO ‘GAMDKHMIL B TEKCTE OTCYTCTBYET).
Ortser kak O6yATo 05 He BbI3bIBacT cOMHeHHH. CaMO MOHOAOTHYECKOE IOCTPO-
erue Cra... obpaiaer Beex, KT0 B 60Ace HAH MEHEE KOHKPETH3HPOBAHHOM BH-
A¢ QUIypHUpPYeT B IIOBECTBOBATCABHOM IIOAC, B IOTCHLIMAABHBIX OAMKHUX
AAsL pacckasdnka. Ecau pasburb uctopuio “cMelmIHOro 4eaoBeka® Ha YETHIPE
¢asbl — XKU3Hb A0 OTKpOBeHUs1 MICTUHBI, KOCMUYECKUIT IepeAeT, npebbiBaHuEe
Ha ABOMHHKE 3€MAH, )KU3Hb [IOCAE CHA, TO KPYT KAHAUAATOB HA 3BaHHE “OAMXK-
Hero” GYACT BBITASIACTD B AMHAMUKE Tak. [ lepBas dpasa — «oHn» (HekoTOpbIC
U3 KOTOPBIX AQHBI YKPYIHCHHBIM IIAAHOM) M OOWIKCHHAsi MaACHBKAs ACBOY-
Ka; BTopast ¢pasa — TANHCTBEHHOE CYLIECTBO, IEPEHOCSINEE PACCKA3YNKA HA Ad-
ACKYIO IIAQHETY; TpeTbs (asa — oburarean 3eMau-AyOAb; yeTBepras dasa —
OISTh-TAKU «OHU>» U Ta K€ MAACHBKAS ACBOYKA.

M. X0OAKBHCT OCTPOYMHO 3aMeTHA (TIPOIYCTHUB, MPaBAA, JMU30A TOACTA),
9TO MOHOAOTMYHOCTb TEKCTA, 4 TAKOKE BCIKUI pa3 — U HasBY, H BO CHE — JKC-
LICHTPUYHOE, HCKAIOYUTEABHOE IIOAOXKEHHE “CMEIIHOTO YE€AOBEKA CPEAU APY-
IHX NPEBPALACT MCTOPUI0 B MHOTOKPATHO PashIIPAHHOE CBUACTEABCTBO O

7 Aenu Auaro, Cobpanue couunenuis, B 10 1., T. 4 (Mocksa, Aennnrpaa: Academia, 1937),
c.37.

8 s orpomHoro 4ncaa uccaepoBaHuil, mocBsueHHbIX CH)..., COLIACMCS 3ACCh Ha ABe pabo-
b1, AAs Hac Baxasle: Edward WASIOLEK, Dostoevsky: the major fiction (Cambridge, Mass.:
M.LT. Press, 1971), pp. 144-148; Pobun GONEP MUAAEP, Heoxonuenroe nymeuecmsne
Aocmoesckozo (Bocton / Canxr-ITerep6ypr: Academic Studies Press / Bubanopoccuxa,
2022), €. 192-228.
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«MaHUM BEAUYHS U COAUIICU3ME pacckasunka».” OpHako, Oyayun BroaHe yOe-
AMTEABHBIM IO cBoeMy obmemy madocy (nepes Hamu B Cre... M Ha caMOM AeA€
pedb, CTPYKTYPHO PACIEIASIONIAs], OIIPOBEPTAIOILAsl COACPIKAIIEECS B HEH IT0-
CAQHHE), TAKOE IPOYTCHUE 3aTYLICBBIBACT HEKOTOPhIC PYHAAMECHTAABHBIC H AAS
pacckasa, 1 AAst AOCTOEBCKOIO B LICAOM pasandcHUs. B pesyabrare aoruxa yue-
HOTO OTKAOHSCTCSL B CTOPOHY YMOSAKAKYCHHI (3aMCIIAHHBIX Ha AICAASILIMH K
TICHXOaHAAN3Y), KOTOPBIC HE CTOABKO BBIBOASITCS U3 aBTOPCKON CHCTEMBI KOOp-
AMHAT, CKOABKO HAKAQABIBAIOTCS HA HEE.

Pacckasunk ACHCTBUTEABHO OTHOCUTCS K OKPY)KAIOI[UM €ro Ha 3eMA€ ApPY-
IMM — K «HHM>» — TaKUM 00pa3oM, 4TO OHH BO MHOTOM yTPauyHBaIOT CYOBEKT-
HOCTb. AO CBOEH CHOBHAYCCKOH IKCIICAULINY PACCKASYHMK IIPUXOAUT, B KOHEY-
HOM HTOTrE, K y6€>KA€HI/IIO, 4TO «HA CBETE BE3AC 6C¢ PABHO>» U EMY «<BCE PaBHO
66140 6bl, CymecTBOBaA AM 651 MUP HAH ecAH 6 HUTAC Hudero He 6p180» (IICC
25; 105). [103TOMY OH TepecTaeT «IpUMEYaTb» U AIOACH AO TaKOil CTEIEHH,
YTO HAYMHACT AAXKE HATBIKATHCS HAa HUX HA YAMIIE. A ITOCAE IIPOOYXKACHUS, 110O-
CAC BO3BPAILCHUs U3 CHA PACCKA3YUK IPOHMKACTCI K «HUM>» AOOOBBIO, HO
AIO0OBDb 3Ta BBICTYIIACT B POAM CBOCTO POAA IPUAONKEHHS K MUCCHOHEPCKO-
MY, allOCTOABCKOMY YCTPEMACHHIO — NPUOOLIUTD «UX>» K OTKPBIBLICHCS €My
Hcrune: «M Bor ¢ Tex nop s u nponoseayio! Kpome toro — aw6a Beex...»
(IICC 255 118). OAHAKO ACAO TYT AAACKO HE TOABKO B ToM (Kak moaaraa Xoa-
KBHCT), YTO PACCKA3YMK HE B COCTOSIHMH PasTPAHMYMTh MUP CBOMX KCAAHHH U
MUP PEaAbHOCTH U BBIOPATbCS U3 CKOPAYIIBI HAAO3HUIL.

BHe 3aBHCHMOCTH OT TOTO, IIPOSIBASIET PACCKA3YMK [0 OTHOLICHHIO K 3€M-
HBIM ADYTHUM — K «HHUM>» — 0e3pasAMdUe AU IIPOINOBEAHHYECKOE PBCHHE, OH
OCTAEeTCsl AASL HUX BCE TEM JKE «CMCIIHBIM 4€AOBEKOM». [lepepoxaeHue pac-
CKa34MKa HUYYTh HE YMEHBIIACT HEBOCIIPUUMYHBOCTH APYTHX K €TO AUYHOCTH:
pacckazvyuKa OTACASIET OT APYIHX HEIPEOAOAUMSBIH 0A0K. Mexay TeM, coObl-
THS1, CBA3QHHBIC C ACBOYKOH M XKUTCASIMU ABOWHHKA 3EMAH, PEAAUSYIOTCS CO-
BCEM 10 APYTOMy CLicHapuio. ACBOYKA MUICT y PaccKa3dnKa MOMoWH (He BH-
ASL B HEM HHYETO “CMEIIHOTO ), A OH, IIPOTHAB €€ U IOAHSBIINCH K ceOe AOMOH,
BAPYT 320BIBAaCT O TOM, 9TO €My AOAXKHO OBIAO ObI OBITH «BCE PaBHO» U HAYH-
HACT UCIBITHIBATH 32 CBOM ITOCTYIIOK MYYUTEABHBIN CTHIA: « 5] MOoMHI0, 4TO 51 ee
OYCHDb MOXKAACA; AO KAKOH-TO AQXKE CTPAHHON OOAM M COBCEM AQXKE HEBEPOST-
Ho#l B MoeM noaoxenuu» (I1CC 25; 107). U xak pas 310 BOCIIOMHHAHUE CITa-
caeT ero ot camoybuiictBa. A oburarean JaemMa (KaK U BeCh MX MUP) OTHOCST-
Csl K HEM3BECTHO OTKYAA SIBUBLIEMYCS IIEPCA HUMH UyXXKaKy ¢ OECKOPBICTHON

9 Michael HoLQUIST, Dostoevsky and the Novel (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1977), pp- 157-158.
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AIO0OBDBIO, HH O YeM HE PacCIpalInBasi U CTAPasiCh TOABKO <«COTHATH IIOCKO-
pee ctpapanue» (IICC 25; 112) ¢ €ro AL, U OH, B CBOIO O4CPEAD, OTBEYACT
uM baaroroBeitHbIM 0OOxaHneM. M XOTs B IepBOM cAydae coBepuIacTcs 00-
MeH 60ABIO, 2 BO BTOPOM — AI060BBIO (A0 TeX IOP, MOKA PACCKA3IMK CAMHMM CBO-
MM TIPUCYTCTBUEM HE « Pa3BPaTUT>» HCBHHHbBIX M CYACTAUBBIX HHOIAAHETSIH), B
000UX CAyYasIX MEXKAY “CMCIIHBIM YCAOBEKOM M APYTMMH HE BOSHHUKACT HUKA-
KHX HAaTAYXO M30AHPYIOLIHX UX APYT OT APYTa, IPEMATCTBYIOLINX «ACATCABHOM
AIOOBH>» Iperpaa.

O4eBUAHASI IKBUBAACHTHOCTb ABYX 9THUX COOBITHHHBIX AMHHN OKOHYATEAb-
HO O6HapyxuBacT ccOst B cBOCOOPA3HOM IMHAOTE — B MOCACAHHX (rpaduyc-
CKM OTTPAaHMYCHHBIX OT IIPEABIAYIIETO TEKCTA) MPEAAOKCHHAX PAccKasa, TAC
3TH AMHHMH HAIIPSAMYIO COCAMHSIOTCS: «A Ty MaACHBKYIO ACBOYKY 5 OTBICKAA...
U noiiay! U nosiay!» (IICC 25; 119). HeBoABHO (MAM OYTH HEBOABHO) HOTY-
6HB pail Ha [ICAOH [IAQHETE U TAK U HE CYMEB, HECMOTPSI Ha BCE YCUAMS, HU BOC-
CTAaHOBUTD €TO, HU IIPUHECTH Ce0sl B )KEPTBY, PACCKA3UHK IIOCAC IPOOYKACHHS
OTIIPaBUTCS IIPONIOBEAOBATh VICTHHY, KOTOPYIO OH y3pea, €lie U AASL TOTO, YTO-
OBl — B IIOPSAAKE KOMIICHCALIMU — OCYILECTBUTH HA 3EMAE TO, YTO OH PaspyLIHA
Ha ee ABolHMKe. Ho Toraa 1 nckynaeHue paccKa3dnKoM BUHBI IIEPEA ACBOYKON
— 3TO HE IPOCTO UCIPABACHHC BBISHIBAIOLIC COBEPIICHHOIO UM HEKOIAA CAU-
HUYHOTO rpexa. M BOT 3Aech MBI OKa3bIBacMCs IIEPEA CMBICAOBOH PasBHAKOM
(x xoTOpoIi eme BepHeMcst). MICKYUTEABHBII ITOCTYIIOK “CMEIIHOTO YEAOBCKA
[IOAYYaCT ABOHHYIO A00aBOYHYI0 MOTHBHPOBKY. C OAHON CTOPOHEI, €r0 MOX-
HO BOCIIPHHHMATh KaK 3aAOT TOTO, YTO BIIOAHE BO3MOXKHO Ha CIIACUTCABHBIX
Ha4aAax [EPEyCTPOUTb M BCE YEAOBEUECKOE CyliecTBoBaHue. I1oa yraom spe-
HUS ‘AMCTaHIJMOHHOM 3THKH YK€ TO, 4YTO PACCKA3YUK HE 3a0bIA 00 0OMKEHHON
Ha 3eMAC ACBOYKE U HE CTAA CKPBIBATh IICPEA 3EMHBIMU OAMKHHMMU CBOCTO He-
BOABHOTO IIPECTYIACHHS Ha AAACKOH IIAQHETE, — apIyMEHT B MOAb3y atoro. C
APYTOH CTOPOHBI, HCKYIHUTEABHBIH IIOCTYIIOK € TOM e BEPOATHOCTHIO MOXHO
IIOHMMATh KaK IIPU3HAHKE B TOM, YTO IIEPEMCHUTH YCAOBEUCCTBO HEBO3MOXKHO,
a IIOTOMY IIPHXOAMTCSI AOBOABCTBOBATHCSI CAMHHUYIHBIMU aKTaMu A0Opa, 3ame-
LAIOIMMH U TEM CaMBbIM OTOABHTAIOIIMMH B OYAyILICe 3aBEAOMO YTOIMYCCKHUI
NpoeKT. Aa ¥ caM TOT, KTO, BEPHYBIINCH Ha 3EMAIO, BO3AOXKHA Ha Ce051 MHCCHIO
aIloCTOA2 HOBOH LICPKBH Bceobuiel A06By, ckopee HarmomuHaer He Ilerpa, a
Hyay, ecan 651 TOT, PacKasIBUIMCh, PCIIMA HE YAABHTBCS, & CACAATBCS PACIIPO-
CTPAaHUTCACM U PEBHUTCACM XPHCTHAHCKOTO YICHHS.

Tak uAM uHaYe, OAHAKO, UMCHHO MAACHbKAs ACBOYKA U JKUTEAM KOCMUYC-
ckoro Jpema (a He Kakue-HUOYAD CILE APYTHE, HE «OHM> ) BTATHBAIOTCS Ha Ipa-
BaX XKCPTB B 3TOT CLICHAPUI UCKYIIACHUS, U TAKON PacKAaA He caydacH. Pacckas-
YHK TOBOPHT O IPUCHUBILEMCS €My Kak O 3¢MAE, KOTOpasi He OblAa OCKBEPHEHA
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IPEXOMAACHUEM: «HA HEH SKHAM AIOAM HE COTPCIUMBIINE, )XMAH B TaKOM XK€
PaIo, B KAKOM >KHMAH, 110 IIPEAAHUSM BCETO YEAOBEYECTBA, U HALIU COTPELINBIIHC
IPAPOAMTEAN » (]7 CC 2s; 112). Ho 510 xakoii-To 0cobbrit pa, KOTOPbIH OAHO-
BPEMECHHO AO HEKOTOPOH CTEIICHU HAIIOMHMHACT U CTOAb HE A0OHMMBIH AocTO-
eBckuM darancTep. B sanmcsax 1864 ropa, caeaaHHBIX y rpo6a skeHbl, AocTo-
CBCKMII, PasMBILIASISL O TOM, KAKUM AOAXKEH OBITH Oyayiyuil «pait XpucToB»,
CKaXXET, YTO MBI 3HAEM TOABKO OAHY €TI0 YEPTY: TaM <«HE XKCHSTCS U HE ITOCsTa-
10T>». M AaAblIE MHCATEAD ONPEACAUT CYLIHOCTD CEMEMCTBA KAK HEU3OEKHYIO
AAHb 3aKOHAM 3¢MHOM IIPUPOADI, IIOCKOABKY 3TO «COBEPLICHHOE 000cobAcH e
IIapbI OT BCEX |[...|; HCHOPMAaABHOE, ATOUCTUYECKOE B IOAHOM CMBICAC COCTOSIHHE
ot yeaoseka» ([ICC 20; 173). Ho Ha pBoiinuke 3emau 6biaa A1060Bb, U poxkAa-
A¥ICb ACTH, KOTOPbIM TAMOLIHHE OOUTATEAH PAAOBAAMCH «...KAK HOBBIM y4acT-
HuKaM B ux 6aaxenctse» ([7CC 25; 113). M ipu aTOM AIOAM «CYaCTAMBOI 3¢M-
AM>» HE 3HAAM HHU CAAAOCTPACTHS, HU peBHOCTH: « VX AeTn Ob1aM AeThMH Beex,
IIOTOMY YTO BCE COCTaBASAH OAHY ceMblo» ([TCC 255 114).

Acro, OAHAKO, He TOABKO B TAKOM 06001jeCTBACHHH AeTel (U, CYAs TIO Bce-
My, B OTCYTCTBUH CEMbH B IIPUBBIYHOM IOHMMaHHUM). Bech TekcT, mocpsimeH-
HBIIl PHCOBKE 3THX HEBUHHDIX U IIPEKPACHBIX AIOACH, IOCTPOCH Ha OAHOM KAIO-
yeBoil Metadope: «PasBe AMLIP B ACTAX HAIIMX, B CaMble NEPBBIC TOABI HX
BO3PACTa, MOXKHO ObI OBIAO HAIITH OTAAACHHBIIL, XOTSI M CAQOBIN OTOACCK Kpaco-
b1 9TOH [...]. Onu 6b1a1 pesBrr u Beceast kak Actu» (I1CC 255 113); «OHu Aro-
OMAM CAAraTh MECHU APYT O APYTE M XBAAMAH APYT APYTa Kak AeTH...» ([ICC
255 114); U T.A. OAHUM CAOBOM, NepeA HaMU ACTCKUM Paid, BOCIIOAHAIOIIHM
CBOIO HENIPHYACTHOCTb K HCCCMEPTHIO TEM, YTO €TO CIaCTAMBAs UCTOpUs (AAs-
LIasCs AO TOTO MOMEHTA, IIOKA MOSIBACHUE PACCKa3uMKa B KOHIIC KOHIIOB HE
YHHYTOXHT €€) — ITO CMCHA OAHOTO IIOKOACHHS ACTCH APYTHM, BEYHAsS 3CTa-
dera, KoTOpas mepeaacTcs oAHUMU AeTbMU ApyruM. M Takas metadopuyeckas
KOAMPOBKA LIEAMKOM IIPOSICHACT NAPAAACAUSM MEKAY COOBITHHHBIMH AMHHMS-
MU 3€MHOH MaACHBKOH ACBOUYKH U O0OHUTaTeACH HeOecHOro JaeMa.

Kak xopomo usBectHo (Hambosce papMKaAbHO 3TO MHTEPHPETHPOBAAA B
cBocii pabore C. MakpeitHOAbA3™), AeTH B MUpe AOCTOCBCKOTO IPEACTABAS-
10T c060i1 0cob0e cO0OLIECTBO, OHTOAOTHYECKH OTAMYHOE OT APYIUX AIOACH:
«/AeTn cTpaHHBIH Hapoa, oHH cHaTcst u Mepemarcs» ([ICC 225 13). Hepaapom
u VBan Kapamasos B uutuposanHoM pasrosope ¢ Aaeuieit cBoo Tspx0y ¢ bo-
TOM O ACTAX UCKAIOYAET U3 AMAACKTUKH AIOOBU K OAMKHUM U AaAbHUM. COOT-
BCTCTBEHHO, MBI MOTAU OBl CKa3aTh TaK: ACTH — TO HE “OAMDKHHE , IPHYCM B

10 Susan MCREYNOLDS, Redemption and the Merchant God: Dostoevsky’s Economy of Salva-
tion and Antisemitism (Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press, 2008), pp. 157-

174.
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ABOSIKOM CMbICAC. Bo-niepBbIx, OYAy4r MHBIMH, OHH HE HAXOASTCS B OTHOLIC-
HUSIX PaBEHCTBA (TO €CTh COM3MEPHMOCTH) € OCTAABHBIMH — C “B3POCABIMH; C
PACCKa3YMKOM B TOM YHCAC, — TaK )K€ KaK HET HUKAKOTO PaBeHCTBA (C MPOTH-
BOIIOAOKHBIM TOABKO 3HAKOM) MEXAY ‘CMCIIHBIM 4CAOBEKOM M TEM 3arap0d-
HBIM CBEPX'bECTCCTBCHHBIM CYICCTBOM, KOTOPOE IIEPECHOCHUT €0 HA «OKPAUHY
6prtus» ([ICC 25; 234) M KOTOPOE, PasyMEETCs, TAKKE HE MOXKCET CYHUTATh-
cs “6amxanm’. Ecan petn y Aocroesekoro u Boobuie (a 06mkeHHas ACBOUKa
B YaCTHOCTH) — 3TO JKCPTBEHHBIC MIOCPEAHHKH B MCKaHUM YeroBekoM bora, B
npuobperenun Ero 6aarockaoHHOCTH, TO “cMELIHOM 4eAOBEK™ — QUIYPaHT He-
KOCTO 3aTESIHHOTO BBICIINMU CHAAMH KOCMUYECKOTO SKCIICPUMEHTA e1e OOAb-
mero MaciTaba U cobaasHa, yeM akcrnepuMeHT ¢ Fosom. Bo-Bropsix, petu He
SBASIOTCS “OAYDKHUMU ™ U APYT AASL Apyra. IIpe6biBasi B )KMBOM COIPHKOCHO-
BeHuu ¢ «LleabiM BceAeHHOM», obuTaTeAn ABOMHMKA 3eMAM 00pasyioT Takoe
CAUHCTBO, B KOTOPOM HUX AMYHOCTH MCYE3AIOT, HE YCIIEB OOPECTH CYBEPCHHO-
CTH, 2 3HAYUT — U BO3MOXKHOCTH YCTAHOBUTb KaKHE-AMOO OTHOLICHUS MEXAY
c060i1, KpOMe COBMECTHOM IpudacTHOCTH K Leaomy.

OrtnpasHoii (a MOKET OBITH, KOHEUHBIH) IYHKT AAsL AOCTOEBCKOTO GBIA, KaK
MBI YK€ CKa3aAH B HA9aAC CTAThU, HECOMHCHEH: COTAACHO OMOACICKOI 3amoBe-
AH, “OAmKHET0” HY>KHO A0OHTb. HO Aaablie, Kak Mbl Tak)Ke OTYACTH yXKe BU-
ACAM, TOTYAC XK€ BO3HHMKAAU PasHOOOpasHbIc IPOOAEMBI, BPAILAIOIIMECS, 110
GOABLIOMY CYETY, BOKPYT OAHOIO LICHTPAa — BO3MOXKHOCTH MCIIOAHCHHS ITOH
3aI0BEAH. B repBbIX cTpoKax HUTHPOBAHHBIX 3amKcell y rpoba skeHsl AocToes-
CKHI KaTETOPHYCCKU YTBEPXKAACT: «B03A0OUTS YeAOBeKa, Kak camozo cef.s, 1o
3anoBeAr XPUCTOBOMH, — HEBO3MOXKHO. 3aKOH AHYHOCTH Ha 3€MAC CBSI3bIBACT.
S npensrersyer» (IICC 20; 172). [ToaToMy 3amoBeab OGDBABASCTCA HACAAOM,
[IOAHOE, TIOAAUHHOE OCYILIECTBACHHE KOTOPOTO OTKAAABIBAETCS AO 3CXATOAO-
THYECKOTO OYAYILETrO, AO HACTYNACHUS «past XpucTtoBa>. [Ipu satoM rpsiaymee
LIapCTBO Bceobuieil AI0OBH ONUCHIBACTC AOCTOCBCKUM COBCEM HE KaK IIPEOAO-
ACHHE ¥ OTMCHA «3aKOHA AUYHOCTH>, a KaK AOCTIDKCHHE 0aAaHCa, TapMOHUH
MEXAY HUM M «3aKOHOM I'yMaHH3Ma >, 00IHOCTH: «Mbl OyaeM — Aula, He me-
pecTaBasi CAUBATBHCSL CO BCEM, HE MOCATAS U He KeHsCh...» ([ICC 205 174). Ta-
KO€ IIOAOXKEHHE BEIEH, IIOAYJEPKHEM €IIle pa3, IPHHIUIMAABHO OTAUYACTCS OT
YKAAQAQ SKMU3HH B CYACTAMBOM HHOIAaHETHOM JpeMe. OAMH pail He CAMIIKOM
IOXOX Ha APyroil. 1 aTo oTKpoBeHHOE IPOTUBOpEYHE BHIBOAUT HAC K CyAbOE
eme OAHOH PYHAAMCHTaABHOM (M CTOAB ¢ MPOOAEMATHIHOM) AA AOCTOCB-
CKOTO OAMBKOPOACTBCHHOI KaTeropuu — “OparcTsy’.

Ecau ompeaeasiTh OAHY KaTETOPUIO YEpPe3 APYIYIO, TO 3TO MOXXHO OBIAO ObI
CAeAATh TaK: 6PaTCTBO y AOCTOEBCKOIO — COCTOSIHHE, IIPU KOTOPOM “OAMKHUX
00BbeAUHSIET B3aUMHasA AI060Bb. Ho TOraa U3 3TOro BHITEKAIOT, IO MEHBIIEH Me-
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pe, ABa HENMPUSATHBIX CACACTBUS PasHOro yposHs. IIpesxae Bcero, mockoAbky
AETCKHE cOODIIEeCTBa HE 3HAIOT TOTO, YTO TAKOE “OAMIKHUIA, TO OHU HE AOASKHBI
3Hath ¥ 0 OparctBe. [ ato B Mupe nucareas AciicTBuTeAbHO Tak. O XHUTEASIX
ABOMHHKA 3€MAH ITOCAC MX TPEXOMAACHHS (IIOCAC MX NPEBPAILCHUS B KOIMIO
COBPEMEHHBIX PacCKa3duKy 3eMAsH) OyaeT ckasaHo: «Koraa oHu crasu 3abl,
TO HaYaAH TOBOPHUTH O 6paTCTBe U 'YMaHHOCTH U TIOHSIAU 3TH HACH » (I1CC 2s;
116). A B BAPHAHTaX TEKCTa 3Ta IOCACAHSSI HACSI OCO3HAHUS HOBOTO — 6parcko-
ro — ombita OblA2 aKL|EHTUPOBaHa BABOIHE: « OHHU CTaAM 3ABI, HO KYIIUAH TEM
TO MosHaHue 0 GparcTse U yeaoBeuectse» ([ICC 255 296). [TokasareabHo, 4TO
npu u306paskeHuH y AOCTOCBCKOTO ABYX ACTCKHUX COK030B (B Houome — BOXpyr
KHs1351 MBIKHHA B OBITHOCTD €ro A0 npuespa B [letepOypr manneHToOM AOK-
topa Ilneriaepa, u B dunase bpamoves Kapamasoevix — BOKpyr Anemu) cao-
BO ‘OparcTBO’ He ncnoabsyercs. Ho aTo anms cumnrom kyaa 6oace cepbe3HOro
otanyust. O6a cowsa CTPOATCS He MO TOPU3OHTAAH (KK 3TO AOAMKHO 6b1A0 6bI
OBITH B cAydac GpaTcTBa), 2 MO BEPTUKAAN: OHM BOSHUKAIOT HE caMH TIo cebe, a
TOABKO Gaaropapst «6oapmmm» (kak ux Hassaa 661 Msan Kapamasos) u ckpe-
IASIIOTCS] IOYUTAHHUEM TEX, KTO PYHKI[HOHAABHO OKA3BIBACTCS B POAH JKEPTBEH-
HOTO OCHOBAHHS TAKUX COAPYIKECTB (Mapn — B Houome, Viaroma — B bpamvax
Kapamasosuix).

Ho eme BasxHee Aast Hac opyroe cacactare. Koab ckopo (o yreepxacHuIO
AOCTOEBCKOTO B 3aMUCAX 1864 TOAA) BO3AIOOUTD “OAMIKHETO™ Ha 3€MAE HEBO3-
MO>HO, TO HEBO3MOXXHO U 6paTcTBO. OAHAKO HA IPOTSDKCHUH BCEX TTOCACAYIO-
LIMX ACT UCATEAb OYACT CHOBA M CHOBA BO3BPAILATHCS U K BOIPOCY O TOM, KaK
MOXXHO AKOGHTB “GAMKHETO’, M K BOIIPOCY 0 bparcTse (10 CyTH, 3TO OAMH M TOT
e BOIPOC). A U3 3TOTO, B CBOIO OYCPEAD, CACAYET, UTO MOAOIIACKA TOH HCTO-
pHOCOPCKOI KOAAMBUH, KOTOPasi 6€30CTAHOBOYHO BOCIIPOU3BOAUAACH B TBOP-
9eCTBE M B MBICAH AOCTOECBCKOIO, 3aKAKYAAACh B XKCAAHUHM HEBO3MOYKHOTO
— B HAAGKAC OTBICKATh 3PUMBIC, YOCAUTEABHBIC IIPUMEPDL, 2 TAABHOE, CAM MeXa-
HU3M BOIIAOILCHUS OPaTCTBa yKe Ha 3€MAC, AO HACTYIIACHHS KOHIIa BpeMeH. V]
3TH IIOIBITKU AAACKO ITPEBOCXOAST IO CBOEMY PasMaxy M BapUATUBHOCTH TOT
YKAOHYHMBBIH, YTEIIUTEABHBIN OTBET, KOTOPBINA AdA cebe AocroeBckuil B 1864
TOAY, KOTAQ HAaIIUCAA O TOM, YTO IIOAIOOUTb B 9TOM MHUPE «OAMIKHETO>» HEAB3S,
HO MOXXHO U HY)XHO CTPEMUTBCSI K 9TOMY, [10AArasi TaKyl AI0OOBb B Ka4eCTBE
UACAABHOM LICAH.

Con cnemnozo 4ero6exa B IOAOOHOM ACIIEKTE — OAHO U3 LICHTPAABHbIX IIPO-
usBeacHuil Aocroesckoro. Ha mepBblil B3rasia, 3T0 4T0-TO Bpoae 00AcUCHHO-
IO B XYAOKECTBEHHYIO GOPMY MaHU(ECTA, HTOTOBBIH TE3UC KOTOPOTO ACKHT Ha
noBepxHOCTH. McTHHY, KOTOpast OTKpBIAACh PaccKasdHKYy, OH 630 BCAKUX 00H-
HSKOB POPMYAHPYET B CAMOM KOHIIE TaK: «A MEKAY TEM TaK 3TO MPOCTO: B
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OAMH ObI ACHD, 8 0dun 0w wac — BcE 6b1 cpasy yerpouaocs! IaaBHoe — A106u Apy-
IUX Kak ce0sl, BOT 9TO TAABHOE, U 3TO BCE, OOADLIEC POBHO HUYETO HE HAAO...>
({ICC 255 119). OaHaxo npocrora 3Ta o6MaHIMBa. MBI y>Xe TOBOPHAH O ABYC-
MBICACHHOCTH 3IIMAOTa, B KOTOPOM IPOTUBOPEYUBO CONPSTAIOTCS ABE COODI-
TUIHBIC AUHUM: UCKYIIACHHUC BUHBI IIepeA OOMXCHHON ACBOYKOM U obemanue
AAABHEHILCH MPONOBEAH BceMupHoro Oparctsa. Ho aro amumpb 3aBepieHue
TOI TPl PACLICTIACHUH U YABOCHHI, KOTOPAsi Pa3BEPTHIBACTCS B TEKCTE.

CoO6CTBEHHO, CaMOOTpPHULIaHUE HAYMHACTCsE ¢ camolt Vcrunsl, ¢ ee npoBos-
raanreHus. EcAu MbI BCTOMHIM elrie pas, 9To XKe y3peA PacCKasyHK B CBOEM CHE,
TO 3TO ‘ACTCKHMI pail, KOTOPBIH COBCEM HE HACAABHO IIOAXOAUT HA POAb apry-
MEHTA, HOATBEPIKAQIOLIETO, TAPAHTHPYIOLIETO OCYIICCTBUMOCTh «pasi XpH-
croBa». Eme GoAblie MOAPBIBACT PUTOPUYCCKHUI ITOTEHIIMAA OTKPOBEHHUSI TO,
YTO 3BE3AHBII DAECM, KaK BBIACHSCTCS, CIIOCOOCH MOrMOHYTh OT CTOAb MUKpPO-
CKONUYECKOro “UHPUuUpoBaHus usBHe. « Kusoi 06pasz» Vctunsl okasbiBa-
eTCsl SIBHO HE OYCHD SKM3HECIIOCOOHBIM, TaK YTO IEPEA HAMHU HE CaMbIil BAOX-
HOBASIIOIMI 00pasen; Aast moppaxkanust. K Tomy ke, Kak HETPYAHO 3aMETHUTB, B
3Ty AMCIICPCUIO OTKPOBEHUS BMCIIMBACTCS COBCEM YK€ KOBAPHOE OOCTOSTEAD-
CTBO, O KOTOPOM MBI 4yTh paHee cKasaAu. PasBpamieHue, rpexomapeHue SKUTE-
A€ ABOMHMKA 3EMAU CAYXKUT ¥ OOpETCHHEM OIIbITa OPATCKOI AKOOBH, 9yTh AU
HE HCOOXOAUMBIM ITAIIOM IIPOABIDKCHUSI B CTOPOHY NOAAMHHOTO past. Heaa-
POM pacckasduk (XOTs MOTHBHPOBKA 3A¢Ch 6OACE CAOYKHASL) TOBOPHT O MAALINX
UHOIIAQHETSHAX, YTO «AOOHA HX, MOXET OBITD, eliie OOABILE, YeM IIPEXKAE, KOT-
A4 Ha AMIL|aX HX elie He OBIAO CTPaAaHMs U KOTAQ OHH OBIAU HEBHHHBI U CTOAb
npexpacubl» (ITCC 255 117). AoGaBuM, 9TO Ha CBOI AaA MOAOGHYIO AMAACKTH-
Ky Pa3BUTHS Y€AOBEYCCTBA OIUILET Yepe3 rop 1mocae Bbixopa Cra cmemirozo 4e-
a06exa B. C. ConosbeB B cBoux Dmennsx o Bozoueroseuecmse (koTopsle, Kak U
UX aBTOpa, AOCTOCBCKHIA 3HAA U BBICOKO LICHHA):

[Tyt K crraceHuUIo, K OCYLICCTBACHUIO HCTUHHOTO PABEHCTBA, HCTUHHON cBOGO-
Abl 1 6parcTBa ACKMT uepes camooTpuuanue. Ho past camoorpunanus Heo6-
XOAUMO IIPEABAPUTEABHOE CAMOYTBEPSKACHHE: AASL TOTO YTOOBI OTKA3aThCs OT
CBOCI HCKAIOYHTEABHOH BOAU, HEOOXOAMMO CHA4aAd HMETb €€; AASL TOTO YTOOBI
YACTHBIC HAYaAa M CHABI CBOOOAHO BOCCOCAMHUAHUCH C G€3yCAOBHBIM Ha4aAOM,
OHHU AOAXHBI TIPEKAE [...] CTPEMUTBCS K HCKAIOUUTEABHOMY TOCIIOACTBY U (e3-

YCAOBHOMY 3HAYCHUIO..."

11 Baapgumup C. COAOBBEB, [oanoe cobpanue cosunenuii u nucem, B 20 TT., T. 14 (Mocksa:
Hayxa, 2011), c. 18.
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HakoHew, cTaBUT 10OA COMHEHHE YCIIELIHOCTh MHCCHHM PACCKa3dMKa U OT-
Yy>KACHUE, HACMCLIANBAS TAYXOTA “OAMKHUX , “ux’. Aa U caM OH 3apaHee yBe-
PCEH B cBOeM MOpaXkeHHH: «DBoable ckaxy: mycTs, ycTh 3TO HUKOTAQ He cOy-
ACTCs1 1 He ObIBaTh pato (BeAb Yke 3TO-TO s MOHUMAM!), — Hy, a s Bce-TakH OyAy
nponosepoatb» ([ICC 25; 118-119). Tak uto Con cmemnozo 4er06exa MOXHO
C PaBHBIM IIPaBOM Ha3BaTh U MAaHHPECTOM AKOOBU K “OAMKHEMY , H aHTUMAHHU-
pecrom, pAeMoHCTpUpylomuM ee ¢puacko. Ilepes Hamm THIHYHOE mepedepku-
Bawoee cebsi “ABoitHOe coobuenne”. OAHAKO aAOrHYecKasi KOHIIOBKA PENAU-
KH PaccKasduKa — HEYTO Kyaa OOAbLIEE, YeM IIPOCTON CHXOAOTUIECKUIT JKECT.
AocToeBckuil B cBOeM pacckase — Ha IPUMEPE AAACKOTO OT CBATOCTU M [CHHU-
AABHOCTH MapTHHAABHOTO IePOs — MPEAIPUHUMACT KOHL[CHTPUPOBAHHYIO aHa-
AUTHKY BO3MOYKHBIX OTBETOB Ha BOIIPOC, YTO ACAATh YCAOBEKY B TOM BPEMCHH,
KOTOPOE IPOCTUPACTCS MEXKAY HECTAOUMABHBIM U HEMACAABHBIM ACTCKHM «30-
AOTBIM BEKOM>» U «paecM XPHCTOBBIM>», — B «OCTABIIEMCS BpeMEHH» (KaK €ro
HazBaA AKopaKo AraMGeH B OAHOMMEHHOM KHUTE). "™

[TapapokcaAbHBIH BBIBOA, K KOTOPOMY IIPUXOAUT PACCKa34UK B TOABKO YTO
LIUTHPOBAHHOH PEIAHKE, — 9TO OAHA TEXHOAOTHS OPaTCTBa: ACHCTBOBATH He-
CMOTpsI HU Ha 4TO, IPOSBASIA CBOK A0OOOBb K “OAmkHeMy — cBOWO “Opart-
CKOCTH — 0€3 Kakoi OBl TO HU OBIAO YBEPEHHOCTH B TOM, YTO OHA PaHO HAU
IO3AHO IpHHeceT AoAbL. Ho OykBaAbHO uepes HECKOABKO CTPOK, B IIPEAAO-
JKCHUH, [IPEABAPSIOLIEM IIHAOL, OYACT CKAa3aHO HEYTO KAPAMHAABHO HHOC, U
3TO yXe Apyras TexHoaorust Oparcra: «Ecam Toabko Bee 3axorsrt, To ceivac
Bcé yerpoutcsi» (IICC 255 119). B Bpamuvax Kapamasoseix ata Bropast AOTHKa
OyA€T pestoMHpoBaHa B MakcuMe crapua 3ocuMbl «bbian Ob1 6paths, 6yseT u
6parctBo...» ([ICC 14; 286), KOTOpast CHa9aAa HECKOABKO pas, Ha PasHBIC Aa-
Abl BAPbUPOBAAACh B MOATOTOBHTEABHBIX MaTepUaAax K pomaHy (To ecTb 6bI-
Aa IIOMEYCHA MHTCHCHBHBIM aBTOPCKUM 3HaKOM): «Byabre Gparbsimu, u Gyaer
GparcTBo, a To — BaBuaonckas 6amnsa» (I7CC 15; 244); «Her Gpatses, e 6y-
aet 6parctBax (IICC 155 245); U T.A.

PasHuIly MexXAy ABYMsI THMH TEXHOAOTHSIMH OPaTCTBAa MOXKHO OIIPEACAUTD
Tak. B mepBoM BapuaHTe OTACABHO B3SATHIH CYOBEKT, IPOHUKHYBILHCH AIOOOBBIO
K “6AMKHEM («<ACATEABHOMN AIOGOBBIO> ), OOpAIACT ¢¢ Ha HUX, HE AOKHAASICH
u (mourn) He oxnAast oTBeTa. Bo BTOopoMm BapmaHTe cHaYaAa yke AOAKHO ObITh
HECKOABKO “OparbeB’, KOTOphIE OAHOBPEMEHHO ACAAIOT IIAT HABCTPEYy APYT
APYTY. A€TKO 3aMeTUTB, 4TO 062 CII0CO0A CKPBIBAIOT B cebC AOTMYECKHE H IIPaK-
Tiaeckue AoBymKu. [ lepsbrii u3 Hux (1 910 MBI yke Habaroaasu B Cre cmeusro-

12 Axxopaxo ATAMBEH, Ocmasmeecs epems: Kommenmapuii x Hocaarnuro x Pumasruam (Mo-
ckBa: HAO, 2018).
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20 4e06exa) BOOOIEC HUKAKOTO Pe3yAbTaTa He obecnieunBact. Bropoii ocrasaser
HETIPOSICHEHHBIM BOIIPOC, OTKYAQ AOASKHBI [IOSIBUTBCSI H3HAYaABHBIC “Opathst’
KaK UM XOTs1 ObI MBICACHHO CHHXPOHHU3UPOBATh CBOU ACHCTBUSL. Mexay TeM, mmo-
CACAHHMI MOMEHT OBIA AASL AOCTOEBCKOTO OCHOBOMOAAraomuM. B 6parckom ae-
A€ HH € Ybeil CTOPOHBI HE AOAXKHO OBITh HU MaAciimeii npumecu kopsictu. Ecan
THI COBEPIIACIIb YCUANE OPATCKON AIOOBH B pacueTe Ha TAKOH JKe AAp €O CTOPO-
HbI APYTOIO MAU €CAU Thl BBDKHAACIIb, KOTAQ XKE “OAVDKHHI IEPBbIM IIATHET
I10 HATIPABACHHIO K TeOe, TO BCSL KOHCTPYKLHS OPAaTCTBA CPasy 5Ke PacchlllacTcs,
HU3BOAUTCS AO €I'0 UCKKEHHOTO IOAOOHS — O0LIECTBa, IIOCTPOCHHOTO 110 3a-
KOHaM CTOAb HCHaBUCTHOTO AOCTOEBCKOMY “PasyMHOIO STOU3MA .

[ToHsTHO, 94TO M36EXKATh TAKMX AOBYIIEK OBIAO HEBO3MOXKHO, M M3 HUX BCS-
KHH Pa3 HY>KHO OBIAO BBIOMPATHCs, U HE TOABKO IeposiM AOCTOEBCKOrO, HO U
emy camomy. V1 Mbl GyKBaAbHO Ha OAHOM-ABYX HMpHUMEpax (yYMTBIBas OrpOM-
HOCTb 3aAQ4H) MOKAXKEM TENEPh, KAK 3TO Pa3bIrPhIBAAOCH B TOM caMoM uesHi-
Ke nucamens 3a 1877 200 B allpEAbCKOM BBIIIyCKE KOTOPOTO ObIA OIyOAMKOBaH
Con cmemrozo uerosexa. Cpear TAABHBIX TEM, KOTOPbIE OOCY>KAQIOTCSI B AHEB-
HHUKE, — «CBPEHCKUiA Bompoc» " (B MAPTOBCKOM 6AOKE MAaTCPHAAOB) U 3HAYH-
TEABHO 60Ace OOIIMPHBIN, CKBO3HOH AASL ITyOAMLIMCTHKU AOCTOEBCKOTO pas-
HBIX AeT «BocTounsblii Bonpoc» (1 METOHMMMYECKH CBSI3aHHBIHA C HUM BOIPOC
«CAaBSIHCKUIT» ). PaccMaTpuBas 3Tu TeMbl, TUCATEAb HCXOAUT U3 MOMYASPHO-
IO BIIAOTH AO Hadaaa XX BeKa IIPEACTABACHHS O TOM, YTO HAPOADI — ITO CBOEIO
POAa CYOBEKTBI, « HAPOAHBIC AMYHOCTH>» (KaK MX HasblBaeT caM AOCTOCBCKHIA).
A OTOMY MEXAY 3THMH «AMYHOCTSAMH>» CKAQABIBAIOTCS IIOYTH TAKUE K€ OT-
HOLUCHMUS, KAK MEXKAY OTACABHBIMU AIOABMH: IIPOOAEMA OCYILIECTBUMOCTH AKOD-
BU ¥ OPaTcTBa IPOCTO 0OPETACT 3A€Ch MEKHALIMOHAABHYIO U MEKAYHAPOAHYIO
PasMEpPHOCTb.

Pasbupast mepsbiii Bompoc, AOCTOEBCKHI — B PasACAC € XapaKTEPHO pac-
LCIIACHHBIM, “OrOBOpOYHbIM~ 3araaBueM «Ho aa sapaBcTByer 6parcTBo!» —
AOIIYCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTh OPaTcKoro cOAMDKeHUs pycckux u epees. M omu-
CBIBACTCS 3TO KaK OYATO ObI B TOYHOM COOTBETCTBHU CO BTOPOH TEXHOAOTHCH
OPATCKOrO ACAQHUS: «AASL OPaTcTBa, AASL TIOAHOTO OparcTBa HyxscHO Gpamcmeo
¢ obeux cmopon>» (ITICC 25; 87). OAHAKO CTOMT TOABKO YyTh PacIIMPHTb Ad-
e 3Ty LIUTATY, KaK BBLACHUTCS, 9TO TYT TOXKE €CTh CBOC “HO (M B MACOAOTHYC-
CKOM, U B TPaMMaTH4ecKOM cMbicac). Kak Mbl mOMHUM, KOHCTpyKLust GparcTBa
AoaxHa 6bITh cTporo cummerpuynoi. Ho B cratbe AocroeBckoro — cosceM
APYTO€: B CBOHMX CYXXACHUSX OH OIUPACTCS, KAK Ha AKCHOMY, Ha HACIO, YTO pycC-

13 Couraemcs Ha KAIO4EBYIO pabory o “eBpeiickoil” Teme y Aocroesckoro: [Tearep Toror,
Aocmoescxuti: ucmopus u udeonozus (Tarcu: Tartu University Press, 1997), c. 23-55.
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CKHUI1 HAPOA — CAMHCTBEHHBIN, KOMY OTKPBIAOCH HCTHHHOE IIOHUMaHHE Opart-
crBa. [ToaToMy OH y>ke TOTOB K BEKOBEYHOMY AI0OOBHOMY COCYICCTBOBAHUIO
C APYTHUMH: «32 PYCCKUIL HAPOA IMTOPYIUTHCSI MOXKHO: O, OH IIPUMET €BpPEs B Ca-
MOE IIOAHOE OPaTCTBO ¢ CO00I0, HECMOTPSI HAa PasAMYHE B BEPE, H C COBEPLICH-
HBIM YBOKECHHEM K HCTOPUYECKOMY PaKTy 3TOrO pasAHUdusi>». A BOT 32 3TUM
CACAYET IIPOAOAXKEHHE C OIYIICHHBIM B IICPBOM HAIICH IIUTATE “HO : «HO AAS
6paTCTBa, AAS TIOAHOTO 6paTCTBa>> u T.A. (IICC 25; 87). «Ho» oxasbiaer-
sl apApecoBaHHBIM eBpero: «IIycTb eBpeil mokaxeT eMy [pycckoMy Hapoay. —
A. D.] 1 cam XOTb CKOABKO-HHOYAb OPATCKOTrO 9yBCTBA, 4TO6 OGOAPHTH €ro>
(IICC 25; 87). Bonpeku cBocit MoacAn AOCTOCBCKHIT 0XKHAACT OT “OAMXKHETO”
— OT eBPEICKOTO HAPOAA — FAPAHTHPOBAHHOTO OTBETHOTO (€CAM HE MEPBOTO)
1Iara, IPEXAE 9€M HAYHETCS 3TO ABIDKCHHE HaBCTpedy Apyr Apyry. K Tomy sxe
nucateab 06CTaBAsLET BCE 3TO GOABIIMMM COMHEHHUSIMH B TOM, 9TO €BpeH (Aaxe
camble AydlIHME MX HMX) Ha Takoe Boobule coco6Hbl B urore Ml momapaem B
CHTYALIMIO, KOTAQ OAUH “OpaT” eCTh, a APYTOro HET.

OrtaaBast cefe, O Beell BEPOATHOCTH, IOAHBIH OTYET B TOM, YTO OyAyILero
Y TaKOro OPaTCKOro CAMHECHMsSI HET HUKAKHUX, AOCTOCBCKUI B CACAYIOLIECH IAa-
B¢ (3aMBIKAIOICH PASMBIIIACHUS O «EBPEHCKOM BOIIPOCE> ) M3MEHSCT TAKTUKY
M AlICAAMPYET TEHEPh K «CAMHHYHOMY CAy4Yaro» (Tak OyA€T HasBaH M OAMH M3
Pa3ACAOB), BOSBPAILAsCh TEM CAMBIM OT BTOPOH TEXHOAOTHH OpaTcTBa K IEp-
BOM. B aTOl raaBe oH MpPUBOAUT U HOAPO6H0 KOMMCHTHPYET ITMCbMO OAHOMH
CBOCH €BPEIHCKON KOPPECIIOHACHTKH, B KOTOPOM OHA PACCKa3bIBACT O IIOXOPO-
HaX HEKOEro A0OPOro HEMELIKOTrO AOKTOPA, Ha MOTHAE KOTOPOIO IO OYEPEAU
IPOU3HOCHAU MOAHUTBBI U IIAAKAAH NACTOP U paBBUH. Aast AOCTOEBCKOTO aTa
CIICHA U €CTh «HAYaAO PEIICHUS», U AaXKe, GOABILIE TOTO (3ACCH TUIMYHAS AAS
NHCcaTeAsl MATETHICCKAs TPAAALIUSL), CABA AM HE Pa3pellCHUE «EBPEHCKOTO BO-
mpocax, ycTh U Ha MrHoBeHue. [ saBepiraer atoT pasaea AocToeBckuit mpo-
CAABACHHUEM «CAMHMYHBIX CAYYa€B> : HY’KHO «...MMCHHO YOCAUTBHCS B TOM, 9TO
BOT 6€3 3TUX-TO CAUHUL] HUKOIAA He COOEpeTe BCErO YMCAQ, CEHYAC BCE PACChI-
IIAETCS, A BOT 3TU-TO BCE coeAuHAT. [...|] M1 BoBce Hedero xaaTh, MOKa BCe CTa-
HYT TAKHMH 5KE XOPOILIUMH, KaK ¥ OHH, MAU OYCHb MHOTHE: HY>KHO O4YCHb He-
MHOTO TaKHX, 4YTO0 CIIACTU MUP, AO TOTO OHU CHABHBL. A €CAH TaK, TO KaK K¢ He
HapesaTbea?» ([ICC 2s; 92). Tak sapanee 6yaeT onpaBaaH M “CMELIHOM YeAo-
Bek”. Xots He 6yaeM 3a6bBaTh (IOMHMO IPOYEr0) O TOM, YTO 3TOT CEPAOGOAD-
HBII U IIOYTH CBSITOH AOKTOP OBIA BCE-TAKU HEMLICM, AQ €I U COCAMHHBIINM
Ha MUHYTY HaPOABI AHIIb CBOCH CMEPTBHIO.

Takasi OTKPOBEHHAsI HCHAAEKHOCTh OOCHX TEXHOAOTUIT OpaTcTBa, KOHEYHO,
HHUKaK He MOTAQ ycTpouTh AocTtoesckoro. M B ero mybannucruke (B ToM ncae
B AHeenuxe 1877 roaa) Mbl HAXOAUM €ILIC OAUH Iy Th — TPETHIO TEXHOAOTHIO, KO-
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TOpasi OTYCTAUBEE BCETO NPOSIBASIET celsl Kak pas mpu obcyxaeHnu «Bocrou-
HOTO» / «CAABSIHCKOIO» BOINpoca.* boAblle TOro, 4pe3BbI4aiiHO IIOKA3aTCA-
HO, YTO OAHA U3 OPOCAIOLINXCS B TAA32 IOBECTBOBATCABHBIX TAKTUK, KOTOPYIO
IpH OOpalLIeHUH K 3TOMY BOIIPOCY IIPUMEHsET AOCTOCBCKUMH, BO MHOTOM IIc-
peceKaeTcs ¢ MoBeACHHEM pacckasdnka B Cre... ABTOp mpeACTaBAsIeT cest IKC-
KAIO3UBHBIM — <«CMCIIHBIM>» — HOCHTEAEM HCTHUHBI, KOTOPYIO APYTHE HE IIPO-
CTO ellje He TIOCTUTAU, HO U TIOCTHYb He 3aXx0TeAu: «beaa ToAbKO B TOM, 4TO
HaA CAOBAMM 3THMH 3aCMEIOTCSI He TOABKO B EBpore, HO u y Hac...» (17 CC 2s;
97); uau: «O, myckaii cMEIOTCS Hap STUMH “PaHTACTHICCKUMU CAOBAMHM HAIUH
TenepemHue “‘o06medeAoBekn” U caMOONAEBHUKH Haun...» ([ICC 25; 100). Ho
B OTAMYHE OT CBOCIO Ieposi ABTOP OTHIOAb HE YYBCTBYET cc0si B HEBHITOAHOM
1 a0COAIOTHO MPOUTPBIIHOM KOMMYHHKATHBHOM IIOAOKCHHH: OH COBCEM HE
OAMHOK IIEPEA AMLIOM BPXKACOHO HACTPOCHHBIX, UCIIOAHCHHBIX CKEIITHYCCKO-
ro npeHebpexeHus APyrux. Ecau Mbl 3aBepIinM BTOPYIO M3 LIUTAT, TO YBUAUM,
4TO «(aHTACTHIECKUE>» CAOBA ABTOpA YKOPEHEHBI B HAPOAHOH ITOYBE:

...HO MBI HC BUHOBATbI, CCAU BEPUM TOMY, TO €CTb HACM PpyKa B PYKYy BMCCTC C Ha-
POAOM HaAIIUM, KOTOprﬁ HMCHHO BCPUT TOMY. CHPOCI/ITe HapOA, CIIPOCHUTC COA-
AaTa: AASL 9Y€TO OHH ITOABIMAIOTCH, AASL ICTO MAYT H YCTO XXCAAIOT B HavaBIIICHCS
BOMHE, — U BCE CKaXXYT BaM, KaK CAHMH YCAOBCK, YTO HAYT, ‘1TO6 XPI/ICTy IIOCAY-

XKUTb U 0CBO6OAI/ITI) YTHCTCHHBIX GPQTLCB, H HU OAMH U3 HHUX HC AYMacT O 3aXBa-

te (IICC 25; 100).

HamoMHuM AASL HCTOPHYECKOIT CIIPABKH, YTO PE4b UACT O TOABKO 4TO 00b-
SIBACHHOH TOTAQ PyCCKO-TYPELIKOM BOMHE 1877-1878-X TOAOB.

Tak BoT, B HOSIOpbCKUX TAaBaX JHesnura 3a 1877 200 AOCTOCBCKUIL BO3paxa-
er H. fI. AannaeBckoMy, KOTOpBIH, ITO CAOBAM ITHCATEAS (cymf:CTBeHHo CIpsIM-
ASIIOIIUM, KCTATH, B3TASIABI OIIIOHEHTA), MoAaras, 4to «KoHcTanTHHOMOAD
AOAKEH, KOTAQ-HUOYAB, CTaTh OOLIMM TOPOAOM BCEX BOCTOYHBIX HAPOAHOCTEIHA.
Bce Hapoab! OyAyT-A¢ BAQACTb UM Ha PaBHBIX OCHOBAHMSX, BMECTE C PYCCKH-
MH, KOTOPBIE TOXE OYAYT AOIYIIEHBI KO BAAACHUIO UM Ha OCHOBAHHUSIX, PABHbIX
c caasstHamu» ([ICC 26; 83). Aast AOCTOEBCKOTO 3TO KATETOPUYECKH HEBEP-
Hoe peutenue. OH B 04epeAHOI pa3 MOBTOPSIET CBOIO MBICAb O TOM, 4TO « KoH-
CTAaHTHHOIIOAb AOAXKCH OBITH HAIll», U TAABHBIM AOBOAOM, PAAUKAABHO TIOAPBI-
BAIOLIMM Ty MOACAB OPaTcTBa, O KOTOPOH MbI AO CHX IIOP TOBOPUAH, BBICTYIIACT
CCBIAKA Ha HepaBeHCTBO HapoaoB: «Kax moxxer Poccust yuactBoBars BO BAaae-

14 Hauboace onenouno BspemeHHsil 0630p conuasbHoi Gpraocodpun AOCTOEBCKOIO AAH B
xuure: Asxeitmc CKAHAAH, Jocmoesckuti kax moicaumens (CaHKT—HeTep6ypr: Axapemu-
4ECKMH IPOEKT, 2006), C. 154-221.



Quzypa “banncrezo” 6 paccxase D. M. Aocmoesckozo CoH cMELIHOTO YeAOBEKA 71

Hun KoHCTaHTHHOIOAEM Ha pasHbix OCHOBAHMSX C CAaBsIHAMH, ecAn Poccust um
HEpaBHA BO BCEX OTHOIICHHUSIX — U KKAOMY Hapoany [sic! — 4. @.] moposub u
BceM M BMecTe B3AThiM?» ([1CC 26; 83). Takoii packaaa U OIPEACASICT TPETDIO
TEXHOAOTHIO OPaTCTBa, TAKYIO JKE aCHMMCTPUYHYIO, KaK HepBas (¢ OAHOM cTO-
POHBI — CAMHCTBCHHBIII HOCUTEAb HACH OPATCTBA, C APYTOil — BECh IIPOYUI MUD
OAMDKHHX), HO CTPOSLIYIOCS HE “TIO-Oparckn’: He MO TOPH3OHTaAH, a IO BEp-
THKAAH, cBepxy BHU3. CAaBsHCKHE HApOABI H300paxatoTcsi AOCTOCBCKUM KaK
Te, KOMy €Ilje HeYeM IOACAUTBCs ¢ Poccuerl, KTO TOTOB OTBETUTh HeOAAroaap-
HOCTBIO U AQKEC HCHABHCTHIO HA €€ IIOMOIIb, KTO AOATO CIIj¢ HE IOMMET HH Cy-
11 BocTOYHOrO BOIPOCa, HU «CAABSHCKOIO CAMHEHHUS B OPATCTBE U COTAACHU »
(IICC 26; 81). IToatomy 3apaya Poccuu — 6eckopbIcTHO 06BACHATH BCE 3TO cAa-
BSIHAM, B HAAEKAE, YTO PAHO UAH IIO3AHO OHH <BOPOTATCS K HEH U ZPUAbHYME K
HEM BCE, YK€ C IIOAHOH, C AETCKOH AOBEPEHHOCTHIO > (IICC 26; 81).

[TocaeAHMI MOMEHT SIBASIETCSI KAIOYEBBIM. BparcTBo TyT yropobasiercs sHa-
KOMOMY HaM AeTckoMy corody. OHO He yYpexAaeTcs: caMo coOOH, Ha OCHOBE
B3aUMHOTO PAaBCHCTBA M IPU3HAHMS, 4 BOSHUKACT [IOA HAYAAOM TOTO, KTO IIO-
CTaBACH CTApILIMM: OH Y)K€, KOTAAQ COYTET 3TO HECOOXOAMMBIM M KOTAA IIOTCHIIU-
aAbHbIC OPaThsI ITOTO 3aCAYIKAT, AAPYET UM OPATCKHE IIPaBa, B YaCTHOCTH — He3a-
BHCHMOCTb U BO3MOXXHOCTb YYaCTHSI BO BAAACHHUHU TEM, YTO IIPUHAAACKHT EMY.
B sanmchoii Terpapu 1876-1877 rr. AocToeBckuil Tak cGOPMYAHpPYET CBOIO (To
€CTb PYCCKYIO, KaK OH €€ IIOHUMACT) IIOAMTHHYECKYIO IIporpamMmy: «Mbl He cra-
HEM IIOASIKA OOpaIaTh B PYCCKOTO, HO KOTAA IIOASIK HAM Y€X 3aXOTAT OBITH ACH-
CTBHTEABHO HAIUMMU OpaTbhsMH, Mbl AAAUM ABTOHOMHIO, MOO U IIPH aBTOHO-
MHHU HE Pa3pyLIUTCS CBSI3b HALA, U OHH OYAYT TSHYTb<CS> K HaM, Kak K APYTY,
K cTapiemy 6pary, k Beaukomy nentpy» (I1CC 24; 194). U Ty 5xe camyro aoru-
Ky CBOCTO poaa OpaTcKOro CIOBEPECHUTETA Mbl HAXOAUM IIPH PELICHUH BOIIPOCA
o Koncranrunomnoae, koropoe AOCTOEBCKHI IPEACTABASIET KAK CAUHCTBEHHO
npasuabHOE: « OAHUM HaM OH AOAXKCH IIPUHAAACKATD, A Mbl, KOHEYHO, BAAACS
MM, MO’KEM AOIYCTUTH B HETO U BCEX CAABSIH M KOTO 3aXOTHM ... ], HO 310 yxe by-
ACT He $EACPaTUBHOE BAAACHHE BMECTE €O cAaBsiHaMu roposom» (I1CC 26; 83).

OTKpBITBIM B TPETHEH TEXHOAOTHHU OPATCTBA OCTACTCSI, OAHAKO, BOIIPOC, I10-
YeMy KTO-TO CTAHOBHUTCS CTapIIUM, €CTh AM CYLIHOCTHBIC (a He CAydYaiHbIE) OC-
HOBaHUs Aast 9Toro. My AocTOEBCKOro — MPUMEHUTEABHO K €IO T€OTIOAUTHKE
— €CTb BIIOAHE OIIPEACACHHAsI apryMeHTanus: Poccust moToMy OTBETCTBEHHA
32 HacaXACHHE OPaTCKOro HadaAa, YTO OPraHMYECKH, UBHYTPU K HEMY IIPHU-
4acTHA. Apyroe A€AO, YTO MEXaHHU3MbI TAKOH IPHYACTHOCTH MOTAH OIHCHI-
BaTbCcA y AocToeBckoro no-pasnomy. K npumepy, B Sumuux samemxax o sem-
HUX 8N€4AMAEHUIX TIPOCTO YTBEPXKAACTCS, 9TO «...CACAATh OPaTCTBAa HEAB3S,
IOTOMY 4TO OHO CaMO ACAAETCS, AACTCS, B MPUPOAEC HAXOAMTCSA. A B IPUPO-
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A¢ GpaHIy3cKOil, A2 U BOOOIIE 3AIIAAHOI, €r0 B HAAUYHOCTH HE OKa32A0Ch...>
(IICC s; 79). BpiBoa, KOTOPBIIT HANIPSIMYIO B TEKCTE HE ACAAETCS, HO KOTOPBIi
HE MOXXET HE CACAATb YUTATEAb — U M3 OAOOHBIX CYXKACHHH, M U3 PaCcChIIaH-
HBIX 10 O4EPKY HEABYCMBICACHHBIX HAMEKOB (BPOAE OOBIMHOTO AASL ATIOXH YIIO-
MHUHaHUS OOIIMHBI) — OYEBUACH: TIOCKOABKY Ha 3amape GpartcTBa HeT U GbITh
HE MOXeT, oHO ecTb B Poccun. Ho Hanboace nntepecnoe Aast Hac (xoTst 1 koc-
BeHHOE) 0OBsICHEHNE Mbl OOHAPYXKMBacM B MO3AHCHIIEM AHesnure nucamens
1881 ropa. AOCTOEBCKHI 3ACCh Pa3BUBACT NMATCPHAAUCTCKYIO HACKO YCTPOHUCTBA
PYyCCKoOro ob1ecTBa: pyccKUil HAPOA — 3TO <...ACTH LJaPEBBbl, ACTH 3alIPaBCKUE,
HACTOSIIHUE, POAHBIC, a Hapb ux oten» (/ICC 27; 21); couuasbHas cBoboaa B
Poccun «...COBMKACTCSL AUILID Ha ACTCKOH AIOOBH HapOA2 K Ljapio, KaKk K OT-
11y, K60 ACTSIM MOXXHO MHOTOE TaKOE IIO3BOAUTH, YTO U HEMBICAUMO Y APYTHX,
Y AOTOBOPHBIX HapoAOB...» (ITCC 27; 22); u T.A. Best Pocens (3a Beractom Tex
PYCCKHX «IOYYaIOLIUX TOCIIOA >, KOTOPBIE €llle He TOHSAM HCTHHBI) OKa3blBa-
CTCSL B PE3YABTATE OAHUM OOABIIMM ACTCKUM COIO30M, & €€ IPASKAAHE B CHAY U B
Mepy IOAOOHOIO yCTPOHCTBA — OpaThsMH.

B rakoil mepcnexTuBe HasHaueHHe PoccHM — €CTECTBEHHOE CACACTBHE €€
BHYTPECHHEH OPraHUSaLUH: TO ‘ACTCKOE~ OPaTCTBO, KOTOpPOE OHA IIPU3BaHA y4-
PEAUTDH CPEAH CAABSIHCKUX HAPOAOB, A U B OCTAABHOM MHUPE, — 3TO IIPOEKIIUS
BOBHE IIOAOOHOTO K€ COLIHAABHOTO OIIBITA, 0OPA3YIOLIEro CaMy IOYBY PYCCKOTO
cymecrBoBanust. [TopsepkHeM, BopodeM, 4To B obmieit cucteme Mpican Aocto-
€BCKOTO TPEThsI TEXHOAOTUs OPaTCTBA BHITASIAMT KaK aBAPUNHBII BAPHAHT — KaK
IPOAYKT COMHCHUS B BO3MOXKHOCTSX ABYX APYTHX CIOCOOOB OPaTCKOro AcAa-
uust. M x Tomy ke BapuaHT cam 1o cebe paaeko He maeaabHblil. Ecan Ml Bep-
HEMCSL OT IyOAMLMCTUKY — K PUKIIMOHAABHBIM TEKCTaM, OT TCOMOAUTHKH — K
II03THUKE, TO OBICTPO YOCAUMCS, YTO HUKAKUX OCOOBIX HAAIO3HI OTHOCHTECABHO
AeTckux coobmects AoctoeBckuil He nutas. Kak mpl nomuum, B Cre cmemrno-
20 4€408¢Ka NHOTIAAHETHBIN ACTCKUI DAECM ACMOHCTPUPYET CBOIO IOAO3PHTEAD-
Hy0 HenpoyHocTs. Ho 210 He camoe HenpusiTHOe 06¢cTosiTeAbcTBO. B Bpamvax
Kapamazosvix PUHAABHYIO ACTCKYIO YTOIHMIO AACIIH IPEABAPSIET AHTUYTOIMS
HBana — ero moama, B kotopoii BeAukuii HHKBUBUTOP PHUCYET OOBIYHBIX AIOACH
(«THICAYM MMAAMOHOB> ) KaK TEX, KTO HY>KAACTCA B IOMCICHUM CBEPXY: «AO-
Ka’XKeM UM, YTO OHU CAAOOCHABHBI, YTO OHHU TOABKO XKAAKHE AETH, HO YTO AET-
CKOE CYACTBE CAAILE BCAKOIO [...]; B CBOGOAHBIEC OT TPyAQ Yachl MBI YCTPOUM MM
JKU3HB KaK ACTCKYIO UTPY, C ACTCKUMH MECHAMH, XOPOM, C HEBUHHBIMH TTASICKA-
mu. O, MBI PaspemuM UM U Ipex |[...], 1 oHn OYAyT AIOOUTb HAC KaK ACTH 32 TO,
YTO MBI UM NT03BOAMM rpemuthb>»; U T.A. (I1CC 145 236). ITepea Hamu, 1o cymye-
CTBY, KOIIIYHCTBEHHO-TIAPOAUITHAST pOpPMA AETCKOTO CO03a — KAPTHHA TOTO, BO
4TO OH MOKET BBIPOAUTBCSL.
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OAHHM CAOBOM, IIOBTOPHM B 3aKAIOYCHHE, CAMO ITO YMHOXKCHHE TEXHOAO-
ruil 6paTcTBa CBUACTEABCTBYET O CTPEMACHMU (BO MHOTOM TIIETHOM) AOKa-
3aTh, YTO NOAAMHHOE OPATCTBO, IOAAMHHAS AIOOOBb K OAMIKHEMY IO CKO CTO-
POHY )KM3HH BO3MOXKHBI XOTs Obl Ha BPEMsI M B OTACABHBIX cAy4asx. bparckoe
YCTpEMACHHUE K GAMKHEMY HaTaAKHBAeTCs y AOCTOEBCKOTO Ha ABOMHYIO (I104-
TH HENPEOAOAUMYIO) GAOKMPOBKY. Bo-TIepBbIX, 3TO HEBOIAOTHMOCTb MAH, IIO
KpaiiHel Mepe, TPyAHOCTb AI0OBH Ha GANMSKOM paccTostHuH (0 4eM MpsIMO pac-
cyxAaoT 1 Bepcuaos, u rocnioxa Xoxaaxosa, u Msan Kapamasos, pa u — Ha
CcBOM Aap — craperj 3ocnma). Bo-Broprix, 310 HeXXeAaHME, 3a9aCTYIO IIPOSBASIC-
MOE CAaMUMH OAMSKHUMH, IIPUHUMATD OPATCKYIO BECTh — HAIIPABACHHYIO Ha HUX
«ACATEABHYIO AKOGOBb>» (4TO 06mUM naaHOM AacTcs B Cre cuemnozo werosexa
M SIBASICTCS CTAHAQPTHOH KOAAMSHEH AASL CIOKECTHKH /\OCTOEBCKOTO B LICAOM).
Orcropa, COOCTBEHHO, HCKYIICHHE IIOHU3UTD TOPOT TOAKOBAHUS “OpaTckocTH,
IICPEKAIOYUTD €€ M3 TOPUSOHTAABHOM CHCTEMbI CYMCACHHS B BEPTUKAABHYIO
¥ TIPEIIOAHECTH OAMDKHHM CBOIO AI0OOBb Kak TaKOH Aap, OT KOTOPOIO OHH HE
CMOTYT OTKa3aTbcsl. HeyAMBUTEABHO, 9TO Takasi BEpCHsl TOHUMAHUS BCTPEYACT-
sy AOCTOEBCKOrO MMEHHO B OOAACTH T€OMOAUTHKH, TO €CTh TaM, TA€ MaCIlTa-
Obl COBCEM MHbIE U TAC TOCIIOACTBYET HE AIOOOBD K OAMKHEMY, @ ADOOBD K AQAD-
Hemy. Hasnadars HapopaM 1 cTpanam ux Gpartckyio cyabby — Kyaa 6oace aerkast
3aAa4a, YEM PACITyTHIBATb CYAbOY OTACABHO B3SITHIX OAMKHHX.






75

Eva FARAGHI
Princeton University

Social Death or Social Resurrection?
Dostoevsky’s The Double through the Looking Glass

I beg you to read it inversely — completely inversely, that is, with deliberately

friendly intent, giving the inverse sense to all my letter’s words (/7CC 1; 204).!

So says the bureaucrat Yakov Golyadkin, protagonist of Fyodor Dostoevsky’s
The Double (1846), to his less than welcome alter ego. According to Golyad-
kin, the vitriolic letter in question, in which he expressed the intention of kill-
ing this double in a duel, was in fact a mere expression of comradery, even af-
fection. I propose that this perplexing paradox reflects not the hesitancy or
volubility of Dostoevsky’s protagonist, but a far more psychologically sophis-
ticated portrait, in which two incompatible, even inverse intentions that ex-
ist side by side evoke the irreparably fragmented state of consciousness symp-
tomatic of a loss of identity.* In other words, I aim for a reading of The Double
which takes Golyadkin by his word, and interprets all of his actions and state-
ments, particularly the most categorical and decisive, as expressing only one
half of a continually doubled consciousness. I will show how Golyadkin’s psy-
chological unravelling, his countless public humiliations, and his ultimate de-
mise may all be understood from the inverse perspective of a new, emerging
identity, and thus as the very opposite of what is shown to the reader: personal
transformation, redemption, and resurrection.

For both Dostoevsky’s contemporaries, steeped in the fantastic tales of
E.T.A. Hoffmann, and for modern readers, who may be inclined to associate
the double with the Freudian id or the Jungian shadow, the very title of the no-
vella tends to conjure up images of a “dark” repressed self, animated by malig-

1 Unless otherwise noted, all translations are taken from Fyodor DOSTOEVSKY, The Double,
trans. Hugh Aplin (London: Penguin Books, 1988).

2 I am following in the footsteps of other scholars of Dostoevsky’s paradoxes such as Gary
Saul MoORSON, “What is it Like to be Bats? Paradoxes of The Double”, in Vladimir GoL-
STEIN and Svetlana EVDOKIMOVA (eds.), Dostoevsky Beyond Dostoevsky: Science, Religion,
Philosophy (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2016), pp. 235-248; Robin FEUER MILLER,
“The Gospel According to Dostoevsky: Paradox, Plot, and Parable”, in Robin FEUER MIL-
LER, Dostoevsky’s Unfinished Journey (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007), pp. 68-8s.
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nant egotism, violence, lechery, and all the fantasies forbidden by social and
legal norms. One rather extreme, characteristically romantic example of a Jeky-
ll-and-Hide double is Hoffmann’s Devils Elixir: the monk Merdarus uses the
identity of an identical brother to commit a wide variety of crimes, includ-
ing stabbing the object of his affections, poisoning his lover, and murdering
his love interest’s brother. Another example of this notion is Edgar Allen Poe’s
“William Wilson” (1839), in which the mold is inverted, but by no means dis-
rupted: in this case, the narrator is an alcoholic, a cheat and a womanizer, while
his double is consistently morally upright. Given that the dichotomy between a
socially functional and a licentious self underlies the literary conception of the
double figure in the 1830s and 1840s, but also recalls subsequent psychoanalyt-
ical theories, it is no surprise that readers should be tempted to assume Dosto-
evsky’s take on the theme is centered around one good and one evil, one con-
scious and one unconscious, or one repressed and one dissolute self. I propose,
however, a new interpretation of the story that transcends this “evil twin” the-
ory. I argue that the dichotomy of the two Golyadkins is the conflict between a
dying, failed identity and its emerging new counterpart.

It is certainly true that the protagonist largely tends to perceive the newly ap-
peared man who shares his name and appearance as a shadow self, a moral in-
ferior who “transgresses [...] every rule of civilized society” (IICC 1; 175), and
whose shameless behavior threatens to tarnish his own respectable reputation.
Whether this is an accurate assessment is, however, another matter. Golyad-
kin’s double, hereafter referred to as Golyadkin Jr., is hardly a paradigm of mor-
al righteousness, but the misbehavior the original Golyadkin lambasts as out-
rageous is almost comically trivial: he eats ten pies at a restaurant, flirts with a
waitress, and repeatedly mocks Golyadkin Sr. for embarrassing private confes-
sions he made while intoxicated. More importantly still, this brazen and un-
apologetic Golyadkin Jr. is far from the socially dysfunctional equivalent of his
already awkward and generally unpopular namesake, and, on the contrary, all
other characters appear to prefer Golyadkin’s double to Golyadkin himself. It is
the cautious, serious, insecure original who finds himself socially marginalized,
while Golyadkin Jr. is “of lively and agreeable disposition, and is equally success-
ful in the service and in the society of persons of common sense” (I7CC 1; 182).
If Golyadkin Jr. is the fully uninhibited, socially dysfunctional version of the re-
spectable Golyadkin Sr. — identifiable, perhaps, with the Freudian id or the Jun-
gian shadow — why does he commit only relatively minor offences, and why is it
so unequivocally Golyadkin Jr. that wider society is more inclined to accept?

Scholarship on 7he Double can be divided into two camps in its treatment
of this issue: critics who attempt a “psychological reading” which takes Golyad-
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kin as a Hoffman-inspired double, and critics who turn away from the heritage
of romanticism all together. Following the novel’s initial publication, the for-
mer school was undoubtedly the more dominant one. Nikolay Dobrolyubov,
for example, gave a voice to the more general sentiment of Belinsky’s circle as
he wrote that Golyadkin projects everything “mean and worldly adroit” on-
to a double because his own timidity prevents him from integrating them into
his own identity? This understanding of Golyadkin Jr. as Golyadkin Sr.s moral-
ly objectionable shadow underlies many seminal 20th-century interpretations
of the double scholars such as Charles Passage, Otto Rank and Jospeh Frank.+
While the parallels between Golyadkin Jr. and the Hoffmannian evil dou-
ble or the Jungian shadow are worthy of note, they do not answer the ques-
tion of why this character’s moral flaws tend rather towards pettiness than to-
wards any metaphysical idea of evil, why his “good” counterpart displays little
behaviour worthy of admiration, or, indeed, why society at large tends to pre-
fer the double to the original. Given this apparent incongruity between Zhe
Double and a German romantic vision of the world, it is no surprise that many
critics have moved away from Hoffmann-inspired interpretations of the sto-
ry. Some, such as Victor Terras, even read The Double as a parody of roman-
ticism and Golyadkin’s internal battle as “a struggle not between Heaven and
Hell for a man’s soul, but between two ridiculous underlings — for a snug little
job” and “a travesty” of the “Hoffmanesque Doppelgingers”s Bakhtin’s inter-
pretation, on the other hand, very convincingly argues that the main question
of The Double is not the unconscious at all, but self-consciousness, which he
defines as a dialogue between an external self — “I for the other” — who turns

3 Huxonait A. AO5POAIOBOB, Cobpanue Coyunenuii 6 9 mm., 1. 7 (Mocksa: XyaoxecTseH-
Hasl AMTEpaTypa, 1963), C. 258.

4 Charles Passage, for instance, argues that “the new Mr. Golyadkin is the latent aggressive
phase of Mr. Golyadkin’s character”. Otto Rank calls Golyadkin Jr. “the antithesis to [Gol-
yadkin Sr’s] prototype in terms of character. Although the two are considered to be twins,
the double is venturesome, sycophantic and ambitious. Knowing how to attain popularity
with everyone, he soon eliminates his clumsy, timid and pathologically candid rival” (Ot-
to RANK, The Double: A Psychoanalytic Study, ed. and transl. Harry Tucker [Chapeocel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1971], p. 30). Perhaps inspired by Rank, Roger B.
Anderson also concludes that Golyadkin’s double is rebellious, while the original is mecek.
Roger B. ANDERSON, “Dostoevsky’s Hero in The Double: A Re-Examination of the Divid-
ed Self”, Symposium, vol. 26, N 2, 1972, p. 102. Similarly, Joseph Frank writes “the double’s
behaviour both mirrors the supressed wishes of Mr. Golyadkin’s subconscious and objectiv-
ies the guilt feelings which accompany them” — Joseph FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Seeds of Re-
volt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), p. 304-

s Victor TERRAS, The Young Dostoevsky (1846-1849): A Critical Study (The Hague/Paris:
Mouton, 1969), p. 14.
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against his meek and insecure internal “I for myself” double.® Other interpre-
tations of 7The Double discover new, innovative ways to focus not on the psy-
chological conflict between Golyadkin and his double, but on the historical
context,” the significance of secondary characters,® the role of paradox and the
semiotics of doubling.®

In this article, I will consider the basic question that troubled 7he Dou-
ble’s first readers, namely, who is Golyadkin Sr., who is Golyadkin Jr, and what
is their relationship to one another? Given that The Double was written on-
ly very shortly after the Zenith of Dostoevsky’s love for Hoffmann,* I aim to
return to an approach which takes the German romantic model into account,
while also offering an interpretation that transcends the notion of a morally
opposite “ugly shadow”. If we go beyond Hoffmann’s fiction and turn our at-
tention to Naturphilosophie, the broad intellectual and artistic movement un-
derpinning Hoffmann’s works, we may find a compelling alternative to the
overtly Manichean model of doubling. I argue that the novella may instead
be understood in accordance with the psychological and mystical theories of
Naturphilosophie, as the story of an identity death — the war of an untenable
identity of idealized social ascension with a “deeper” self, culminating in a so-
cial death that kills the old and untenable identity, and from which a new and
better socially integrated equivalent may emerge. This reading owes a signifi-
cant debt to Yuri Corrigan’s book Riddle of the Self, which examines how Dos-

6 See Mikhail BAKHTIN, The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1010), pp- 212-221.

7 Jillian Porter, for example, makes a convincing argument that the anxiety about what is ‘re-
al’ and what is ‘counterfeit’ in The Double can be traced back to the 1839-43 monetary re-
forms, “rather than fixing the Double with the stable allegorical status of counterfeit and
Golyadkin with the status of original, Dostoevsky sets these categories in unstoppable mo-
tion”. Jillian PORTER, “The Double, the Ruble and the Real: Counterfeit Money in Dosto-
evsky’s Dvoinik”, The Slavic and East European Journal, vol. 38, Ne 3, 2014 (Fall), p. 389.

8 Vitaly Antonov proposes that there are two versions of Dr. Rutenspitz: the kindly doc-
tor and his demonic double: Buraauit A. AHTOHOB, “Apyroii ABoiinuk B nosectu . M.
Aocroesckoro Asotinux’, Aocmoesckuti u muposas xysvmypa. Quaonozuyecxusi scypra, vol.
3, N® 7, 2019, C. 142-150.

9 Krod and Faustov explore the semantic implications of Dostoevsky’s doubling, focusing
particularly on repetition, copying and the individual faced with a de-individualizing
bureaucratic world. Karaaun Kroo, Auppeit A. ®aycTos, Cepreit B. CABUHKOB, [Ze-
pesonsougenns cmoicaa 6 meopuecmse Aocmoescxozo: Cemuomuyeckue Samemxu (Boponex:
Msza. aom BI'Y, 2022).

10 In the summer of 1838, Dostoevsky wrote that he had read the entirety of Hoffmann’s work.
Throughout his life, Dostoevsky frequently mentioned his youthful admiration for the
German author. See FRANK, pp. 102-105.
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toevsky’s “passionate reverence for the irreducible and inviolable nature of the
personality” can coexist with his continual striving toward the “annihilation
of the I’* Since Corrigan’s discussion of The Double is limited to a brief anal-
ysis of how a little dog symbolizes a hidden, long-forgotten memory, this arti-
cle seeks to expand and explore the question of personality in relation to Zhe
Double and to show how the “annihilation of the I” can lead directly to the de-
velopment of a personality.

Golyadkin and the Ganglious

Although largely forgotten by modern psychologists, Naturphilosophie ofters a
theoretical approach to the human being which arises out of the same social, ar-
tistic and literary movements that also shaped the young Dostoevsky. Although
the boundaries of its chronology are fluid, most critics agree that the movement
began with the writings of Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling in 1798 and
reached its apex between 1800 and 1830. Among its most celebrated theorists
were Schelling, Ritter, geologist Franz von Baader, and lawyer-turned-philoso-
pher Johann Jakob Wagner, to name only a few. While a new rise in empirical
thought beginning in the 1840s marked the decline of the medical and physio-
logical streams of Naturphilosophie, their psychological counterpart persisted in-
to the 1870s, with Gustav Carus’ Psyche (1846) and Eduard von Hartmann’s Phi-
losophie des Unbewussten (1869) among its most influential later contributions.
One of the most distinctive features of Naturphilosophie is its aim of merg-
ing medical science, natural sciences, poetry, literary studies, philosophy and
theology into one coherent branch of knowledge. For the nature-philosophers,
the workings of the human mind, the human body, the natural world and God
are not distinct phenomena, but all parallel manifestations of the single, omni-
present, transcendental order of the universe. For nature-philosophers, every
unique entity — whether animal, person, or even idea — is a microcosm of the
whole, albeit in various degrees of perfection.” Thus, every being is simultane-
ously driven by a pursuit of its own interests and its preservation while also ani-
mated driven by a hidden, “collective spirit”, towards the cosmic aims of nature

11 Yuri CORRIGAN, Dostoevsky and the Riddle of the Self (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 2017), p. 4.

12 See Karl E. RotrscHUH, “Urspriinge und Wandlungen der Physiologischen Denkwei-
se im 19. Jahrhundert’, Technik und Geschichte, vol. 33, 1966, pp. 329-355; Manfred ENGEL,
Naturphilosophisches Wissen und romantische Literatur — am Beispiel von Traumitheorie und
Traumdichtung der Romantik ('Tibingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 2002), S. 65-69.
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itself. This is not merely an abstraction, but very much understood as the phys-
iological basis of the human body, whose existence “is controlled by an individ-
ual center (which we like to consider the brain) and by a center located in the
universe (whose point of attachment is found in our ganglious system)”.” Pre-
cisely this tension is at the core of Naturphilosophie, and particularly of its psy-
chological branch; such theorists as Gotthilf von Schubert refer to these two
centers and their satellites as the nervous and the ganglious system.

Broadly speaking, the nervous system is responsible for all acts of conscious-
ness and voluntary action; goals, aspirations, choices and our sense of self all
fall under its jurisdiction. The ganglious system, on the other hand, “partici-
pates in all of the movements of the universe”.* On the one hand, the ganglious
encompasses the unconscious mechanisms of the body — heartbeat, digestion,
and reproductive urges, for instance — and, on the other, the individual being’s
connection with the “total life”, a divine unity that necessarily transcends indi-
vidual consciousness.” According to Schubert, those who attempt to suppress
and eliminate the urges of their body — even as an act of religious asceticism —
in fact risk losing their connection to the life forces of the universe as a whole,
to other human beings, and, consequently, to God.*

While similar to notions such as the ego and the id, the Apollonian and
the Dionysian, the conscious and the unconscious, the psychological binary
that underlies Naturphilosophie is best summed up as the internal struggle be-
tween an individual and a collective orientation: the nervous system drives
one towards material well-being, stability, status, and self-preservation, while
the ganglious aims at union with the cosmic cycles of creation and destruction,
through dreams, hallucinations, intoxication, sexual indulgence, but also reli-
gious experience — a union which surpasses and may even destroy individual
identity.

The extent of these theories’ influence throughout Europe in the first half of
the 19th century must not be underestimated. Engel goes as far as comparing
it to the prominence of psychoanalysis in our own time: even those who have
never read a sentence by Freud are likely to know about the ¢go, the id, and the

13 Albert BEGUIN, Liime romantique et le réve: Essai sur le romantisme allemand et la poésie
frangaise (Paris: J. Corti, 1939), p. 78.

14 Carl Gustav CARUS, Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte der Seele, 2-nd ed. (Stuttgart: G.H. Scheit-
lins Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1851) quoted in BEGUIN, p. 140.

15 ENGEL,S. 72.

16 Gotthilf Heinrich von SCHUBERT, Die Symbolik des Traumes (Bamberg: C.E. Kunz, 1814),
S.92.
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superego, or the Oedipal complex.”” The theories of Naturphilosophie are known
to have exerted various degrees of influence over numerous well-known and
obscure literary figures of the era, including Novalis, Jean Paul, Ludwig Tieck
and Hoffmann. At the very least, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that some-
one of Dostoevsky’s level of education would likely have been familiar with
the main intellectual currents of his time, including this one. More important-
ly, however, he was known to have been an avid reader of Schelling and Hoft-
mann, and even to have cultivated a friendship in his youth with poet Ivan
Shidlovsky, who aimed at a pantheistic form of mystical self-annihilation. Dos-
toevsky also read Gustav Carus’s Psyche in the 1840s and expressed the wish to
translate this work into Russian while in Siberia,® and his early works such as
The Landlady are strong evidence of an intimate familiarity with these gener-
al ideas, especially of their literary proponents such as Hoffmann. Furthermore,
Dostoevsky’s conception of the world as “an ocean” in which “a touch in one
place sets up movement at the other end of the earth” and which can only be
reached through an “all-embracing love, in a sort of transport” (IICC 9; 290)
bears a great similarity to the Naturphilosophie vision of the ganglious system.
On this basis, we may assume that Dostoevsky was not only familiar with this
pre-Freudian nervous-ganglious model of the mind, but that it was very like-
ly a significant influence on what might be termed the mystical psychology he
would go on to develop.

An Identity War

I propose a reading of Dostoevsky’s complex psychological character studies
through the lens of Naturphilosophie as an underlying conceptual framework.
In the case of The Double, we are faced with a character who is, quite literally,
at war with himself. From a psychoanalytic perspective, this war takes place be-
tween Golyadkin’s conscious, moral self and his aggressive, lecherous and an-
imalistic unconscious. From the perspective of Naturphilosphie, however, a
perspective which does not exclude or contradict the more familiar psychoan-
alytical model, this is a war between an identity in which the nervous system
reigns supreme — a fantasy self, deliberately constructed and under full con-
scious control — and an alternate identity which acknowledges at least certain
aspects of an embodied ganglious system it cannot suppress. These are not nec-

17 ENGEL, S. 77.
18 See FRANK, p. 76.
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essarily the emotional and aggressive vestiges of a repressed self, but a self-dep-
recatory admittance to gluttony and lust — in other words, recognition of the
body and acceptance that no idealized self will transcend it. When the first
identity publicly fails, the second triumphs.

To a certain extent, a sense of identity is always constructed as a bulwark
against the anonymizing collective, the tyranny of individual emotions and de-
sires, and the continual natural fluxes of creation and destruction to which we are
necessarily vulnerable — a bulwark against all that with which the ganglious sys-
tem secks reconciliation, in other words. In this sense, an individual identity is al-
ways opposed to this ganglious system. In the case of Golyadkin, I would argue,
however, that Dostoevsky depicts the psychological causes of an identity which
tends to deny the existence of the ganglious system altogether, of fantasy’s failure
to negotiate adequately with reality. The identity this yields is so categorically di-
vorced from the physiological reality of the body that Golyadkin Sr. comes to be-
lieve his very existence is not contingent on eating, sleeping, and breathing, but
on his social status and reputability. In the crisis of identity in which we find him,
the endangerment of his reputation feels like a nightmarish endangerment of life
itself, and public humiliation becomes equivalent to execution.

From the opening pages of The Double, we learn that the original Golyadkin
is very concerned with upholding the identity he has constructed for himself.
He washes, shaves, puts on a new set of clothes, forces his servant to dress in
a gaudy livery, and orders a carriage. In a passage later removed from the 1866
version of Zhe Double, Dostoevsky elaborates on Golyadkin’s tendency to fabri-
cate a fantasy self, incongruous with his real position in society:

The fact is that he was very fond of sometimes making romantic assumptions
about himself. He loved to promote himself now and then into the hero of
the most ingenious novel, to imagine himself entangled in various intrigues
and difficulties, and, at last, to emerge with honor from all the unpleasantness,
triumphing over all obstacles, vanquishing difficulties and magnanimously

forgiving his enemies (/7CC 1; 335).

While any identity is, to some extent, constructed, a conception of the self
by the self which strays too far from a conception of the self by others will nec-
essarily be maintainable only through great effort, fragile, and easily subject to
existential threats. Indeed, Golyadkin’s identity appears to be imperiled by the
slightest blemishes upon his body, as he looks into the mirror in fear that “some
extraneous [nocroponnuii] spot had made its appearance” (IICC 1; 110). The
word ‘extrancous’ implies that this pimple would not be a part of him — a com-
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mon, natural and largely inevitable consequence of having skin — but an en-
croachment from the outside upon an infallible, idealized body.

Given that it is estranged from reality, incapable of negotiating itself with
the outer world, Golyadkin St’s inner, subjective sense of himself cannot be
measured, validated, rejected or revised. On account of his rigidly inward iden-
tity’s incapability of adapting and evolving through contact with external re-
ality, it can only be absolutely fabricated or absolutely real, and it is no sur-
prise that he appears to favour the latter assumption. Golyadkin Sr. consistently
seems to conceive of his identity as objective, absolute, and infallible, in perfect
correspondence with concrete reality, including even material, corporeal reali-
ty, which should be expected to reflect his inflexibly idealized self. In fact, his
thorough examination of his own face for “external” blemishes recalls a desper-
ate attempt to seck confirmation of the axioms upon which he bases his iden-
tity in objective and indisputable reality, and thus to reinforce his delusions, a
poor substitute for active identity’s active negotiation through social engage-
ment with the wider world.

In a general sense, one may argue that the character’s artificial and extreme-
ly fragile identity tends to rely on material confirmation as a substitute for the
social confirmation which it cannot have. The discernment of an unblemished
and idealized body serves as verification, albeit weak, that the unblemished and
idealized sense of self is real. Since the idealized and isolated identity can on-
ly be totally real or totally false, any rejection of his idealized-self image by the
outer world, as through derision or social exclusion, feels rather like a categor-
ical rejection of the person in his entirety, and thus, not of his failed identity,
but of any possible identity he may adopt. In parallel, since the body is under-
stood as the objective vessel of his idealized self, suggestions that Golyadkin Sr.
is delusional are experienced as a destruction of the organism itself, or, in other
words, homicide. In fact, when telling his doctor about how people in his social
circle are planning to ruin somebody’s reputation, he asks very literally “What
did they think up to murder a man? [y6uts uesosexa]” (I7CC 1; 121), and only
after the doctor’s understandable confusion does he specify that he means “to
murder a man morally [npaBcrBenno]” (ibid.). It is rather clear that this ‘man’
is Golyadkin himself, and the murderous rumors concern his less than respect-
able relationship to his former landlady, Karolina Ivanovna, whom he alleged-
ly agreed to marry in return for free meals. This codependent relationship, in
which Golyadkin’s sustenance depends on a physical and psychological intima-
cy with another person not only falls short of the social code of conduct which
this idealized self is presumably expected to uphold, but also publicly expos-
es his sexual and literal appetites, with which it appears absolutely incapable of
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coexisting. When Dr. Rutenspitz pointedly asks him about this former living
arrangement, he gives a bizarre response.

“Where am I living now, Krestian Ivanovich?”

“Yes... I want... previously, I think, you were living...”

“Yes, Krestian Ivanovich, I was, I was previously too. How could I not have been
living!” ({ICC 1; 121).

Even at the expense of common sense, Golyadkin treats the doctor’s suspi-
cion that he once lived less than respectably as a suggestion that he previously
was not alive at all.

Yet, as mentioned at the beginning, Golyadkin’s words and behavior con-
stantly undermine his constructed identity as a respectable, honest and up-
standing citizen. This is perhaps why others treat him with suspicion, derision
and even outward hostility. Interestingly, although Golyadkin treats his iden-
tity as absolute, unthreatened by others’ response to it, he is nonetheless driv-
en to seek its affirmation by the outer word, and thus to social interaction, even
as he proves incapable of modifying his identity in the slightest through it. It is
largely this simultaneous wish to test his sense of self in the outer world and the
refusal to recognize the outer world’s rejection of it which leads to an inconsist-
ent, vacillating state of consciousness, symptomatic of a failing identity. Short-
ly after he justifies himself privately for why he must stay home from work, for
instance, we hear that he inexplicably got up and “flew to the office” (IICC 1;
14s). Later, he tells himself that any intimacy between him and his younger col-
leagues must be avoided, only to slap them on the shoulder and to attempt,
very unsuccessfully, to make jokes with them. Even more outrageously, as he
waits in a stairwell, wondering whether or not to intrude on a ball, Golyadkin
eventually concludes that he must instead go home, and then, without warn-
ing, dashes “forward, as if someone had touched a spring in him” (Z7CC 1; 132)
and enters the gathering. As he hesitates during this passage, the protagonist is
increasingly aware of his contradictory doubled consciousness:

He, gentlemen, is also here, not at the ball, that is, yet all but at the ball; he,
gentlemen, is all right; although he’s his own man, still at this moment he stands
on a road that is not entirely straight [...]. He, gentlemen, is only observing now;

he, gentlemen, might go in as well, of course... so why not go in? (/ICC 1; 131).

The narrator can barely utter a single clause without a ‘yet; ‘but; or a ‘that is’
to contradict and modify his previous statements. Golyadkin is both at the ball
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and not at the ball, ‘sam po sebe’ and thirsting for community, a disinterested
spectator and the soon-to-be center of attention. And yet Golyadkin attempts
to tell himself that even this ridiculous situation is the result of his own con-
scious wishes: “but he had not ventured to penetrate farther, he clearly had not
dared to do that... not because he had not dared to do something, but simply
because he himself had not wanted to, he preferred to be nice and quiet” (Z7CC
1; 132). Although the narrator here speaks with Golyadkin’s own voice, he rep-
resents these thoughts as increasingly ridiculous and untenable given his pres-
ent situation.” Just as Golyadkin rejects the reality of his bodily imperfections
and bodily appetites, he cannot conceive of his thoughts and actions as subject
to any internal forces beyond his conscious volition. In a rare moment of clar-
ity, Golyadkin then finally briefly admits to his fear of exposure and decides to
go home, at which point his clarity is immediately eclipsed by the reactive need
to uphold his delusional sense of self, and he finds himself walking into the ball
without knowing what he is doing. Once again, his identity proves to be a fan-
tasy which, to use the terms of Naturphilosophie, rejects the ganglious system
categorically.

A Social Death

After Golyadkin enters the ballroom uninvited, his life transforms into a night-
mare. His constructed identity now faces an existential threat, exposure is im-
minent, and every attempt he makes to preserve his dignity only leads to his
further humiliation. He wishes to congratulate Klara, but a slight stammer - a
symptom of his anxiety — paralyzes him completely:

He sensed that if he stumbled, all would go to the devil straight away. And that
was how it turned out — he stumbled and got stuck; he got stuck and blushed;
he blushed and got confused; he got confused and raised his eyes; he raised his
eyes and looked around; he looked around and - and froze [06mep] (I7CC 1;

134).

From the narrator’s repetition, we get the sense that each bodily symptom
of confusion - stuttering, floundering, blushing — embarrasses him anew and

19 Bakhtin writes that “the narration glitters with Golyadkins own words: “he is all right}
‘he’s on his own) etc. But these words are uttered by the narrator with ridicule, and some-
what with reproach, directed at Golyadkin himself and constructed in a form meant to
touch his sore spots and provoke him” (BAKHTIN, p. 218).
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leads to another, more severe symptom, until his humiliation appears to reach
an apex. Interestingly, the word ‘o6mepers (to faint or to freeze), shares a root
with the verb ‘ymepers (to die). In this manner, the exposure of the rejected
ganglious system, of even relatively harmless bodily functions outside of con-
scious control — but now uncomfortably visible to everyone - kills his con-
sciously constructed identity.>> Here, the narrator puts the Toasit’ (naked) in
Golyadkin; our protagonist may as well be naked.

Again and again, the narrator reminds us that the gaze of others “kills” Gol-
yadkin. For example, when his superior gives him a look that “if our hero had
not already been utterly, completely destroyed, he would without fail have been
destroyed a second time — if that had only been possible” (/7CC 1; 134). Like-
wise, an unknown bystander looks at Golyadkin with a “murderous smile”
(IICC 1; 135). And as others destroy Golyadkin with their disdain, Golyadkin
himself loses the ability to see. In a typical example of Golyadkin’s continuous
state of contradiction, the narrator says that “he saw other people too. Or no:
he saw nobody, looked at nobody” (Z7CC 1; 133). This is directly opposed to the
protagonist’s awakening at the beginning of the story: “he yawned, stretched
and in the end opened his eyes fully” (I7CC 1; 109). While the opening of the
eyes seems to evoke the conscious — and in this case, socially spurned, unten-
able — self, sudden darkness at the ball may be equated with the transient col-
lapse of conscious thought, rationality, and individual identity — a descent back
into the primal darkness of the ganglious system.

With the culmination of this embarrassing scene, Golyadkin is forced to
recognize the unbridgeable gap between his sense of himself and others’ sense
of him. In a final moment of humiliation, he takes Klara’s hand as if to dance
with her, but finds himself stopped by the crowd’s outrage. Desperately hang-
ing onto the delusion that dancing with Klara is his decision, he says that he
“consents” to dance with her. But the narrator tells us that “nobody seemed to
have asked for Golyadkin’s consent” (IICC 1; 137). Other people lead him to
the door, put on his coat and throw him out: “Mr. Golyadkin wanted to say
something, to do something... But no, he no longer wanted anything” (/7CC 1;
137). Through contempt, laughter and rejection, the crowd has destroyed Gol-
yadkin’s self-conceived identity as a respectable suitor; exposed the tripping,
blushing and stammering limitations of his body; and has thrust Golyadkin in-

20 Deborah Martinsen explains the influence of shame on identity: “Shame concerns identity;
thus, shame exposed has the power to shake us to the core of our being. [...] Shame has as
its object who we are and involves a sense of inferiority or inadequacy and a fear of exposu-
re” Deborah MARTINSEN, Surprised by Shame: Dostoevsky’s Liars and Narrative Explorers
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 2003), p. 20.
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to a terrifying reality in which the delusion of an absolute self collapses, and in
which the individual’s subjection to collective scrutiny condemns an untenable
identity to death.

Yet Golyadkin is surprised to discover that the execution of his reputation
does not lead to his literal death: “Mr. Golyadkin was dead — fully dead, in
the full sense of the word, and if he had retained at this particular moment the
ability to run, it was only by some miracle, by a miracle in which he himself, fi-
nally, refused to believe” (/7CC 1; 138). This new life — a life that continues be-
cause it depends upon a living, breathing body, not social status — appears to
be a life without identity, even without the bulwark of individuality, given that
the idealized, infallible material self has been lost, and the protagonist imme-
diately finds himself surrounded by the chthonic disorder of darkness, liquids,
and disease. The narrator describes the night as “wet, misty, rainy, snowy, preg-
nant with gum oils, head colds, cold sores, sore throats, fevers of all possible
types and kinds” (Z7CC 1; 138). And indeed, after his public humiliation, Gol-
yadkin seems to merge with the collective for a moment and wish for the to-
tal dissolution of his percieved self: “Mr. Golyadkin now not only wished to
escape from himself, but even to be completely annihilated, not to be, to turn
to dust” (/ICC 1; 139). When he stops and begins “to stare at the black, turbid
waters of the Fontanka” (ibid.), he appears, for the first time, to accept his so-
cial death without the delusion that literal death must necessarily come along
with it: “the deed was done, finished, the decision signed and sealed; what was
it to him?” (ibid.). As he recognizes that his identity is fabricated, untenable in
the real world, the possibility for a new and better identity emerges if only, like
a snake, he is able to fully shed this old skin. It is at this precise moment that

Golyadkin’s flesh and blood double, Golyadkin Jr., is born.

A Social Resurrection

This brings us to the question of Golyadkin Jr. Critics often describe
him in purely negative terms: a fawning sycophant,” “a mixture of Anti-
christ and Judas’* the embodiment of meanness and dishonesty. And in-
deed, if we take Golyadkin Sr’s words at face value, we find a whole collec-
tion of unpleasant adjectives to describe his new counterpart: he is ‘mean’
(moaasrit), ‘depraved’ (passpamenneiit), ‘shameless’ (6es6oxmnsrit), and ‘self-sat-

21 Dina KHAPAEVA, Nightmare: From Literary Experiments to Cultural Project, transl. Rosie
Tweddle (Leiden: Brill, 2012), p. 110.
22 ANDERSON, p. 109.
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isfied’ (camoaoBoabHEI). Yet it may be useful to consider Golyadkin St’s state-
ment that the listener should understand his words as conveying the “inverse
sense” to what they denote, since all of the novella’s other characters seem far
more ready to agree with this than with the overt meaning of the aforemen-
tioned words: the junior clerks laugh at his jokes, his superiors admire his work,
and friends invite him to live with them. Indeed, Golyadkin St’s former friend
calls Golyadkin Jr. “true in word and in friendship”. One could argue, of course,
that society at large is so corrupt that it rejects the virtues of Golyadkin Sr., and
prefers instead the villainous machinations of his double. Yet this interpreta-
tion sounds suspiciously like a fantasy concocted by a resentful Golyadkin Sr., a
character whose judgement seems less than trustworthy.

None of this means that Golyadkin Jr. should be taken as his namesake’s
more admirable and virtuous counterpart. There is no doubt that he fawns over
his superiors and plots against those he dislikes, but, importantly, he shares this
behavior with Golyadkin Sr., who, in the words of Khapaeva, “merits no other
title than a scoundrel”” In fact, Golyadkin Jr. is, in many respects, very similar
to the original. The one striking difference between them is Golyadkin Jr’s lack
of crippling shame:

The man who was now sitting opposite Mr. Golyadkin [...] was Mr. Golyadkin
himself - [...] not the one who liked to efface and bury himself in the crowd;
not the one, finally, whose gait clearly pronounced: “Don’t touch me, and I
won’t touch you” or “Don’t touch me, after all, 'm not knocking into you” — no,
this was an entirely different Mr. Golyadkin, a completely different one, but at

the same time, completely like the first one too (/7CC 1; 147).

Thus, we will interpret this new Golyadkin not as an impostor, but as a new
and alternate identity for Golyadkin, born after the social death he suffered at
the ball. This is, as outlined earlier, a more viable and more genuine identity be-
cause it takes better account of its fallibility and of the existence of a concealed
and not always respectable self beyond its idealized equivalent. Former terror at
being exposed for the failure to adhere to an idealized identity is eclipsed by an
unapologetic advertisement of these failures, perhaps in order to preclude their
use by others to undermine the individual. By means of these “pores” in ideal-
ized identity, the new Golyadkin shows himself quite unafraid of his appetites,
even revealing them to others, as he eats ten pies, openly jokes about his sexu-
al preferences — he remarks to Golyadkin Sr. “That’s really a tasty bit of skirt!”

23 KHAPAEVA, p. 109.
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(IICC 1; 202) — and appearing unashamed of having spent a night in Golyad-
kin St’s room. As noted, the idea of the ganglious system which Golyadkin Jr.
seems to accept as part of his identity is not limited to bodily urges but involves
a far broader recognition of the individual’s role in the wider collective order.
In this case, we are not face to face with a character suddenly dominated by the
ganglious system, which would involve an entire collapse of subjective identi-
ty, and it is therefore no surprise that Golyadkin Jr. shows no sign of the unbri-
dled bacchanalian revelry or the experience of the transcendental that Schubert
associates with indulgence of the ganglious system. Instead, the character’s rec-
ognition of this system in himself and his consequent self-deprecatory admis-
sion to his own identity’s limitations as a bulwark against it liberates him from
the need to defend the identity from appraisal and attack by the collective; pre-
cisely through this admission, and often in palpably bodily terms, Golyadkin Jr.
gains the acceptance of the collective without which identity cannot be main-
tained: “he squeezed himself into the group of clerks, shaking hands with one,
slapping the other on the shoulder, putting his arm around another; [...] prob-
ably to his most intimate friend, he gave a resounding kiss” (/7CC 1; 194-195).

By integrating his bodily self into his public persona, the new Golyadkin
can make connections with others that transcend the concrete structures of
professionalism or conventional affability.

Now that the old Golyadkin’s old identity has been publicly destroyed, the
new Golyadkin can be born, and this less respectable variant of him is paradox-
ically by far the more respected of the two. For three days, Golyadkin’s identi-
ty is effectively dead and not yet reborn — the old and the new coexist side by
side amidst great anxiety and upheaval. This period of three days displays obvi-
ous biblical undertones: Jonah had to spend three days in the belly of the whale
before emerging as a new man, while Jesus lay three days in the tomb before his
resurrection.** For Dostoevsky, just as in the foundational stories of Christian-
ity, resurrection is not an instantaneous transformation, but a long and painful
process in which the old must die so the new can live. In the case of Golyadkin,
the old identity, still idealized and estranged from reality, experiences a crip-
pling shame as the new identity affirms itself in its unapologetic failure to up-
hold idealized standards of behavior. When Golyadkin Jr. eats ten pies, Golyad-
kin Sr. turns “red as a beetroot” (ZICC 15 174) and begins to make embarrassed
exclamations: “Felt no shame in a public place! Can they see him? Nobody
seems to have noticed” (I7CC 1; 174). Conversely, the new Golyadkin derides
the old self for a fantasy identity which nobody considers credible and goes out

24 Mat12:40.
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of his way to destroy it once and for all. He publicly teases his old self by calling
him “Faublas’, the devious and adroit seducer of Jean-Baptiste Louvet de Cou-
vray’s novel Les amours du chevalier de Faublas, and makes brazen comments
about the similarity of their sexual appetites. Most intolerably for Golyadkin
Sr., the new identity publicly exposes his former self for his alleged illicit con-
duct. Neither his junior colleagues nor his superiors are deprived of discovery
that Golyadkin had less than respectable relations with his landlady. Golyadkin
Jr., in other words, is less interested in uncovering the hidden sins of his coun-
terpart than in exposing them to social scrutiny, presenting them as blatant fail-
ures in the pursuit of an infallible social identity, and, it would seem, in push-
ing the old Golyadkin towards a more robust identity, which is, paradoxically, a
more flawed one.

A Successful Psychotherapy

Golyadkin’s transformation isn’t the result of his own conscious volition, and
given its painful and humiliating nature, it is highly plausible that such a per-
son would never have chosen it at all. Instead, an outside force seems to pull
the protagonist along the jagged transformational path from awkward and de-
lusional recluse to his self-aware, well-integrated counterpart. Naturphilosophie
generally associates the acquisition of a more self-aware double with animal
magnetism, in which two subjects “stand in a sympathetic relationship to one
another” and “the life-form of one is conditioned by the sphere of influence of
the other”” In The Double, the role of magnetizer may be associated with the
physician, Dr. Rutenspitz, a familiar and utterly mundane figure whose voca-
tion is to heal his patients from their physical and psychological ailments.

In their meeting at the beginning of the story, the morning before the dis-
astrous party scene that throws Golyadkin Sr. into crisis and precipitates the
emergence of Golyadkin Jr., the protagonist seems to conceive of Dr. Ruten-
spitz not only as a doctor, but also as a confessor of sorts (ayxoBuuk), whose
main duty is to “know his patient” (snats nauenta) (I7CC 1; 113). The narra-
tor establishes an implicit link between Dr. Rutenspitz and magnetism when
describing his “expressive, flashing gaze” as “evidently all that was needed to
drive off every illness” (ZICC 1; 114). Indeed, eye-contact and physical touch,
another key component of animal magnetism,* seem to play an essential role

25 Matthew BELL, The German Tradition of Psychology in Literature and Thought, 1700-1840
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), p. 177.
26 The father of animal magnetism, Franz Anton Mesmer, was known for triggering various
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in Dr. Rutenspitz’s communication with Golyadkin. At the beginning of the
conversation, the protagonist rather stubbornly presents his constructed and
untenable identity, insisting that he is honest, open, respectable, etc., but the
dynamic of the conversation suddenly shifts in a “rather strange scene”

Somewhat perplexed, Krestian Ivanovich seemed for a moment to be rooted
to his armchair and, at a loss, stared wide-eyed at Mr. Golyadkin, who looked
at him in the same manner. Finally, Krestian Ivanovich stood up, holding on a
little to the lapel of Mr. Golyadkin’s uniform coat. For several seconds they both
stood like this, motionless and not taking their eyes off one another. Then, and
moreover in an extraordinarily strange way, Mr. Golyadkin’s second impulse was
resolved too. His lips began to shake, his chin began to jerk, and our hero quite

unexpectedly burst into tears (I7CC 1; 118).

The combination of eye-contact with physical touch brings about a sudden
emotional change in Golyadkin. His constructed identity appears to rupture
for a moment so that genuine emotion can pass through it. As Golyadkin’s de-
meanor shifts, he replaces his hackneyed, repetitive and stiff phrases about his
own excellent character with metaphoric language and Russian idioms. He
still cannot admit that he was the one to have been involved with his landlady,
but he manages to tell the doctor of his troubles by transparently pretending
that the rumors concern his “close friend”. It is, in this sense, the doctor’s very
gaze and touch which allow this second, more genuine Golyadkin Sr. to come
to the surface.

Dr. Rutenspitz’s words to Golyadkin foreshadow the birth of Golyadkin
Jr. as he says that Golyadkin’s therapy should consist of his integration into a
community: “Your treatment should consist in the alteration of your habits...
Well, amusements — well, I mean you should call on friends and acquaintances,
and at the same time not be afraid of having a drink; consistently keep cheer-
ful company [...] go to shows and a club” (/7CC 1; 115). His insistence that Gol-
yadkin needs friends, alcohol and amusement — discreetly hinting at a sexu-
al form of amusement, as well — suggests that the cure for his mental affliction
is as simple as accepting a need for community and satisfaction of appetite, or,
to use Schubert’s terms once again, for acceptance of his ganglious system. The
topic of sexuality is particularly relevant in this context, as it simultaneous-
ly evokes the pursuit of union with others — if not profound, then at least in-

symptoms in patients such as convulsions by the touch of his finger. For more information,
see Henri F. ELLENBERGER, The Discovery of the Unconscious: The History and Evolution of
Dynamic Psychiatry, vol. 1 (New York: Basic Books, 1970), p. s6.
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tense — through the explicit stimulation of the material body, and thus perhaps
exemplifies the dual nature of the ganglious system more clearly than any oth-
er means by which it might be accessed. When the patient seems impervious to
his advice, Dr. Rutenspitz changes his approach, and insists “you need to make
a radical transformation of your whole life and in a certain sense to master
[mepeaomurts] your own character” (ZZCC 1; 115). The narrator stresses the sig-
nificance of this pronouncement: “Krestian Ivanovich put a strong emphasis on
the word ‘master’ [mepeaomuts] and paused for a moment with a very mean-
ingful air” (ibid.). The word ‘nepeaomuts, which is defined by Ushakov’s Dic-
tionary (1oaxosuisi crosaps Yusaxosa) as ‘break in two’ (caomats Ha ABoe) rather
explicitly foreshadows the splintering of Golyadkin’s character into two pieces.

In addition to his advice that Golyadkin seek company, alcohol and amuse-
ment, Dr. Rutenspitz evokes sexuality in his association with Golyadkin’s land-
lady, Karolina Ivanovna. In Dostoevsky’s 1846 version of The Double, this con-
nection is explicit: Golyadkin’s former roommate writes to him that “the
doctor of medicine and surgery, Krestian Ivanovich, who is known to you, will
not refuse with all of his influence to contribute to the wellbeing and defense
of his insulted countrywoman” (/ICC 1; 114).”” In the final version, the shared
patronymic and heritage establishes a clear parallel between the figurative mag-
netizer — the only character who we see appearing to permeate the protagonist’s
idealized and highly artificial identity — and the landlady who almost certainly
permeated it as well, providing him not only with shelter and food but also sex-
ual amusement. Both German characters thus seem to evoke the bodily urges
that Golyadkin Sr. may take as the most objectionable aspects of the ganglious
system he denies.”®

Dr. Rutenspitz then writes Golyadkin a prescription. From the very begin-
ning, Golyadkin seems to fear this medication; he clutches the doctor’s hand
and says, “No sir, it’s not required at all” (/7CC 1; 118). Although he is never de-
picted going to a pharmacy or taking the medication, one event suggests that
the prescription was indeed significant. Towards the end of the story, Golyad-
kin, dirty and exhausted from his pursuit of his double, finds in his pocket the
bottle of medicine “prescribed some four days before by Krestian Ivanovich”
(IICC 15 208). As if in a trance, Golyadkin looks at the “dark, repulsive, reddish

27 Translation is my own — E. F.

28 Natal’ja V. Konstantinova convincingly establishes the link between the two characters:
Haraaps B. KOHCTAHTHHOBA, “Hemust u Hemenkoe B panHux npousseacHusix O. M.
Aocroesckoro (Ha marepuase nosectu «Jsosinux»)”, Cubupcxuti Quiorozuseckuti 2XKyp-
Hai, T. 4, c. 132 Our points of view diverge, however, when she argues that Dr. Rutenspitz

punishes Golyadkin for his affair with his landlady.
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liquid”, drops it to the ground and screams “So, my life is in danger!” (ibid.)
This extreme reaction to discovering the medication seems to suggest that Gol-
yadkin fears that this liquid will bring about his death — and perhaps his fears
are not unreasonable.” If Golyadkin has indeed been taking it for four days,
perhaps it is responsible for this “break” in his character and, by helping a new
Golyadkin Jr. emerge, threatens the very existence of his dysfunctional and un-
stable counterpart. Alternatively, the “repulsive, reddish liquid” could also sym-
bolize blood, a symbol of Golyadkin’s bodily self, which he sees not as a link to
the divine — “the life of a living body is in its blood” (Lev. 17.11) — but as some-
thing dangerous and disgusting, entirely separate from himself.

Nonetheless, the full extent of Dr. Rutenspitz’s significance to Golyadkin’s
transformation only becomes apparent at the story’s conclusion. In an echo
of Golyadkin’s humiliation at Klara’s birthday ball, the story ends with anoth-
er large social gathering at the house of Olsufy Ivanovich, her father. Golyad-
kin S, still under the delusion that she is willing to elope with him, attempts to
hide behind a wood stack, but he is exposed once more: “and suddenly he com-
pletely burned up in shame. He had been fully spotted, everybody had spot-
ted him all at once” (IICC 15 224). Just as in his previous humiliating expo-
sure, Golyadkin Sr. seems to become the passive puppet of an overwhelming
crowd: “all this clustered around Mr. Golyadkin, all this sped towards Mr. Gol-
yadkin, all this carried Mr. Golyadkin out aloft, and he remarked very clear-
ly that he was being dragged off in a particular direction” (/ICC 1; 225). This
time, however, he does not resist the will of the crowd, but resigns himself fully
to its power. Significantly, the narrator describes the crowd as an abyss [6e3pna]
(ibid.); the crowd transforms into a sublime, awe-inspiring and ultimately de-
structive force of nature, ready to swallow up Golyadkin’s identity.

In The Double, the crowd alone does not have the power to pass the final
judgement. Everyone solemnly sits down in rows arranged around Golyadkin
and Olsufy Ivanovich, “obviously expecting something not entirely ordinary”
({ICC 1; 227). They are waiting for a particular person and shout “He is com-
ing, he is coming” [eaer, epet] and “It’s time!” [nopa] (ibid.). The formality of
the scene increases even further when everyone rises their feet to greet the new
arrival. The expectation, the shouts of “he is coming”, and Golyadkin’s sense
of an imminent ending all recall the Last Judgement. The arrival is not Christ,

29 For an alternate explanation of this scene, see AHTOHOB, pp. 148-149. The loss of Krestian
Ivanovich’s medicine causes Golyadkin to fear for his life because, without the medication,
prescribed to him by Krestian Ivanovich, it is in danger”. However, since Golyadkin is hor-
rified as soon as he sees the “repulsive, reddish liquid” and leaps away from the spilt liquid,
it seems quite clear that he suddenly perceives it as poison.
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however, but Dr. Rutenspitz. Golyadkin now perceives the formerly rath-
er prosaic doctor as an angel of death “whose look alone turned Mr. Golyad-
kin to ice” (ZICC 1; 227). Starting with Golyadkin Jr., everybody in the crowd
repeats over and over again that this is indeed Krestian Ivanovich Rutenspitz.
Convinced by the crowd, Golyadkin says that “in that case I'm prepared... I en-
trust myself fully... and deliver my fate into Krestian Ivanovich’s hands” (I71CC
1; 228). But Dr. Rutenspitz hardly seems trustworthy any longer. We learn that,
as soon as Golyadkin and the doctor drive away in a carriage and reach a deso-
late stretch of road, Golyadkin’s “heart stood still: two fiery eyes were looking
at him in the darkness, and these two eyes shone with a sinister, diabolical glee”
(IICC 1; 229). At the beginning of the story, it is said that Dr. Rutenspitz’s eyes
“could drive off every illness”, and now they seem to be quite literally driving
off Golyadkin Sr. These two sides of Dr. Rutenspitz — the benevolent helper
and the sinister demon — are by no means incompatible. If Dr. Rutenspitz is the
helper of Golyadkin as a whole and initially advises him to turn outwards and
pursue amusement, it is hardly surprising that he now carts off the old and un-
tenable identity as its new counterpart watches with excitement.

From this perspective, The Double is not the tragic story of a little man’s un-
doing, but a hopeful and uplifting tale of redemption. Golyadkin Jr. is over-
joyed that his former mocked and derided identity has been destroyed for
good: “he was rubbing his hands in delight, he was turning his head around in
delight; he seemed ready to begin dancing in delight right away” (/7CC 1; 228).
The new Golyadkin has returned to his life in a communal apartment; he is
cared for again by Karolina Ivanovna, supported by his friends, appreciated by
his superiors and admired by his colleagues. This is not the transformation of a
petty bureaucrat into a remarkable hero or of a self-serving recluse into a Chris-
tian saint, but it is rebirth of a socially dysfunctional man as a better-integrat-
ed variant of himself. It is perhaps not a coincidence that this story of mun-
dane, relatively pedestrian resurrection still evokes the biblical themes of the
three-day limbo and the figurative damnation of the failed identity with lan-
guage and images recalling the Last Judgment. The psychological binary most
likely to have influenced the author is not the later ego and id model, nor is it
best described as the tension between the conscious and unconscious or the ra-
tional and the irrational; instead, the Naturphilosophie binary of the nervous
and ganglious systems may more readily be understood as the struggle between
the aims of the individual and the collective, that is, between the ambitions of
personal identity and the needs of the organism, the pressures of the group,
and the will of the cosmos. According to this model, an identity which finds it-
self at odds with the reality of the body and the scrutiny of wider society is nec-
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essarily an identity at odds with God as well. And although Dostoevsky makes
no suggestion that Golyadkin Jr. better accesses spirituality, the biblical themes
underlying the story suggest that the character’s transformation in favor of a
more realistic acceptance of his own imperfections may mark a movement to-
wards a more absolute truth as well. At the very least, it is a movement beyond
the petty self-interest and excessively materialistic sense of self that seem to pre-
clude any hope for spiritual fulfillment in Golyadkin Sr. Golyadkin’s first name,
Yakov, a reference to the Biblical twin Jacob who steals his brother’s birthright,
is particularly relevant here, as Jacob goes on to become one of the founding
patriarchs of Isracl. In the biblical story, as perhaps in 7he Double, an unjust
usurpation sets us to the path towards spiritual fulfilment.

This interpretation of 7he Double, while generally at odds with scholarship
of the novella, is by no means inconsistent with the author’s wider works. De-
spite his reputation as an author of disturbing, dark and twisted narratives,
Dostoevsky spent his career striving to depict stories of resurrection. In this
case, Golyadkin is and remains a petty clerk, but, through a painful and terri-
tying transformation — the death of his old identity, which often feels like lit-
eral death — he is elevated from awkward and delusional recluse to a well-loved
member of a community.

Even after significant revisions in 1859, Dostoevsky remained unsatisfied
with Zhe Double. Still, he insisted multiple times that the idea behind Golyad-
kin was “excellent [...], the greatest type in its social importance”, and, as late as
1877, called it the most serious idea which he had ever come up with in litera-
ture.”® Much speculation has followed Dostoevsky’s words. Perhaps this impor-
tant idea may be understood as the painful, humiliating and tragic experience
through which resurrection may be made possible. However, in The Double,
even the most profound emotions are only one half of a doubled consciousness.
If we read The Double from an inverted perspective, conscious of its fundamen-
tal antonymity, we find a newfound sanity in a journey to the madhouse, hope
in bleakness, and a social resurrection in a social death.

30 Baapgumup H. 3aXAPOB, “Tennaasusiit « Apoiinuk>: [Touemy xputuku He monnmaor Ao-
croesckoro?”, Heussecmuuiii docmoesckuil, T. 7, N2 3, 2020, C. 33.
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Mapxo KAPATOLIIIOAO
Universita di Bergamo

O Hukonae YrogHuke n KacbaHe YrogHuke y [lJoctoeBCKOro
(Ha marepuane lNpecTynneHna n HakasaHuA)

1

Bomnpoc o npucyrcrsun Cparoro Hukoaas B mpoussepeHHsX AOCTOEBCKOTO
y)Ke HAIlleA OTPaXKCHHE B PA3AMYHBIX HCCACAOBHHSIX, ITOCBSILICHHBIX TBOPYC-
ctBy ucareast (Meitep, Hasupos, Arammuna). ITpsmble 1 KocBeHHbIE yKa3aHUS
Ha 00pa3 uan ums Cs. Huxoaast Yropnuka He pas Bcrpevarorcst y Aoctoes-
CKOTO, HE TOABKO B XyAOXKECTBEHHBIX TEKCTAX, HO U B Iepenucke. B gactHocTH,
B AQHHOM CTarbe XOYeTCs 0OpaTUTh 0cOOOE BHUMAHME Ha yKasaHHE Ha 00pas
Huxonas B Ilpecmynienun u naxasanuu, tae Purypa CBATOTO OTPAXKAETCH,
KaK [IOCTApacMCsl AOKa3aTh, B ‘AByX Mukoakax” — B 06pase IbsHOTO MY>KHKa,
yOUBAIOLIETO AOIIAAKY B IIEPBOM CHE PacKOABHHMKOBA, U B 00pase MaAspa-CceK-
TaHTa, KOTOPBIH 06BUHsIET cebs B youiicTBe npoueHTmunsl. FuTepecHo Oyaer
PaccMOTpPETh UMEHHO 3TU YKa3aHMUsA Ha YTOAHHMKA B CBETE OAHOTO (POABKAOP-
HOI'O TEKCTa, BAOXHOBUBIIEIO IO AAHHOM rurorede AOCTOEBCKOIO U IOACKA-
3aBLIErO eMy 00pa3 3TUX ABYX PAAMKAABHO IIPOTUBOIIOAOXKHBIX IIEPCOHAXEH C
OAMHAKOBBIMH HMEHAMH.

g

Kaxk y»xe ckasano, ccoiaku Ha Gpurypy Hukosas y AocToeBckoro MoxxHo OTHI-
CKaTh U B MPOU3BEACHUAX, U B IIEPEMUCKE — ITO 3aMETHO B HEKOTOPBIX U3 €TO
CAMBIX TIOMYASIPHBIX COYMHEHUIT (AIOGOMBITHO B 3TOM CMBICAE, YTO B CBOEM
pomane B mupe omsepucennvix Ilerp ﬂKyGOBHq, HaIIpUMEp, IHCaA, 9TO B 3a-
NUCKAX U3 MEPINBO20 JOMA KATOPI)KHBIC «OOTOPOAHLYY CMELIUBAIOT C IIPECBSITON
tpouneii, Xpucra ¢ Hukoaaem-yropuukom»'). Ilpsimbie orcbiaku k Hukoae
BCTPEYAIOTCSA B COYMHEHUAX PA3HOTO BPEMEHH — B YETBEPTOH raase Ywuuicen-

1 Hpuna A. IKyBOBUY, “anucku us Mepmsozo doma v B mupe omsepcennwix I1. ®. Sxy6o-
By, in Jocmoescxuii. Mamepuavs u uccaedosanus, v. 8 (Aenunrpaa: Hayxka, 1988), c. 200.
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HbIX 1 0CKOPOAEHHbLX TEPOIT HADAIOAAET MPAYHYIO CLICHY “HETPE3BOH < TOACTOH
6a6b1, opcTOl Kak Memanka» (I/CC 3; 258), KoTOpast B rHEeBe cOGUpaeTcst GUTH
TOABKO 4TO BEPHYBLIYIOCS AOMOH MaACHbKYIO EAcHy, HO, yBHAEB coceaeit, ocTa-
HaBAMBACTCS M KPUYUT BCEM, OIIPABABIBAsI STUMH CAOBAMH CBOM THEB:

By y Bac, GeAHBIX AIOACH, Ha PyKaX, CAMHM €CTb HEUCTO; AALL, AyMAIO, XOTb AAS
Hukonaast-to yropHuka notpysxycs, npumy cupoty. IIpunsiaa. ro x Gbl BbI Ay-
maau? Bor yx ABa MecsIia COAEPXKY, — KPOBb OHAa y MEHS B 3TU ABA MECSIIA BBI-

nnaa, 6eaoe Teao Moé noeaa! [usska! 3meit rpemyunit! (I7CC 3; 258).

Huxoaait YropHuk, a BepHee, [IepKOBb €My ITOCBSAIIEHHAS, YIIOMUHACTCS B
Hzpoxe, xoraa IToanna npusercTByeT 6a0yLIKy U CHpalmmBaeT e€ 0 3A0pOBbE.
OrBeuaer oHa: «BOT BUAHIID ThI: ACKAAQ-ACKAAQ, ACTUAU-ACTHAH, 5T AOKTOP-
OB IpOrHaAa u nossasa nonomaps ot Hukoasr» (IICC s; 254; Kak yTOYHSIOT
xommenTatopst [ICCIT [s; 595], Ta ke MOCKOBCKasl LIEPKOBb YIIOMHHACTCS 1
B [lodpocmxe); B M3BeCTHOM cueHe BeTpedn Ha MocTy CraBporuHa ¢ Peapkoit
B becax, mocaepAHUI paccKa3plBACT TAABE TEPPOPHUCTOB, YTO HEAABHO YKPaA
HECKOABKO LicHHBIX Bemeil B nepkBu («Hukoaas Yropunka nop6opopHux,
YUCTBIA ccperﬂHmﬁ, 33AApOM IIOLIEA: CEMHAEPOBBIH, TOBOPAT>» [[ICC 10;
220]), a B [1odpocmxe MaTh Teposi B ACBSITON rAaBe IOMUHACT YTOAHHUKA B CBO-
€M MOACHUH:

Hy, rocniopu... Hy, rocioab ¢ To60ii... Hy, XpaHu Te6s1 aHTeAbl HebecHbIe, IIpedecT-
Has MaTb, Hukoaaii-yropnuk... [ocmoan, rocoan! — ckoporoBopkoii moBropsiaa
OHa, BCE KPECTS MEHSI, BCE CTapasiCh Yalle U IOGOABIIE IIOAOXKHUTb KPECTOB, — [O-

Ay69HK TBI MOH, MUABIE T Mo#t! Aa nocToit, roay6uuk... (I7CC 13; 272).

I IprBeaeHHBIE IIUTATHI O3BOASIIOT HAM CKas3aTh, 4To Hukoaait Yropnuk ¢u-
rypupyer y AOCTOEBCKOro B KAHOHHYECKOH CBOEH POAU — IMOKPOBUTEAS ACTCH
HAHU OAHOTO U3 CBSITBIX, HAMOOACE TOYUTAEMBIX PYCCKHMH, KOTOPBIC IIOCTPOHAH
BO MM €r0 MHOTO IiepKBeil.* B atom xoHTekcre poman [lpecmynienue u naxa-

2 HebespnTepecHo mopuepkHyTs, uT0 B [losecmiu 8pemennvix iem yIOMUHACTCS YxKe B 882 ro-
Ay (Te. a0 npussaTus Pyceio XpHCTnaHCTBa) LiepKoBb, nocesmenHas Cearomy Hukoaaro,
MPOHCXOXKACHHE KOTOPOH HEsCHO: s1K06bI OHa Gbiaa mocTpoena Hekum Oabmoit (mpearo-
AO>KHUTECABHO KHEBCKHI GOSIPHH, O KOTOPOM HET GoAce TOUHBIX cBeAcHUI: [losecmy spemen-
Hoix aem, pe. Bapsapa I'T. AAPMAHOBA-TTEPETL] [ Cankr-ITerep6ypr: Hayxka, 1996], c. 409)
okoao ITeuepcroro monactsipst Kuesa, Ha MecTe rpoGHULIBL, B KOTOPOI AeKaA ACKOADBA, ObIB-
muit B koHne IX Bexa npasButeaem Kuesckoro xusbkecrsa. bopuc Yenenckuit BRIABUTaeT ru-
noresy o ToM, yro Huxoaail «6b1a xpucrnanckum nmeneM Ackoabsa» (Bopuc A. YCrEH-
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3aHue TIPEACTABASICTCS MCKAIOYEHHEM: HECMOTPSI HA TO, YTO 3TOT CBATOH HHUIAC
IPSIMO HE HAa3BIBACTCS, OYE€Hb BA)KHBIMH SBASIOTCSI KOCBEHHbIE YKa3aHHUS Ha HETO,
a B 0COOCHHOCTH Ha €ro 00pas, KOTOPBIH BO3HUKACT U3 POABKAOPHDIX TEKCTOB.

ToApko pas, HaCKOABKO HaM H3BecTHO, AocroeBckuil ymomunaer ‘dypo-
TBOpLa B mucbMax. Mmeercs B Buay ero nepenucka ¢ AnmosaaoHom MaiikoBsiM,
IPEKAE BCEro, MUChbMO MaiikoBy OoT 9 OKTSOpsi 1870, rA€ IMCATEAb IHUICT
Apyry moary: «OH Hac He ocraBut, motomy uro Huxoaait YyporBopen ects
pycckuil Ayx u pycckoe eaunctso» ([1CC 29 144-145). B xommenTapun
IOATBEPKAACTCs, 4TO 00pa3 Hukoaas, kotopsiit AOCTOEBCKHI UMEET B BHAY,
HCXOAUT HMCHHO «H3 HAPOAHBIX IpeAaHuii u acreHA» ([ICC 29 443). B cBo-
eM nucsMe MailkoBy AOCTOECBCKHII OTBEYAaA HA €rO IMOCAAHUE OT 23 CEHTAOPs
1870, TAC AAPECAHT IPEACTABASIA POMAHHCTY «CBOH PasMBILIACHUS 00 HCTOPU-
yeckoit muccuu Poccun» (mam sce). dn pasmpiacaus obperaior y Maiikosa
0CO0YI0 OCTPOTY B CBS3U C OOIIECTBEHHO-OAUTHYCCKUMU [POUCIIECTBUSMU
A€Ta M OCEHM 1870 T., KOTAA ITOJTY CTAAU SCHBI OTPUIJATCABHBIE MOCACACTBHUS
CHABHO HAIIYTaBLINX €rO0 UCTOPUYECCKUX COOBITUI: «ITAACHHE HAIIOACOHOBCKOM
MMIICPUU B PE3YABTATC PEBOAIOLMOHHBIX COOBITHH 4 CEHTIOps, pOXKACHHUE
¢paHiyscKoil pecrtybAUKH, IPOBOSIAAIICHHUE AOTMATa HEIOTPEIIUMOCTH TIaIIbl
PHMCKOTO, TpsAyIIee O6paBOBaHI/IC repMaHCKOH UMIIEPUH U T. IL>» (I1cc 29
443-444). MaiikoB mumret:

bosxe moit. MiMnepun mapaior, pccny6Am<H IIPOBO3IAAIIAIOTCS, MPOBO3TAAIIA-
€TCs1 HEMOTPEMUMOCTh OAHOTO CMEPTHOTO I BOSHUKAET UMIIEPUs, CO3AABAEMAs
IPOTECTAHTCKUM 6orom [...] rae xe Ham Huxoaait YyporBopery — 4TO XK€ OH-TO
AYMAET, HEYXKEAU OH CIIUT B TO BPEMs, KOTAQ pa60Ta}oT U MIOAMTHYECKUH U IIPO-
TeCTAHTCKHI1 boru — Y’KEAU OH 32 HAC HE MOTPYAUTCS, 110 CTAPOMY 00bIYaI0 CBO-
eMy [...]. Hackoabko xBatut B30p — TOPU3OHTBHI 6aecTsmue, 06H.II/IprI€, a omy-
CTUIIBCSA B KPECAA [...] y6C>KAaCI.LIbC$I, 4TO YYAOTBOPEL], IIO-BUAUMOMY, €Ille HE
TPOHYACS Ha Hac HOPa6OTaTb [...]. Bepro Bce-Taku, HecMOTps Ha BCIO TYIIOCTD U
TAYIIOCTh BUAUMYIO, 4TO MuMKOAKA CBOE A€AO 3HAET [..]c yAbI6o‘n<0171 CMOTPHUT
HA MOABUTH ITPOTECTAHTCKOTO 6ora, SIBASIIOIETOCS BO BCEOPY>KMU CBOUX MT'OAb-
4aTbIX PY>KEH, HAPE3AHHBIX MYIUEK, PEKBUSHIIUH, KOHTPH6yL[Hﬁ U IIPOCMOTPHUT

u aymaeT: «Hamwe aeao Biepean» (yur. no: II1CC 29 444).

I'Tucemo MaiikoBa 1 OTBET €My HAaIIHCaHBI IIOCAE BBIXOAA [Ipecmynaenus u
HaKa3anus, npudeM U B mucbMe MaiikoBa QUIypUpYIOT ABa pasHbIX obpaie-

CKUY, Quiosozuueckue pasvickanus 8 004acmu (AasIHckux dpesrocmers. Peauxmat 33vi4ecmsa
8 socmourocaassnckom kysvme Huxoras Mupauxuiickozo [Mocksa: sp. MI'Y, 1982], c. 21).
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HUS K YTOAHUMKY — opunmasbHoe uMsa «Huxoaait YyaorBopen>», u aackosas
HapoaHast popma «Mukoaka» (MOCACAHSS UCIOAB3YETCS IOITOM MMEHHO B
OOpAILCHUH K CBATOMY KaK «CKOPOMOMOIHUKY > ).

I

Kpuruka He pas saTparuBasa BOIPOC O CBS3U YTOAHHMKA € AOCTOEBCKHM,
B TOM YHCAC C IEPBBIM U3 €ro BeAMKHX pomaHoB. O HeM Bbickasaacs Ieop-
ruii Meiiep yxe B cBOoeH KHMTe 1967 T. o llpecmynienun u HaKa3aHuu, TAE
IPEAAATAETCSI HHTEPECHOE 3aMEYaHHE O ABOMHOM Xxapakrtepe PackoabHHKOBa.
CoraacHO aBTOpY, CAOKHOCTb CTOSILETO IIEPEA HUM BBIOOpa MEKAY AOOpoM
U 3A0M OTPAa’KAETCS B ABOMHOM XapaKTepe BCAKOIO YEAOBEKA, KOTOPBIH, IO
CYTH, OKa3bIBAETCSI IPOTHBOPEYUBBIM H, B COOTBETCTBHUU C MHPOBO33PEHHEM
caMoro AOCTOEBCKOIO, «EKEMHHYTHO MOXXET M3MCHHUTH CBOEMY CBATOMY>.*
I[To y6exaenuto Meiiepa, BHyTpeHHHI MUP PacKOABHHKOBAa MOXHO YBHACT
B OOpalieHUM C UMCHAMU CBSITHIX, KOTOPBIE Y AOCTOCBCKOIO «AQIOTCS HE CAY-
YafiHO»,’ 2 OTPAXAIT MPOTUBOIOAOKHbBIC YEPTH GpOABKAOPHOTO H300paxe-
HUSL Tex ke CBAThIX (MHKOAQ MHAOCTHBBIA U ckoponomomnux, HO 1 Muxosa
Bop U BpyH). Takke Meifep yTOUHSET, YTO B NPEACTABACHHH AOCTOEBCKOTO
BCSIKMHM MBICAUTEAD MMEET TaKOH ABOMHOM XapaKTep, KaK XapakTep Packoas-
HuKOoBa. C OAHOI CTOPOHBI, 3TH YEPTH B POABKAOPE MOTYT IPEACTABASATBCS B
popMe ABOFHOI POAH ONPEACACHHOTO CBATOTO (CM., HATIPUMEP, KAK B OAHHX
poabkaopHbIx TekcTax Hukoaail YrOAHHK — «pycCKOMy 4eAOBEKy 6OAbIuast
IOMOYBb>», @ B APYTHX K€ TEKCTaX, HAOOOPOT, ITOT Xe CBSITOH BBICTYIACT B
HEMPUATHBIX HAH HEIIPUAMYHBIX, OTPHULIATEAbHBIX poasix).” C Apyroii cTopoHsI
3TU YEPThI MOIYT OBITh IIPEACTABACHBI B I1APaX CBATHIX, B KOTOPBIX, XOTs 00a
CBATBIX HOCST 3BAHUE «YTOAHHMKOB>, B ACTEHAE OHU SBASIIOTCS aHTHIIOAAMU.
Kax 6yaeT ckazaHo AaAblie, OAHA U3 ITUX I1ap, COCTOSIILAsI U3 CBAThIX Hukoaas
u KacksiHa, 0cOOCHHO BaXkKHA AASL HACTOSIILCH TPAKTOBKH, IOTOMY YTO, KaK HaM

3 Gerardo CIOFFARI, “S. Nicola. Fiabe ¢ leggende russe. Prima raccolta’, Bollettino di San Ni-
cola [Numero speciale], 1982, 1. 4, p. 2.

4 Teopruit A. MEHEP, Csem 6 nouu (o «Ilpecmynaenun u naxasanuus ). Onvim medsennozo
ymenns (Opanxdypr: [Toces, 1967), c. 81-82.

s Ibid., c. 81

6 TITasea Y. fAxvuikuH, “Hukoaail yroauuk n Kacbsn yroguux (HapoaHas ckaska, coo6-
ménnas [1. V. Sxymxunsm)’, demonucu pyccxoii aumepanmypos u dpesnocmu, udasaemvie
Huxoraem Tuxo;tpﬂsosbm, T. I, 4. 2, OTA. 3, 1859, C. 166.

7 YCHEHCKUH, c. 125-126.



O Huxonae Yeodnuxe u Kacvsne Yeoouuxe y Aocmoescrozo... 103

IPEACTABASIETCS, € ITOM IAPOH CBATHIX MOTYT OBITH CBsI3aHbI 00pasbl AByX Mu-
KOAOK, M300paskeHHbIX AOCTOEBCKUM B poMaHe [Ipecmynienue u axasarue.
Kaxk yrounser Meiiep:

Yy MUKOAKH-KPACHABIIMKA €CTh AHTHIIOA, TAKOH e, KaK U OH, ACPEBEHCKHH Ia-
peHb — MHKOAKa, IBSHBLL M AMKHIH, HACMEPTb 3a0MBAIOIIUI HECIACTHYIO AO-
mwaab. [...] PackoAbHUKOB AyXOBHO cBsisaH ¢ MHMKOAKOH-KPACHABIIMKOM U 3A0-

AYXOBHO € APyrUM MHUKOAKOI1, Ha CMEPTb U36UBAIOLIM Aomapp.t

B xuure Tsopueckue npunyunee Jocmoescxkozo Poman Hasupos Toxe sarpa-
ruBaet cBs3b AocroeBckoro ¢ Hukosaem YropHHKOM M mpesAaract AaAbHEM-
uree passuthe uaeu Meiiepa. OH B 0COOCHHOCTH OCTaHABAMBACTCS HA BOIIPOCE
o cHax B [lpecmynienun u Haxasanuu, IOTOMy 4TO «CHOBHAEHMA Packoab-
HMKOBA 32paXKAIOT CIOXKET»,” U obpaiaeT 0cob0e BHUMAHNE HA «COBIAACHHUC
uMeH>» ABYX Mukoaok: «Aymaercs, MexAy AByMst MHKOAKaMM CyIeCTByeT
TaIHOE CUMBOAHYECKOE TOXACCTBO, M CAMOOOBHHECHHE MAASIPA — ITO XYAOXKE-
CTBCHHBIN PE3YABTAT CHa O 3a0UTOM Aomrapan>.” Hasupos He pemraer Bopoc o
BO3MO)XHOM COBITAAGHUH UMEH, HO UM HHTEPECOBAAUCH APYTHE HCCACAOBATEAH
TBOpYeCTBa AOCTOEBCKOTO.

Wurepecusie 3amevanust coaepxarcst B kommeHTapusix Cepres beaosa u
Bopuca Tuxomuposa x pomany. beaoB moATBepXAaeT He TOABKO Ba)XKHOCTH
COBIIAACHUS UMCH ABYX MHKOAOK, HO H €0 BBICOKOE 3HAYCHHE B CYAbOE reposi:
«MEXAY 9TUMHU ABYMsI MuKoAKaMH, MeXAY BEpOi U HeBepueM u Medercs Pac-
KOABHHUKOB, CBA3aHHBIH ¢ 00OUMH HEPa3PBIBHO: C OAHUM — KPYTOBOMH ITOPYKOH
rpexa, C APyTHM — HaAEKAOH Ha BockpemieHHe»." beaoB ocranaBanBaeTcs u
Ha CHUABHOM BIICYATACHHHU, KOTOPOE IIPOHU3BeAa Ha AOCTOEBCKOTO cLieHa u3bue-
HHUSL AOLIAAKH, YTO HAILIAO OTPAXXCHUE B aBTOOHOrpadUueCKUX BOCIOMUHAHUSIX
nucareasd. OH He TOABKO CCHIAAETCS HA YEPHOBBIE 3aITUCH K POMaHY, TA€ PYKOMH
AOCTOEBCKOrO HAIMHMCAHO «KAaK OAHA, 3aTHAHHAS AOIIAAb, KOTOPYIO 51 BHAEA

8 MEMED, c. 339.

9 Pomoan I. HA3MPOB, Tsopueckue npunyune: O. M. Aocmoescxozo (Caparos: Map. Caparos-
CKOTO YHHBEPCUTETA, 1982), C. 149.

10 Ibid., c. 149.

11 Cepreit B. BEAOB, Posan D. M. Jocmoesckozo «Ilpecmynienne u naxasanues: KomMmenma-
puti (Mocksa: KomKnura, 2010), c. 93. Cm. Taxke samedanne Hacepxnna: « A Mukoaxa us
CHa CTPaHHBIM 06Pa3soM IEPCOHUPHILUPYETCS B cAMOIO PacKOABHUKOBA, IIPEBPATUBILKCH
B kpacuabuuka Mukoaky (Huxosast Aemenrbesa), KoTopblil Bo3bMeT Ha ce6s ero mpecry-
nacHue. MuKoAKa U3 cHa — Kak Obl ABOMHMK-aHTUNIOA MHKOAKH-KPACHABILMKA > (Huxo-
aait HACEAKMH, Jocmoesckuti. Inyuxaonedus [Mocksa: AAroput™, 2003], €. 34.4).
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B ACTCTBE>,” HO U YIIOMHHAET «CAYYail ¢ GEABABETEPEM>, KOTOPBIH TPOHYA
AocroeBckoro Bo Bpemst opHOro nepeesaa us Mocksel B [TetepOypr, xoraa emy
ObIAO MATHAALATH ACT. lepes raasamMu MOAOAOTO IHCATEAs IPEACTAAA TOIAA
HEIIPUSTHASL OBITOBASI CLICHA — OAUH (PeAbABErepb HA IIOYTOBOM CTAHI[U YIPO-
JKaA KYAAKaMH SIMIIUKY, KOTOPBI B CBOIO OYEPEAb «HAXAECTAA AOLIAACH, AO
TOTO YTO OHM HECAHCH KaK YTOPEABIC. [...] DTa OTBpaTUTEAbHAS KAPTHHKA OCTA-
Aach B BOCIIOMHHAHHSIX MOMX Ha BCIO XKH3Hb>."” CacayeT A0OABUTD, YTO «APO-
XKALUX OT CA20OCTH, 3aTHAHHBIX, TOLIUX KPECTbSHCKHX KASYOHOK AOCTOCB-
CKHH MOT BHACTb B ACPCBHE, B yCaAbOe POAHMTEACH >, KOIAQ ObIA MOAOABIM,
HEAAAECKO OT ropopa 3apaiicka. B cBoux BocmomuHanusx AuHa [puropneBna
AocToeBcKkast paccKasbIBaeT, YTO 21 MapTa 1880 I. MHCATEAS IPUTAACHAU

YYacTBOBATb HA AUTCPATYPHO-My3bIKAAHOM Bedepe B 3aae baaropopnoro cobpa-
Hust B 1oAb3y [leparormaeckux kypcos. Mysx BbiGpas oTpeiBok us Ipecmyn.e-
uusg u Harxasanus — CoH PackoabHHMKOBa O 3aTHaHHOH Aomaau. Bredataenue
OBIAO IIOAABASIOLICE, U 51 CAMa BHACAQ, KAK AIOAU CHACAH, OACAHBIC OT yxaca, a

MHbIC ITAAKaAK. S U cama He Moraa YACPKaTbCs OT CA(.TB.[S

TI/IXOMI/IPOB OMMHUPACTCS Ha KHUTY MCﬁCpa 1 COTAAmacTCAa C HPO6ACMOI‘;I

ABYX TIyTell moGeAbl Hap MUPOM («depes KPOBb MAHM Yepe3 CMHUPEHHE» ), a

[IOTOM OCTaHABAMBACTCS Ha ABYX HOAPOOHOCTSX: BO-IICPBBIX, OH IIOAYCPKHU-
BACT, YTO B POMAHE «TOXAECCTBO MMCH Cyry0o MOAYCPKHYTO HUCIHOAb3OBAHU-
€M AOCTaTOYHO PEAKOrO MpoH3BOAHOro BapuaHTa: Hukoaait/Muxoaka» ;7
BO-BTOPBIX, — YTO 3THUM Pa3ABOCHHEM AOCTOEBCKHI CAOBHO CCHIAAETCS HA
meiacHue Teoprust Peporosa, B 0COOEHHOCTH, HACIO ¢uaocoda o Tom, 4TO
AYILY BCSIKOTO HAPOAA OOABIIE HE CACAYET CIUTATh « OAHOSHAYHOMN >, a IIOHU-
MaHHE AYLIH HAPOAA AOAXKHO «OIHPAThCS CKOPEE HA IOASIPHBIC BBIPASKCHHS
HAIIMOHAABHOTO XapakTepa>."

12 BEAOB 2010, c. 93.

13 Ibid., c. 94.

14 Taauna @. Koran, “Tlpumevanus k ocHoBHOMY TekcTy pomana’, in Pepop M. AOCTOEB-
CKUM, [Ipecmynaenue u naxasanue, noa pea. A. A. Onvapckon, I. . Koran, (Mocxkaa:
Hayxa, 1960), c. 740.

15 Anna I. AocTOEBCKAS, Cosnye moeis seusnu — Pedop Aocmoesckuti. Bocnomunanus 1846-
1917 (Mocksa: Bocaen, 2015), ¢. 407-408.

16 bopuc H. TUXOMUPOB, «Aasaps! [psdu eonl>. Poman D. M. Aocmoescxozo Ilpecmyn.e-
Hue u Haxasanue 8 cospemenriom nposmenut. Kuunea-xommenmapuii (Canxr-Ilerep6ypr: Ce-
peOpsIHBIA Bek, 2016) c. 136.

17 1bid., c. 135.

18 Ibid.
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B 6oace COBPEMEHHOH CTaThe, CChIAASCH UMEHHO Ha ¢urypy Cesaroro Hu-
koAasi, Eaena Aramuna numer Ha TeMy IIPOTOTUIIOB ‘ABYX MHKOAOK', IPHBOASE
MHTEPECHBIC TUIIOTE3bl. ATalllHA OCTAHABAUBACTCS B OCOOCHHOCTH Ha MOTHBE
AOLIAAM B UCTOpPHU CO3AaHMs obpasa Huxoaas Yropnuxka, koropsiit «B pyc-
CKOH TpapMLiMH aMOMBAACHTEH, HCOAHO3HA4YeH. Ero 06AnK B HApOAHOM Ipea-
CTAaBACHMH PasABAUBACTCS, IPUOOPETasi KAK CBETABIC, TAK U TEMHbIC YECPTHI>»,”
II03TOMY HE CTPAHHO, YTO ITOA €TI0 UMEHEM ACHCTBYIOT ABA IIEPCOHAXKA C MPOTHU-
BOIIOAOXKHBIM IIOBEACHHEM. B pycae panHOro samevanus Arammza obparaer
BHHMaHHC ClIC HA TPAAULMOHHYIO CBsisb HHKOABI ¢ 0COOBIMM >KMBOTHBIMU,
0COOCHHO € AOIIAASIMH, HOO «B HAPOAE ITOTO CBSITOTO BCETAA HA3BIBAAH AOLIA-
AVHBIM CBSITBIM> U IIPa3AHUK BelrHero Hukoabl Ob1A H3BECTEH 1TOA Ha3BaHHEM
«AOIIIAAUHOIO MPAa3AHUKA > .*

Oanako B cTaThe ATalIMHON HE YTOYHSIOTCS BO3MOXKHBIE (POABKAOPHBIE
MCTOYHHKH, Ha KOTOPBIC MOI OBl CCBIAATBHCS IHMCATEAb, OOpamasich Kk obpasy
Yropnuxka. Mcrounuku Takue, HaoOOpOT, KaK IIPEACTABASIETCS, SBASIOTCS
0COOCHHO Ba>KHBIMHM, IIOTOMY YTO IIOMOTAIOT IIOHSITh, 9TO 00pa3 «3aoro Mu-
KOAKH>» M3 cHa PacKOABHMKOBA B3ST HE TOABKO M3 BOCIIOMHHAHUM ITHCATEAS,
HO U M3 AMTEPATYPHBIX HCTOYHHKOB.” FIMEIOTCA B BUAY ACTEHABI M IIPEAAHHS
O PYCCKHX CBATHIX (yTOAHMKAX), OYCHb PACIPOCTPAHCHHBIC IPU AOCTOCBCKOM
B SKypPHAAaX U B 0cOObIX cOOpHMKaxX U cobpaHusx. B atux $poabkAOpHBIX TeK-
CTaX COAEPXKATCA UCTOPUYECKUE AECTEHABI, TAC CBATHIE MOTYT UIPaTh ABOHHYIO
poab (cam Hukonaait YropHHK, Kak y>Ke OTMEYECHO, MOXET OBITb B HUX H BOPOM
MAM OOMaHIIIUKOM), HAH CaMbI€ AYYIIHE U3 YTOAHUKOB, OObEAMHCHHBIC B TIApHI,
MOTYT BBICTYNaTh NpOTUBHUKAMHU APYT Apyra (Hukoaait u Mabs, Huxonait u
Teopruii, I'letp u Hukoaait). 1o cayvait cB. KacpsHa, KOTOpBIIl 1O ApeBHEH
TPAAULIMU CIUTACTCS «IIPUBPATHUKOM aAd» HAU AACKHM CBSITBIM, IIO3TOMY U3
CBATBIX OKA3bIBAETCS CAMBIM ITOAXOASIIUM K AAHHOH TPaKTOBKE.

LleAb AAQHHOM CTaTbH COCTOUT B BBIACHEHHM BO3MOXKHOH cBsAsu (M ee
OTPKCHUM B BOOOPAXCHHUH IHCATEAs) MEXKAY Mapod MHKOAOK B pomaHe
AOCTOEBCKOrO M MHapoOi CBATHIX, ACHCTBYIOIUX B AOCTATOYHO H3BECTHOM

19 Eaena H. Arammna, “K npo6aeme aBoiinukos: aBa Mukoaku B pomane ®. M. Aocroes-
ckoro «IIpecrynachue u Hakasanue»’, [ymanumapnoie uccredosanus 8 Bocmouros Cubu-
pu u na Aarvrnen Bocmorxe, 2009, N 2, c. 10.

20 Ibid., c. 11.

21 O BO3MOXHBIX APYTHX MCTOYHMKAX CLieHBI H3bueHus aomaaxu, cM.: FOpuit B. AEBEAEB,
Baapumup M. MEABHUK, “O AByX BO3MOXXHBIX HCTOYHHKAX cHa Packoabnuxosa’, Jocmo-
escxuii: Mamepuarvs u uccaedosanns, . 4 (Aenunrpap: Hayxa, 1983), c. 227-230; Asek-
caupp I'1. BAACKUH, Taopuecmso Aocmoesckozo u Hapodunas peaneuosnas xysemypa (Mar-
nuroropck: Msa. Marauroropcxoro I'TTY, 1994), C. 81
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HapOAHOU AereHAe, Hukorati yzodnux u Kacvan yz00nux, onyGANKOBaHHON B
1859 B Ademonucsx pycckoi aumepamypor u dpesnocmu Tuxonpasosa. C aroit
ACTCHAOM, KaK MOXKHO IIPEAIIOAOXKHTDb, AOCTOEBCKHUII, BEPOSTHEE BCEro, ObIA
3HAKOM, M €€ TEKCT MOT Obl, KaK II0CTapacMCsl IPOACMOHCTPUPOBATh, BAOXHO-
BUTH €ro Ha H300paxeHne AByX Mukoaok. FIHTepecHO 1moKkasars, Kak IHCaTeAb
3apHKCHPOBAA OINPEACACHHOE BHUMAHUE HA 3TOH ACTCHAC, COUETAS €€ CIOKET
U HEKOTOPBIE ACTAAU C APYTHUMU AUTEPATYPHBIMU HCTOYHHMKAMH, HAH, CKOpEE,
ocoBpemenuBast ¢purypst Hukoaast u KacesiHa, 4T00bl «HaliTH MM MeCTO» B
[Tetepbypre XIX Bexa. AaHHasi THIIOTE3a IIOAHOCTBIO COBMECTUMA C OCOOCH-
HOCTSIMH BOOOpakeHHUsI AOCTOEBCKOro, KOTOPOE, KaK YK€ OTMETHAA BaaeH-

22

THHA BCTAOBCK&H, HMCCT BCPTHKAABHYIO CTPYKTYpPY, U B paMKaX KOTOPOI>)I

OTPa’KAETC «MHOTOIAQHOBOCTb>» €rO MBIIIACHHS. OJTa MHOTOIAAHOBOCTb
npousaocTpuposana Pomanom Hasupossim B ero crarbe o MmudorsopuecTse
y AocroeBckoro,” a 3areM TOYHEe OOBSICHEHA, C HEKOTOPBIMU IIPUMEPAMHU,
Posannoit Kasapu, coraacHo koTopoit AOCTOEBCKUII «CMEIIUBACT TPAAULIHY,
PACIIPOCTpaHss B IIOBECTBOBAHMU MOTHBBI, B3AThIC U3 PasHbIX IPOH3BEACHUH,
OT pasHBIX IIEPCOHAXEH, B YPE3BBIYANIHO AMHAMUYHBIX CBsI3sX>».** PeayapraToM
3TOTO IpHEMA SBASCTCS TO, YTO «B HEKOTOPBIX CAYYasiX>», OOBSICHSCT TAKOKe
Kazapu, B TBopuecTBe AOCTOEBCKOTO «IIOYTH OTCYTCTBYIOT NPSIMBIC CCBIAKH
Ha HCXOAHBII aHTUYHBIA MU, a HA YPOBHE TEKCTA Y3HAIOTCS TOABKO AAAIO3HH,
OTIrOAOCKH, HAMEKH ».>

22 Baaentuna E. BETAOBCKAS, “AocToeBckuit ¥ HO3THYECKUI Mup ApeBHei Pycu (AnTcpa—
TypHble ¥ POABKAOPHBIE HCTOYHUKH «Bparbes Kapamasosbix»)’, Tpyde: omdesa dpesnepyc-
cxoti aumepamype: (Aennnrpaa: Hayka, 1974), c. 296.

23 Pomon I. HA3urOB, “Crenuduxa xysoxectsennoro mudporsopuectsa P. M. Aocroescxko-
ro. CpasHuTeAbHO-UCTOpHYCcKUil 0AX0A, Dostoevsky Studies. New Series, vol. 3, 1999, c.
87-98. 3pecy Hasupos o6bsacuser, 4To MupoTBOPueCTBO AOCTOECBCKOIO «HE IPOCTO KOM-
GHHATOPHKA CIOKETOB. AOCTOCBCKUI yMEA NMPHAABaTh MUPAM JKIYIYIO 3A000AHEBHOCTD.
PoMaH €ro BBIXOAUT 32 IIPEACABL PEAAM3MA, IPU3PAYHOCTD BOOOPAXKAEMOrO MUPa IIPEABe-
IJaeT CUMBOAU3M, & IOBBILICHHASI KCIIPECCUBHOCTD, CTPACTh K IAPOAUH, OOpalleHIE K MU-
¢y, POADKAOPY M HAPOAHOH PEAHUTHOSHOCTH COAMKAIOT pOMaH AOCTOEBCKOTO C AMTEpATy-
poit MopepHusma» (c. 88).

24 Rosanna CasARI, “Giuseppe e i suoi fratelli, Giuseppe il Magnifico: tradizione letteraria e
iconografica nei Fratelli Karamazov ¢ ne L'idiota”, in Marco CARAT0OZZOLO (ed.), Dostoe-
vskij e la tradizione (Bari: Stilo, 2010), p. 64.

25 Posanna Kasaruy, “Ipexpacnas ckaska 06 Amype u Ilcuxee B TBOpuecTBe AOCTOCBCKOIO, in
Atoamuna 3ATOHTT (coct.), Ha mence mexe Torocom u Dxom: cb. cmameii 6 wecmv Tampan.
Buadumuposue: Lusvan (Mocksa: Hopoe Msaareabctso, 2007), ¢. 167.



O Huxonae Yeodnuxe u Kacvsne Yeoouuxe y Aocmoescrozo... 107

C nucpMenHoi Bepcueit aereHabl o Huxoaae u Kacpsine pycckue ynrarean os-
HAKOMHAHCh TOABKO B 1859, HO YCTHBIE €€ BEPCUH Y>KE OBIAU PacIIpOCTPAHECHBI
no Bceit Poccun. BemomuuM ee croxxer B usaoxxennu Baapumupa Coaosbesa,
KOTOPBIH OIMCAA AETE€HAY B IIEPBOM IAaBe CBOEH KHUTH Poccus u écerenckas
yepxoso (kHUTa HamucaHa Ha $paHIy3CKOM SA3BIKE U OHy6AI/IKOBaHa B [ Taproke
B 1889 I., PyCCKUI IEPEBOA BBIIIEA TOABKO B 1911). B nepeckase, KOTOPBIH
ConoBbeB momemnaeT B CBOM MaMPAET, UTYPUPYIOT IIPHAYMAHHbBIE UM CAMUM
HOApO6HOCTI/I: caMasi BaXKHasl ACTaAb COCTOUT B TOM, YTO BO BCeX (GOABKAOP-
HBIX TeKCTaX 3To bor, a He cB. Ilerp nmpuHuMaer B paio AByX YTOAHHKOB, HX
onpamusaer U HakaspiBaeT KacestHa. Bo BesikoM cayuae, B Bepcun CoaoBbeBa
He MEHsIETCs 001uil cMbIcA pacckasa. Ero texcer 3Byuur Tak:

Casroit Hukoaait u cearoit Kaccuan, [...] mocaanHsie 3 past HABECTHTb 3eMAIO,
YBUACAH OAHAXKABL HA AOPOTre GEAHOIO KPECThSHIHA, TEACrA KOTOPOIO, HAIPy-
JKCHHAs CEHOM, TAyGOKO 3aBsI3Aa B IPSI3H U KOTOPBIHA AeAaA GECIIAOAHBIC YCHAMS,
4TOOBI 3aCTABUTD CBOIO AOIIAAD CABUHYTH BO3 C MECTA.

— Ioitpem, moacobum A06poMy yea0BeKy, — ckasaa cBsitoit Hukoaait.

— Coxpanu mens bor, — orBerua csroit Kaccuan: — 51 6oroch sanauxars cBoro
XAAMHAY.

— Hy, Torpa mopoxan MeHst uAM Ayuine UAM ceGe Ge3 MeHs cBOeH AOpoOroi, —
ckasaa csroit Hukoaait, — u 6eccrpamso 3abpaBimucs B rpsi3b, OH 60APO 110-
MOT MY>KHKY BBITALIIUTD TEACTY U3 KOACH.

Koraa, moxonuus c atoi pa60T0151, cBaToll Huxoaail pooraa ceoero TOBapHIIa,
OH ObIA BeCh B IPsI3H, a 3aIIAYKAHHAS U PA3OPBAHHAS XAAMHAA €O HAIIOMHHA-
Aa pybume 6eansika. Beanxo 65140 nsymaenne casitoro Iletpa, koraa oH yBupea
€ro B 9TOM BHAC Y BPAT pasi.

— 9! Kro Tebs Tak oTpaeAaA? — CIIPOCHA OH €TO.

Cesroit Huxoaait pacckasaa, kak 65140 Acao.

26 Lleas puaocoda B TOM, YTOGB 4eTKO OTACAUTD, ¢ momousio uryp Huxoaas u Kacesna,
KATOAHYCECKYIO LIEPKOBb OT IIPABOCAABHOM U 3a5IBUT, YTO, B OTAUYHE OT PYCCKOH, «3amap-
Hasi LlepkoBb, BepHasi CBOEMY allOCTOABCKOMY IIPH3BAHUIO, HE MODOSAACH IIOIPYSUTHCS B
IpsI3b UCTOPHYECKOIL XXU3HH. B TedeHHe AOATHX BEKOB OHA ObIAQ CAUHCTBCHHBIM HAYaAOM
HPABCTBEHHOTO MOPSIAKA U YMCTBEHHOH KYABTYDBI CPEAU BapBapCKUX HapoaoB EBpomsr u
HPUHYXACHA ObLAA IIOITOMY IIPUHSATH Ha cOsl U BECh TPYA MATCPUAABHOTO YIIPABACHUS Ha-
PSIAY C AYXOBHBIM BOCITHTAHHMEM 3THX, HE3aBUCHMBIX IIO CBOEMY AYXy U CYPOBBIX IIO CBO-
MM MHCTHHKTaM, HapopaoB» (Baapumup COAOBBEB, Poccus u 6cesenckas yepross, nep.
¢paniysckoro Il A. Paunnckoro [Mocksa: [TyTs, 1911], c. 79).



108 MAPKO KAPATOIIIIOAO

— A 81, — cripocua csitoit [erp cestoro Kaccuara, — passe He 6b1a ¢ HUM IpH
3TOH BCTpeye?

— Kax >xe, HO 51 He MMEIO IIPUBBIYKH BMEIIMBATHCSA B TO, YTO MEHS HE KACAETCA
U IIPEXKAE BCETO 51 TIOAYMAA O TOM, YTOOBI HE 3arpsI3HUTD ACBCTBCHHYIO OCANSHY
MOEH XAAMUABL.

— Hy Tax BoT, — cKkasaa cBsroit [letp, — 1e6s, csaroit Hukoaaii, sa To, 9T0 THI
He O06OSIACS HCIIAYKaThCsl, BBIPYYast GAMKHETO U3 OeABL, OTHBIHE OYAYT Ipasa-
HOBATbh ABA Pasa B IOAY, U ThI OYACLIb B IAa3ax BCEX KPECTbsH cBATOU Pycu ca-
MbIM OOABIIMM CBSTBIM IOCAe MeHs. A Tsl, cBsitoit Kaccuan, soBoabcTByfics
HEMOPOYHON GEAM3HON TBOCH XAAMHADI, @ [IPASAHOBATH TeOst GYAYT AHILIb B BU-

COKOCHBIE TOAQ — Pa3 B YeThIpE roaa.”’

Hackoabko usBectHo, Cpasnumenrvnoiil ykasamev croicemos BOCTOYHOC-
AABSIHCKMX cKa3ok (aBropbi-coctaButeau Aes I. Bapar, MBan Bepesopckuii,
Koncrantun Kabamnukxos u Huxoaait HoBukoB) — 3To eAMHCTBEHHBI
HCTOYHUK, TAC OTMEYAIOTCSA BCE BAPUAHTHI PACCMATPUBAEMON AEreHABL. B HeM
OTMEYACTCS,™ YTO CYILECTBYIOT YETHIPE MUCBMEHHBIC BEPCUH AAHHOM ACTCHADI
— ABE Ha PyCCKOM U ABe Ha OeaopycckoM sisbike. beaopycckue Bepcuu, cxopHsie
IO CIOXKETY, OBIAU OHy6AI/IKOBaHbl srHorpapom Pomanosrim B IV Tome beropyc-
cxo020 CoopHuKa, HO TOABKO B 1891, II09TOMY € HUMH AOCTOCBCKHUIL HE MOT ObITh
3HAKOM, TEM HE MEHEE, OHU COAEPIKAT 110 KPaHHEH Mepe ABE HHTEPECHBIE MOA-
POOHOCTH, KOTOPBIE 3AECH IIOAC3HO OTMETUTH: B IIEPBOM BEPCUH PASHUTEABHDBIN
KOHTPACT MEXAY ABYMSI yTOAHHKAMU CHMBOAMYECKU BBIPAXKEH U YEPE3 OACKAY
— y Kacbsina 66140 naarse, pacumroe 30A0ToM, 2 y Hukoast mpocroe u 6eaoe;™
BO BTOPOM, HAIIPOTHB, UHTEpecHO, 4To Kacksn npuseiBaer Hukoaas ne Tpa-
TUTH BpeMsl Ha TO, YTOOBI IIOMOYb KPECTbSHUHY, HHAaYe «OYAYT TOBOPHUTb, 9TO
ThI I‘AC-HI/I6yAb BaASICIIbCS TbSTHBIH | »°

boasIne Bcero Hac MHTEpECYIOT ABE IEPBBIE BEPCUH ACTEHABI, TOXKE OYECHb
6AM3KHE 110 BpeMeHU HanucaHust (06¢ BBIIAM B 1859) M IO CIOXKETY:

a) Bepenst Skymkuna Beiuaa nos Hassauuem Huxosati y20nux u Kacosn
B IIEPBOM TOME emonucu pycckoti aumepamypot 1 IpesHocmer — eXETOAHHKA,
BBINyILIICHHOTO B 1859-1863 rr. m3pareaem Huxosaem Tuxonpasosbim. Texcr

27 COAOBBEB, c. 77-78.

28 Aes I. barar, VMeau I1. bEPE3OBCKUH, Koncrantun I1. KABAIIHMKOB, Hukoaait B.
HoBuKOB, Cpasuumenvuniii yxazamens croncemos. Bocmouno-crasanckas cxkaska (Aenun-
rpaa: Hayxka, 1979), c. 199.

29 Epoxuit P. POMAHOB, besopycckuii coopuux. Bunyck vemsepmutii: ckasku xocmozonuue-
cxue u kyspmyprsie. Cobpaa E. P. Pomanos (Bure6ck: Maakun, 1891), c. 1s.

30 Ibid., c. 15-16.
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ACTECHABI OBIA IONYASIPEH B PYCCKUX M OCAOPYCCKHMX Kpasix M OBIA 3aIMCaH B
OpaoBckoit rybepHuM pycckuM dTHOrpadoM SIKyIIKUHBIM, KOTOPBII 32 CBOIO
XKH3Hb COOpaA OIPOMHOE KOAMYECTBO CKa30K, HAPOAHBIX IeCeH U 3arapok. He
HAIACHO AO CHX ITOP HUKAKHX CBUACTEABCTB O BO3MOXKHOM 3HaKoMcTBe AocTo-
eBckoro ¢ SAxymxunsiM. Toapko B koH1e XIX Beka AHMYKOB B BAXKHOM O4YEpPKeE
o cesitoM Hukoaae B poapkaope HammcaA o CyIeCTBOBAHHU ABYX BBIIICYKa-
3aHHBIX Oeaopycckux Bepeuit’ B Toil xe kHure, moaaepxusas samedanue Be-
CEAOBCKOTO, AHMYKOB ITOAYEPKHBACT,” YTO UCTOYHUKOM ITOH AETCHABI MOXKET
ObITh anmokpuuyeckoe ckasanue o uyae uaps Cunarpunma, koropoe IIponmn
OIPEACASICT TaK: «OKA3aBIIMCh HA KOpabAe BO BpeMsi OypH, OH MCITyraAcs He-
CYacTbsl U OOpPAaTHA CBOM MOAHUTBBHI K cBsitoMy Huxoaarw, xoropsiit cnac ero,
a cearoii PeokrHcT OTKasaAcsa 3TO caeaarb».”* OT adaHackeBCKOH BepcHH
SIKYIIKHHCKAsI BEPCHsSI OTAMYAETCS TOABKO TeM, 4To bor HakaseiBaer Kacpsina
HE TOABKO 32 TO, YTO HE IIOMOT KPECTbSHHHY, HO U 32 TO, YTO HEIPABUABHO
obOparuacs k Hemy: «Caymaii, Kacbsin, yroanuk 6oxuii, ckasaa Tocmoan: —
HE yMEA Thl MCHs Ha3BaTb: HasBaA BalIUM OAaropopHeM, 3a TO TeOe B ABa roaa
OAMH MoAcOeH» * XoTs elie He 0OHAPY>KEHO MPSIMBIX CBUACTCABCTB TOTO, YTO
AoCTOeBCKMIT 3HAA ACTE€HAY B BepcuH SIKYIIKHHA, HE TIOAACKHT COMHEHUSM
HEKasl CBsI3b MEXAY [MXOHpPAaBOBBIM U AOCTOEBCKHM YK€ BO BpeMsi pabOThI
IHCATEAS] HAA POMAHOM, [TIOITOMY TPYAHO IPEACTABUTD, YTO AOCTOEBCKUII He
3HaA AereHABL HecMorpst Ha To, uT0 BeaoB yrounser, 4To AMYHOE 3HAKOMCTBO
M3AATEAS C IIUCATEAECM COCTOSIAOCh TOABKO «B HAa4aA€ UIOHS 1880 >, U3BECTHO,
4T0 AOCTOEBCKUIL OBIA 3HAKOM C M3AATCABCKON ACSTEABHOCTBIO TMXOHpaBOBa
¥ BHUMATCABHO CACAMA 32 IIyOAUKALIUSIMH, BbIXOAUBIIMMU IIOA €IO PEAAKI{HECH
yoKe C Ha4aAa IECTUAECATHIX roA0B. OH BHUMATeABHO YuTaA 2Kumue npomono-
na Assaxyma, u3spaHHOE 1I0A pepaxuueil TuxoHpaBoBa B 1861 TOAY, U PEryAsip-
HO uuTaA U Aemonucu pycckoti aumepamypo. u 0pesHOCM, €CAU UMETb B BHAY,
4TO OH 0TO3BaAcs Ha nepsblil ToM (I1CC 155 478) (MMEHHO TOT, TAC IOABHAACH
AereHpa), Ha Bropoit ToM (IICC 18; 299) u Ha yerBeptsiit ToM (I1CC 125 357)
uspanHoro TuxonpaBoBeiM sxypHasa. Hamomuum eme samevanue Beraosckoit
0 TOM, 4TO ¢ 110aMOi Xowcdenue bozopoduyst no mykam, KOTOpas yIIOMHHACTCS

31 Esrenmit B. AHMYKOB, “Mukoaa yroanuk u cs. Huxonair”, in 3anucku Heo-gpuionozu-
vecxozo Obugecmsa npu Mmnepamopcxom Canxm-Ilemepbypeckom Yuusepcumeme, Boir. 2
(Cankr-Tlerepbypr: Basaes, 1892), . 43.

32 Ibid., c. 43-44.

33 Baapumup . ITeonr, Hosmuxa gorvkropa (Mocksa: Aabupunrt, 1998), c. 295.

34 SKYIIKUH, c. 166.

35 Cepreit B. BEAOB, ©. M. Aocmoesckuii u e20 oxpymcerne. Dnyurxioneduseckuii c108aps, T. 2
(CaHKT-HCTCp6pr: AneTenis, 2001), C. 295.
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B Bpamovsax Kapamasosvx (4. 11, xH. s, TA. 5), AOCTOCBCKMIA «OBIA 3HAKOM>»
HMEHHO I10 BEPCHUH, U3AAHHOH THXOHPABOBBIM BO BTOPOM TOMe [lamamnuxos
ompeuennoti pycckoti aumepamypot ot 1863.5¢

6) Bepcust Adanacpesa Hocut Hassanue Kaco.aun u Huxosra n 6p1aa BKAIOYC-
Ha GOABKAOPUCTOM YK€ B IIEPBOEC U3AAHHE €rO USBECTHOTO cbopHuKa Hapoo-
Hoie pycckue aezendvt oT 1859 T. (omyOAMKOBaH B AOHAOHE, a B CACAYIOLIEM TOAY
B Poccnn; c6opuuk nepenspaBascst He pas B nocacayromue roasr). Cosmape-
HHE TOAQ IYOAMKALMU 3TOH U SIKYIIKHHCKOH BEPCUI OOBSCHSICTCS TEM, 9TO
AdaHacpeB CABIIIAA OT CAMOTO SIKYIIKIHA TEKCT ACT€HABI H PEIIHA CPA3y BKAIO-
YHTD €r0 B CBOH COOPHUK HAPOAHBIX ACTCHAY C YIPOLICHUEM MEAKHX ACTAACH.
CAcAyeT yTOYHUTS, YTO €IIe HE YCTAHOBACHO, OBIA AU AOCTOECBCKUIL 3HAKOM CO
c6opuukoM acreHp Adanacpesa. [To muennio Beraosckoit (/ICC 1s; 572) nu-
CaTeAb, KOTOPBIH «BCETAA HHTEPECOBAACS YCTHBIM HAPOAHBIM TBOPYECTBOM »,*
TEM HE MEHee, He 3HaAa cbopHuka AdanacbeBa, HO BsuecaaB MuxHiokeBuy u
Avpns AOTMAH AYMAIOT IO-APYrOMY: IICPBBIH Ha CAMOM ACAE YIIOMHHAET B
cBoei KHHUTe 0 AoCTOEBCKOM U GOABKAOPE apaHACBEBCKYIO BEPCHUIO ACTEHABLY
a BTOpasi UACT CIIE AAABIIE U YTBEPXKAAET, YTO «CKAHAAA>, KOTOPBIH BbI3Ba-
AO M3AAQHME TOMa AereHA A¢aHacheBa, BMECTE € IyOAMKALIMEH APYTHX TOMOB
AereHA U anokpudos Aas cepun [Toanoro Cobpanus Pycckux Aeromucer,
«AOAXKHBI OBIAY IIPUBACYD BHUMAHHE A\OCTOEBCKOTO> .+

%

Casaromy Kacpsany mocsijeHo HeEMaAO HAyYHBIX HCCACAOBaHMH. B HMX moa-
YEPKUBAIOTCS €T0 OCOOCHHO HEMPUSTHBIC PYCCKOMY HAPOAY YEPThI U €IO CTATYC
OAHOTO M3 HAaHMEHEE II04UTaeMbIX CBsThX. Kak 00bschser Baaaumup Yude-
poB, HapeaeHue Kachsina o6opoTHHIccKMMU YepTamMu (<« ACMOHOAOTHYECKAS

36 Baaentuna E. BETAOBCKAS, “«Hoear Madonnvi> 8 «bpamvsx Kapamasosvix>’, in Ao-
cmoesckuti. Mamepuanv: u uccredosanus, 7. 15 (Canxr-Ilerep6ypr: Hayka, 2000), c. 316.

37 Anexcanap H. AGAHACBEB, Hapoduusie pycckue sezendst, cobpannsie A. H. Adanacsensim
(Mocksa: Uap. H. Illexuna u K. Coapatenxosa, 1859), C. 42-43.

38 Huna O. ByAAHOBA (pea.), Bubuuomexa D. M. Aocmoescxozo. Onvim pexoncmpyxyu.
Hayunoe onucanue (Canxr-Ilerep6ypr: Hayxka, 2005), c. 20.

39 Bsiuecaas A. MUXHIOKEBUY, Pyccxuii goavicaop 6 xydoncecmsennoii cucmeme . M. Aocmo-
esckoz0 (Yeaabunck, 1994), c. 160.

40 Aupust M. AOTMAH, Pearusm pyccxoi aumepamype: 60x 20006 XIX sexa (Aennnrpaa: Ha-
yKa, 1974), . 285. Cm. Toxe: Hukoaait K. [TNKCAHOB, “Aocroesckuii u poabkaop’, Co-
semcxkas 9mﬂozpﬂg5wl, 1934, N0 1-2, C. 162.
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CYIHOCTB», TO ompeaeacHMio Huxosas MeHaeabcoHa)* U cO3AQHHE €ro
00pasa «aACKOTO CBSTOIO>» CBSI3aHBI ¢ pCHOMCHOM «COCAMHCHHS JACMCHTOB
A3BIYCCTBA U XPHCTHAHCTBA B HAPOAHBIX CYCBEPHAX U obpsapax» (dsoesepus
0 TEPMHHOAOTHH IndepoBa),** BCACACTBHE KOTOPOTO ACHB, IOCBSIICHHBIA
€My, OPraHHYECKU CBA3aH C arpapHbIM kaseHpaapeM. C IPUHATHEM PYCCKUMU
XpHUCTHAHCTBA, OAHAKO, 3TOT ACHb — 29 ¢eBpaas, AeHb cB. Kackana — craa
HAACASITBCA B HAPOAC OTPHUIJATCABHBIMH Ka4ECTBAMH U CTAA BOCIPHHUMATHCS
KaK HENPHATHBIA AC€Hb, B KOTOPBIH MOXET IIPOU3OUTH 4TO-TO Hexopoiuee. B
4acTHOCTH, YudepoB npuBoAUT Lutary us Mecayecrosa Baapumupa Aaas, rae
B orHowmeHnu KacbsiHa yHOTPEOASIIOTCS CACAYIOIIME CAOBA: <«3aBHUCTAUBBII,
3AOTIAMSITHBIH, HEAOOPOXKEAATEAD, 3aBUCTHHUK, CKYINOH, HEMUAOCTUBBIH» (a ¢
SIUTETOM «MHAOCTHBBII» 00BIMHO obpamaiorcst K Hukoaarw); Ao6asum, uto
CYIJECTBYET HEMAAO ITIOTOBOPOK, FAC OTMEYAIOTCSI OTPHLIATCABHBIC Ka4eCTBa
Kacpsina: «3unya Kacesin Ha kpectbsin»; «Kacbsin Ha 4TO HM B3rasiHeT — Bsi-
HeT>»; «Kacesan Ha Hapop — Hapoay Tspkeao, KacksiH Ha TpaBy — TpaBa COXHeT,
Kacpsan Ha ckoT — ckoT AOXHeT»; «KachsH Ha CKOT B3TASIHET — CKOT BaAUTCA,
KacpsH Ha aAepeBO — AcpeBO coxHET> .+

Kaxk yxe cxasaHo, B cTapoM KaseHAAPE AeHb, TocBAMEHHEIN Kackany, pax-
THYECKH TPUXOAHACS Ha 29 PEBPAAS, TO €CTh HA MOCACAHUI ACHB IO CTAPOMY
cueTy HOBoOro roAa (kak otmedaet Askepapao Yoddapu, npasanux Deokru-
PHCTa TaKKe IPUXOAMACS Ha 29 peBpasst).** DTOT ACHb CIUTAACS 3AOBCIIUM U
OIIACHBIM, [IO3TOMY B 3TOT ACHb OBIAO OITACHO BBIXOAUTb U3 AOMA, @ C HACTYIIAC-
HHEM BHCOKOCHOTO TOAQ PEKOMEHAOBAAOCH B TOT 5KE€ ACHDb HE CESITh, HE MPa3A-
HOBATh OPAKH U AQXKE HE TAAHUPOBATh POKACHHUE ACTEH, IOCKOABKY OHM MOTAU
ymepets. ITo pasueiM mosepssm, cam Kacbsin «okuser B aay, [...] on cropok
aAa, CTEPEXET 6eCOB>»;* B MPUIMCHIBACMBIX €My HCTOpUsX (y 4epTeii oH Obia
IOXUIICH B ACTCTBE) IPEACTABASICT ACMOHHYCCKUE IACMEHTBI: BEPOAOMCTBO,
3aBUCTb, MAABIH POCT, IPUCTPACTHE K MyYCHUIO )KUBOTHBIX. B aT0I1 mocaepHed
ero 4epTe, 0COOCHHO SIPKO MPOSIBUBILEICS B BOCTOYHOCAABSIHCKOM (OABKAOPE

41 Huxonaait M. MEHAEABCOH, “K nosepbsim o cB. Kacbsine”, Imuozpaguuecroe obospenue.
H3danue smnozpaguueckozo omoera Mmnepamopcxozo Obwgecmsa Awbumenei Ecmecmsos-
Hanus, Aumponorozun u Smuozpagun, cocmosugezo npu Mockoscxom Yuusepcumeme, 1897,
Ner et

42 Baapumup U. YndEPOB, “Us ucropun HapopHbIx nosepuii u o6psiaos («Heuuncras cusa
u Kacosan»)”, Tpydor Omdena Apesnepyccxoii Aumepamypos Hucmumyma Pyccxoii Aumepa-
mypes, T. 14 (Mocksa-Aerunrpas: AH CCCP, 1958), c. 529.

43 Ibid., c. s31.

44 Gerardo CIOFFARI, San Nicola: leggende e cronache russe (Bari: Centro Studi Nicolaiani,
1986), p. 3.

45 YHUYEPOB, ¢. 532.
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U3 CHOMPCKOrO perMoHa (rae AOCTOEBCKHIA, KaK U3BECTHO, AOATO OBIA Ha Ka-
Topre), OTPa3UAOCh oBepbe, 4To KachsiH 0TBOpaunBacT roAOBBI ITCHLIAM, YOU-
Bas MX MAM IpeBpamasi B uypoBuin.** HamoMHnM Taroke, 4T0 ACMOHHYECKHI
06pa3 KacpbsiHa 6bIA HCTOYHUKOM BAOXHOBEHUS AASL APYTHX aBTOPOB PYCCKOI
AMTEPATYphl, B TOM yucAe U Joroas, ecan umers B BuAy yrounenue Hasapes-
CKOTO O TOM, 4TO «MHOTHE noBepbs o Kacesane O6Hapy>KI/IBa}0T, YTO HEKOTO-
pbI€ YEPTHI €r0 BHEUIHOCTH U €T0 CBOMCTBA HAIIOMUHAIOT Brsi>» .+

ITomMuMoO yrmoMsiHyTBIX HaMU YeThIpeX Bepcuil, aereHaa o Kacesine u Huxo-
Aa€ pacrpOCTPAHEHA U B ADYTMX BaPHAHTaX, KOTOPbIE OTPA’KEHBI TOABKO B YCT-
HBIX CBUACTEABCTBAX: B OAHOM M3 HUX BMECTO KPECThSHUHA QUTYPHPYET BAOBA,
cobuparomascs poxarb; B APyroM — CBSTON VIAbsl, a KpecTbsHUH, y KOTOPOrO
yBsI3AQ TEAETa, PUCKYET YTOHYTH B rpsisu.*’ B to Bpems kak KachstH mosHocTsiO
urHopupyet ero, Fiaps cracaer ero or cMepTH, HO HE BBITACKMBAET TEACTY M3
rpssu; Hukoaali ke A€AQ€T U TO, U APYTOE U TTOAYYAET ABA IPA3AHUKA KAXKABIH
rop, B otauyue ot Viabu (opun pasB rop) u Kacesna (opun pas B YeTHIpE ropa).
CymecTByer elje oAHa MHTEPECHASI ACTEHAQ, Kacaromjascs toabko KacksHa n
AATBI €r0 MPA3AHUKA, COTAACHO KOTOPOM CBATOM «TPU I'OAQ IOAPSIA B ACHb CBO-
UX MMCHUH MbAHCTBOBAA U TOABKO Ha YETBEPTBIM TOA ObIA TpesB. I loaTomy ero
U IIOAOXKCHO [IPa3AHOBATh OAMH Pa3 B YCTHIPE TOAA — B ACHb, Koraa Kacksin 6b1a
TpesB».* Kak yrounsercs paablue, cKAOHHOCTh KacksiHa K My4eHMIO )KHUBOT-
HBIX U K MbSHCTBY — 3TO YEPTHI, UMEIOIUE ocoboe 3HaYeHHUE.

Vi

Ecau paccMoTperh cAOXKHOE IEpenAeTeHHe oTpuLaTeAbHbIX 4ept KachsHa u,
HAIIPOTHUB, IIOAOKUTEABHBIX — HHUKOABI, KOTOpEIE ICHO MPEACTABAEHBI B OCHOB-
HOM CIOXKETE AECTEHADI, MOKHO IPEATIOAOXKHTD, YTO 3TOT TEKCT OKA3aACH OYEHb
6AUBKHUM AASL AOCTOECBCKOTO, KOTAQ OH IIPUAYMAA HE TOABKO CTPYKTYPY poMa-

46 Tarbsina A. ATATIMHA, Mugonosmuueckue ocHosoL cAaBncKo20 HAPoOHo20 Karendaps. Be-
cenne-nemmuuii yuxa (Mocksa: Unppuk, 2002), c. 42.

47 Anexcanpap A. HA3APEBCKU, “Buii 8 mosectu loroas u KacksiH B HapOAHBIX TOBEPDsIX 0
29 despaast’, in A. A. CETEHKO (1oa pea.), Bonpoce: pyccxoii aumepamypet, sbin. 2 (AbBos:
Msa. AsBoBckoro YHuBepcurera, 1969), c. 42. Muarepecro, yro Hasapesckuit B paHHOI
CTaThE CCBIAAETCSI MMEHHO Ha AereHAY o Hukoaae u Kacbsine, KoTOpyio oH yxe saTparuBaa
B npeabiaynieit pabore (cm.: Aaexcanap A. HABAPEBCKUE, H3 ucmopuu pyccko-yxpaun-
CKUX AUMEPATRYPHBIX (BIA3CIL: CINAPUHHBLE KHUNCHDLE AC2CHOBL 1 UX CBIA3U C PYCCKUM 1 YKPAUH-
cxunm goavxaopom [Kues: Msp. Kuebcxoro Yuusepcurera, 1963]).

48 YCIIEHCKU, C. 34-35.

49 YUYEPOB, c. 532.



O Huxonae Yeodnuxe u Kacvsne Yeoouuxe y Aocmoescrozo... 113

Ha, HO U ABYX MHKOAOK, KOTOpbIE, IIOBTOPSIIO ObIlee KPUTHIECKOE MHEHHE,
IPEACTABASIIOT ABAa BO3MOXKHBIX IIPOTHBOIIOAOKHBIX HYTH, IIEPEA KOTOPBIMH
PackoABPHHKOB OKa3bIBACTCS, KAK Ha PACIyThe, IIEPEA TEM, KaK PEIIAET COBEP-
HTH YOUHCTBO.

BcrioMHuM Temeph HEKOTOPBIE ACTAAH, CBSI3BAHHbIC, C STUMH ABYMs IIEPCO-
Haxamu. Kpectpsann Mukoaka npucHuacs PackoABHHKOBY B IATOH 4acTH
IIEPBOI1 TAaBBl POMaHa, Iepey youiicrBom. Tepoit 6popna mo merepOyprekum
YAHIL}aM B TUCKAX MYYHTEABHBIX MbICACH. ChEB MUPOT U BBIIIHUB PIOMKY BOAKH B
YAMYHOM XapueBHE, OH II0YYBCTBOBAA Ol OYCHD YCTAABIM U IO AOPOTE AOMOIL
«COILIEA C AOPOTH, BOLIEA B KYCThI, IIAA HA TPaBy U B Ty )K€ MHHYTY 3aCHYA>
(IICC 6; 45). B «cTpamHoM cHe», KOTOPBIH eMy CHUTCS, PacKOABHUKOB BH-
AMT cehsi caMoro B Bospacte ceMy AeT.® OCTaHOBUMCS Ha 3TOH CLiCHE U YTOY-
HHUM HEKOTOPBIE ACTAAH:

— PackoarHnkoB, ormedaeT Buxrop IIIkA0OBCKHI,’ 3aCBIITAET B TOM XK€ MECTE,
rae ryaseT CBHAPHUIafAOB, « KOTOPOMY MEPEIFHAKUCH BBICOKO ITOAHSBIIASICS
3a Houb Boaa Manoit Hesrl, IleTpoBckuit ocTpoB, MOKpbIE AOPOXKKH, MO-
Kpast TpaBa, MOKpble AcpeBbs U KycT» (IICC 65394);

— BO CHe MaACHBKHUI POAS TYASIET € OTLIOM «3a TOPOAOM>, T. €. OCTABASIET TO-
POA H TYASIET «TIAE-TO OYEHb AAACKO>, TAC «IEPHEETCSI ACCOK>, «Ha CAMOM
xpato Hebax» (IICC 6; 46);

- Kabak, rmepep KOTOPHIM PasBOPAYMBACTCS CLiCHA M30MEHMS U YOUICTBA AO-
IIAAKY HAXOAUTCS II0 AOPOTE K KAAADHILY, KyA2 B TOT MOMEHT OTIIPABASIOT-
cs1 Popst ¢ otiom. TTo onmcanuio aBropa, IMEHHO TO KAaAOHIIIE C LiEPKOBDIO
IPEACTABASIIOTCSL PACKOABHUKOBY OYCHb HPHSATHBIM MECTOM, TeM boaee 4TO
C HUM CBSI3aHbI ACTCKHE PAAOCTHBIC BOCIIOMHHAHUS CAMOTO ITHCATEAS;

— pasMepsl cpasy 3aMedeHHOM Poaeil TeAern AAAEKO He COOTBETCTBYIOT pa3Me-
PaM AOLIAAKH, KOTOPYIO AOCTOEBCKUI ONUCHIBACT TAKUMU CAOBAMH: <« Ma-
A€HDKasl, TOIJAsl, CaBpacasi KPECThIHCKAs KASYOHKA, OAHA U3 TEX, KOTOPbIE
— OH YaCTO 3TO BUACA — HAAPBIBAIOTCS MHOMH Pa3 C BBICOKMM KaKUM-HUOYAD
BO30OM APOB UAH CCHA, 0COOCHHO KOAU 803 3ACTIPIHEM 8 2PI3U UL 8 KOAEE>
(IICC 6; 47);

— Mukoaka — MOAOAOH M TOACTBIM MY)XYMHA, C AUIIOM «MSACHCTBIM U Kpac-

so MHrepecHoe 3aMeuaHHe IPUBOAUT II0 ITOMY IT0BOAY Meliep, mopuépkusasi, yto Aocroes-
CKHIl «IpuberacT Kk 0cofoMy XyAOXKECTBEHHOMY HpueMy, o6beauHsiss ux [repoit Packoan-
HMKOB U MaA€HbKUE PackoAbHHKOB BO cHe| caoBoM oH» (MEMEPD, c. 340).

s1 Buxrop B. IIIKAOBCKHH, 34 # npomus. Samemxu o Aocmoescxom (Mocksa: Coserckuit
MHCATEAD, 1959), C. 219.

52 3AECh M AdACE, KYPCHB B LIUTATAX — MO (M. K.).
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HBIM KaK MOPKOBb>, KaK APYTHE IIbSHbBIEC MY>KMKH, HOCHT KPaCHO-CHHIOIO
pybauiky «c apmsakamu BHakHAKY> ([ICC 6; 47);

MuKkoAKa OIpaBABIBACT CBOK IIOCTYIIOK TEM, YTO KOOBIAKA «AQPOM XACOH
€CT>», 4 IIOTOM, YOUB ee, «KPUIUT MHKOAKA, C AOMOM B PYKaX U ¢ HAAUMbL-
My Kposwvro 2aaszamu. OH CTOUT OYATO >KaA€sl, YTO YK HEKOTo OoAbLIe OUTH>»
(IICC 6; 49);

BO BpeMsl U30MCHUS AOUIAAKH, «OAHH CTAPUK M3 TOAIIBI» CTAPaCTCs pe-
arupoBaTh U KpU4UT Muxoake: «Aa 4ro Ha Tebe KpecTa, 4TO AM, HET,
Aemmii!». Bekope, 0AHAKO, 3TOT CTAPUK IEpEIIEA HA CTOPOHY MyYHTEACH,
«He Bhipepkaa U yemexuyacs» (IICC 6; 48).

Paccmorpum teneps cexranta Mukoaky. OH KpacHABIMK, B MUHYTHI YOUii-
cTBa paboTacT UMEHHO B 3AQHUM IPOLICHTIMII, HA ABA dTaXKa HUKE OT €¢
KBapTUPBL. DTO, KaK U3BECTHO, 0COOCHHO BAXKHBIH IIEPCOHAK POMAHA, OTPa-
XKAIOLIUH, 0 BBIPaXeHHUI0 BeaoBa (KOTOPbII HA3BIBAET €0 «XPUCTHAHCKUM
ICTCTHKOM> ), peAteno3nbLe 6324.90bL 4670, B 9ACTHOCTH CTAPOBEPICCKYIO
HACIO TIPUHSTHSI Ha ceOsl BUHBI ADYTHX, B AAHHOM CAy4Yae — BHHBI ATCHCTH-
4eckoro PackoAbHHKOBA, YTOOBI «CTpapaHue NPUHSTH>». OCTaHOBUMCS Ha
HEKOTOPHIX II0APOOHOCTSIX, KACAIOLIUXCS €ro:

MukoAKa — KPaCHABILHK, IO3TOMY OH AOBOABHO YaCTO B KOHTAKTE C 0eAbiM
ysemom; GEABLL CBET BO3BPAIACTCA HE pa3 B KOPOTKUX OMHCAHUSIX €ro
BHCIIHETO BHAA: «mobeaes, poBHO Mea» ([TCC 6; 107), «baepHBIH dero-
Bek» ([ICC 6;270),

XO3SIMH NMUBHYLIKH, TA¢ MHKOAKA PONUBAECT HAUACHHBIE CEPBIH, 3HAET €rO
C ACTCTBa U YTOYHSET, 4TO OHH 00a «u3 3apaiicka»; «Mukoaaii», A06as-
ASIET OH, «XOTb #e nvanuya, a simusaet» (IICC 6;106);

B TCYCHHUE POMaHA TO K HeMy obpamaiorcs popmoit Mukoaa, To — popmoii
Huxonait: «HeyxeAu TBI HE BUAUIID, 110 BCEM 3THM AQHHBIM, YTO JTO 3a
HaTypa, aroT Huxoaas?» (IICC 6; 109), kpuauT PackoapHukoB 30cuMOBY,
a Pagymuxun nonoske: «Ecan ybuau onn, naum toasko opun Huxoaaii,
M IIPH 3TOM OIPa0UAH CYHAYKH CO B3AOMOM, UAHM TOABKO Y4aCTBOBaAH
4eM-HHOYAb B rpabexe, TO 1103BOAb Tebe 3aAaTh BCETO TOABKO OAUH BO-
npoc» (IICC 6; 109).

IToaBoAst HTOrH, HA OCHOBE MPOAHAAMSHPOBAHHBIX MATCPHAAOB, KaXKCT-
Cs, BIIOAHE BO3MOXKHO YTBEP)KAATb, YTO CPEAH PA3AMYHBIX HCTOYHHKOB,
KOTOpBIE NIEPECCKAANCH B CO3HAHMU AOCTOEBCKOIO BO BpeMsi paboThI Hap
Llpecmynaenunem u naxasanuem, ectb Acrenpa o Kacesane n Huxoaae, xoto-

Cepreit B. BEAOB, ©. M. Jocmoescxuti. Suyuxronedns (Mocksa: IIpocsemenmue, 2010), c.
31
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pasi, B pOopMe AOBOABHO HABSI3YUBBIX AUTCPATYPHBIX CCHIAOK, IOBAMSIAQ Ha
co3panue 06pa3oB AByX MUKOAOK M Ha UX NOASIPHbIC GYHKIIUU B POMAHE:
naoxoro Huxoaas (1o ects Kacksna), nyTs koToporo PackoAbHHKOB AOA-
keH u3berars, U xopomwero Hukoaas:, KoTopoMy caeAyeT MOApakars.

Kax o6bsicanaa Posanna Kasapu,* nepepaborka AOCTOCBCKUM pasAHYHBIX
TEKCTOB HE MMO3BOASIET HAM HAMTH CIOXKET UAU OTCHIAKH B €TO TEKCTaX B He-
M3MCHHOM BHAE, HO MBI AOAXKHbI ITOAATaThCsl HA OTCBIAKH, KOTOPBIE KaXKyTCs
0COOCHHO OYEBUAHBIMU. ACHCTBUTEABHO, OTCHIAKH K ACICHAE, KOTOPYIO
Sxymxun samucaa u onybauxosaa B 1859 roay B Aemonucsx... Tuxonpaso-
Ba, 2 KOTOPYIO BCKOPE IIOCAE 3TOTrO nepenuspas Adanacses B rome Hapoduvix
/e2eH0, MHOTOYHCACHHBI:

— Ipsi3b, B KOTOPOI yBsI3A2 KPECTbSHCKAsI IIOBO3KA, B ACTCHAC OTPAKCHA U B
YIIOMHUHAHHMHU MECTa, TAC 3achllacT PackoAbHUKOB, KoToporo CBUAPHUTaiiA0OB
u30eraet, IOTOMY 9TO HCHABHAUT, KOIAQ BOAQ CMCLIMBACTCS C TPABOU U Ac-
PEBBSIMU, U B YIIOMUHAHUU KOOBIABI-MEUTHI, KOTOPYI0 AOCTOCBCKHI Ompe-
ACASIET KaK OAHY U3 TEX, HA KOTOPBIX BEITACKUBAIOT YBASLIYIO [IOBO3KY;

—  XYAOXKECTBEHHOE IIPOCTPAHCTBO ACTCHABI PABACACHO MEXKAY MECTOM, TAC JKH-
BYT OOBIMHBIC AIOAM (YAHIIA, 3¢MASL), M paeM, TAC Bor sKACT ABYX CBATBIX, HO
TAKOE 5KE YETKOE PABACACHUE IIPEACTABACHO U BO CHE PakOABHHKOBA: YETKO
OYEpUYCHHOE “3eMHOE” MECTO, AeC C KabakoM, TAe IPOMCXOAUT coObITHE,
IPOTUBOCTOUT OIPCACACHHBIM YTCIUMTEABHBIM HPOCTPAHCTBAM, KOTOPBIE
IPEACTABASIIOT COOOI MPOCTPAHCTBO CIIACCHUSI M YUCTOTHI: KAAAOUILC HEeAa-
A€KO, KOTOpOEe AKOHUT PackoAbHUKOB (1 AKOGHA MaAcHBKHI AOCTOCBCKHIA);
TOPOA «AQACKO>; pail, «Ha CAMOM Kpako Hebax ;

— ¢urypa kpecTbsiHHHA MUKOAKH BO MHOIOM COOTBETCTBYET TPAAULILOHHOMY
AASL pycckux obpasy csToro KacksiHa — MCTUTEABHOTO CBSTOTO, SKECTOKOTO
C JKUBOTHBIMH, IIbSIHULIBI, HO IIPEXKAE BCEIO € AbSBOABCKMMH dACMCHTAMU;
3TH XapaKTEPUCTHKU XOPOLIO IIPEACTaBACHBI B Qurype Heaobporo mep-
COHaXa U3 cHa PacKOABPHHMKOBA, YbM <«HAAHTBIC KPOBBIO» TIAa3a, KPacHas
py0axa, CKAOHHOCTb TOAKaTb APYIMX Ha IPEX M HE CAyIIAaTh IIPU3BIBOB
OCTaHOBUTbHCA NpubAmKaior ero k Kacesny. Bcmomunm taxke, 4to B TekcTe
SxymkuHa ecTh HEOOABLION HAMEK Ha )KECTOKOCTh MHUKOAKH TaM, TAC yKa-
3BIBACTCSI, YTO KPECTBSIHUH, HE B CHAAX BBITALIUTb TEACTY U3 IPA3H, «OnAcs,
OHMACS MYXKHK - HIYETO HE CACAACT! > ;

— B IIOCTPOCHUM XapakTepa cTapoobpsiatia MHUKOAKH IPOCACKHBAIOTCS OT-
chlakH K urype ceatoro Hukosas: cosmapenue nmenu (6oace toro, no-
A€3HO 3aMETHUTh, YTO €r0 TAKXKE HA3BIBAIOT 00EUMU dopmamu — Muxoaka

s4 Cm. Kazarm.
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1 Huxkoaait) 1 roTOBHOCTB 3TOTO MepcoHaXa B3ATh Ha ceOs 4yXyl0 BUHY U
Yy>KOE HAKa3aHHUE — 3TO, KOHEYHO, AHIIb 00LIHe IIOACKA3KH, HO €CAU TOBO-
puTh moroapobHee, To OpocaeTcst B raasa, 4To MHUKOAKA ACHCTBUTECABHO
u3 3apaiicka. Kak u3BecTHO, 3TOT rOpoA CHABHO CBSI3aH C OAHHM M3 CaMBIX
3HaYUMBIX 00pa3oB cBsiToro, nkoHoil Huxoaas 3apaiickoro — tunom uso-
6pa>1<eH1/m, ussecTHeIM ¢ XII Bexa m cBasannbM ¢ pApeBHel [logecmvr o
nepenecenun uxonv. Hurxoavt us Kopcynu, B KOTOpOH paccKasbIBaCTCS O TOM,
kak ukoHa us Kopcynu momasa B 3apaiick u 3aech Obiaa ocsimena. Ha-
IIOMHHM TaKXXe, YTO B PsI3aHCKON I'yOCpHUH «COTAACHO OKOHYATCABHOMY
TEKCTY, >KUBYT Matb [ PackoabHUKOBa] 1 AyHeuka u 0TTyAa popoM cam Pac-
KOABHHKOB>, 2 €IIj¢, YTO B CaMOM 3apaiicke «AocToeBckuil pebeHKOM 1Ipo-
BOAMA KKAOE ACTO C 1831 10 1836 > M TyAQ «/A\OCTOEBCKHE YACTO E3AUAH HA
sipMapky 1 60oAbIIKe 6asaphr»;*

6ausocTh Massipa Mukoaku k 6eaomy 1Bety (B TO Bpems Kak Apyroii Mu-
KOAKAa HOCHUT KPAacCHO-CHHIOK Py0axy), a A€TaAb, YTO OH <«HE NbSHUIA, a
HAIIMBAETCS>», CTABST €r0 B AHTHIIOABI [I0 CPABHEHHIO C KPECThSTHUHOM H3
CHa U IOATBEPXAAIOT CTPEeMACHHE AOCTOEBCKOrO BBICTPOUTH OTHOIICHHSI
MEXKAY ABYMsI MHKOAKaMH C TOMOIIIBIO PE3KUX OIITO3UIUIL;

CTAPUK, KOTOPBII BO CHE CTOUT B TOAIIC U, ITO KPaiHEH Mepe IOHAYAAY, IIPO-
THBOCTOMT 3A00HOCTH MHKOAKH, YTO HATOMUHAET IPEACTaBACHUE 00 YToA-
HUKE B PYcCKOM (OABKAODE, TAC OH BCErAQ IIPEACTACT B BUAC Oopoaaroro,
U3MOXACHHOTO cTapuka. CTOUT OTMETUTD, YTO CTapUK 0OBHHsIET MUKOAKY
B TOM, YTO OH ACHIMI, ¥ €TO PUTOPUYHO CIIPAIIMBACT, «KPeCT [An] Ha Te-
6e>», — ACTaAb, KOTOPAsI MOXET, C OAHOH CTOPOHBI, OTCHIAATb K COXPAHCHUIO
SI3BI9ECKHUX dAeMeHTOB B ¢urype KachsiHa, a ¢ Apyroil — HAIOMHHATH O Ha-
TEABHOM KPECTe, KOTOPBIi mepexopuT ot Ausasersl K CoHe U, HaKOHeL, K
PackoABHHKOBY, OCAE IIPU3HAHKS UM CBOCH BHUHBL.

Ha ocHoBe Bcero BhIIEU3AOKEHHOTO MOYKHO BBIABUHYTb I'MIIOTC3y O HAAHU-

YHUH Yy AOCTOCBCKOI‘O TOYHOM CHCTEMBI UCTOYHHKOB (B AAHHOM CAy4Yac NMCIOT-

Ci B BUAY (l)OAbKAOprIC MaTCpHAABbI O Huxoaae erAHI/IKC), 9ACMCHTBI KOTOPOfI

3aTCM PaCHpPOCTPAHAIOTCA IO BCCMY TCKCTY pOMaHA, HAYHMHAA C HCHTPaAbHOfI

ciensl — cHa PackoapHukosa. [ToaTomy xouercs HapeATbCA, YTO AQABHEHIINE

HCCACAOBAHHS 3THX HC BIIOAHC SBHBIX HaMCKOB, OTCBIAOK, HCIPAMBIX yKa3sa-

HUMH, TIOYEPIIHYTHIX U3 TPAAULIUH PYCCKOTO YCTHOTO M IMUCBMEHHOTO POABKAO-

55

THXOMUPOB, c. 195, 208. [To Mouceio AabT™MaHy, <CBSI3BIO C packossHuyvel Psisanckoi
rybeprucit PackoabHuKoBa u packoabHnKa Mukoaku AocToeBcKHi mopdepKuBaer |...] ux,
B ONPEACACHHOM OTHOWIECHHH, 6ansocTb» (Mouceit C. AABTMAH, Jocmoesckuti: Ilo se-
xam umen [Caparos: Msa. CaparoBckoro yHHBepcuTeTa, 1975, €. 193).
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pa, MOryT CH0C06CTBOB9.TIJ 6OACC I‘Ay6OKOMy H ITOAHOMY ITOHHMAHHMIO ITIO3THKH
H XYAOXXCCTBCHHOI'O MCTOAQ AOCTOCBCKOI‘O, 4 TAaK)KC BBIABHMJKCHHIO HOBBIX

HHTCPIPCTAHMOHHBIX I'UIIOTC3 OTHOCHTCABHO C€ro poMaHa ]ZD(?CWZ}/}’Z/lé’Hue u
Haxa3anue.
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Pozanna KA3aru
Universita di Bergamo

OTknukn “Yuctnnuwa’”Jante B “Onunore”
MpecTynneHna n HakasaHuA

Hacrosmee nccaepoBaHMe’ HCXOAUT U3 YaCTO BCTPEYAIONIEHCA KOHCTATAIIMH
TOTO, YTO NPSMBIX YKa3aHUH Ha AaHTe U AAHTOBCKHX 3HAKOB B TBOpuecTBE AoO-
CTOEBCKOTrO paKTHIECKU OYEHb MAAO, IOITOMY OHO OCHOBBIBACTCS IPEKAE BCE-
IO Ha THITOAOTHYECKHX MAPAAAEASX, KOTOPBIE MOXKHO YCTAaHOBUTH MEXKAY HPO-
U3BEACHUSIMH STHUX ABYX aBTOPOB. lakue MapaAACAM IPEACTaBASIOT COOOM
HCOXXMAQHHbIC AHAAOTHH, BO3MOXKHBIC aCCOLIMALIUM M IIEPEKAUYKH, B OCOOCH-
HOCTU MeXAY bowcecmesennoi Komeduei n pomanamu AOCTOCBCKOTO.

Hutepec Aocroesckoro k AaHre cBsisaH ¢ 0oAce OOLIMM BOIIPOCOM O 3Ha-
KoMcTBe ¢ Dowcecmsennoi komedueri IPEACTABUTEACH PYCCKOH CAOBECHOCTH
HaunHas ¢ XVIII Bexa. O6 atom M. I'l. AaekceeB Hammucaa HCYEPIIBIBAOILYIO
paboTy, TA€ MOKA3aHO, KaK MPOUSBEACHMs AaHTe HAYaAW PacHpPOCTPAHSTh-
Csl CPEAHM PYCCKHX AMTEPaTOpoB MMeHHO BO BTOpoi nmoaoBuHe XVIII Beka.*
OuceHp BaXHO NOAYCPKHYTD, YTO B KOHIIC BEKa, B 1798 I., ObIA M3AAH IIEPBBIi
OTACABHBIN 1IepeBo U3 bowecmsennoi Komedun Ha pycckuil si3bIK, a UMEHHO
cruxu 1-75 u3 XXVIII-oit “Tlecun” “Huctnanma’? OtoT paHHUI pyccKuil me-

1 CoBrHapcHHE B 2021 TOAY AAHTOBCKOTO I0OHAEST — 700-ACTHE CO AHSL CMEPTH, — U 106maest Ao-
CTOEBCKOTO — 200-ACTHE CO AHS POXKACHHUSL, — MOOYAUAO HCCACAOBATEACH TBOPYECTBA ABYX Be-
AHMKHX aBTOPOB BHOBb OOPaTUTBCS K IOUCKY TOYEK CONPHKOCHOBEHNUS U IAPAAACACH MEXKAY MX
npousseacHusivy, cM.: Esrenns C. by>xop, Oasra B. IIIEBUEHKO, “O MoruBax apa, uucru-
Auuia 1 pasi B TBopyectse Aocroesckoro’, [ymanumaprvie nayku. Becmuuk gunancosozo yuu-
sepcumema, T. 12, NO 2, 2022, c. 75-83; Kristina LANDA, “Il ‘Purgatorio’ nella Russia sovietica.
Arnaut Daniel nelle traduzioni di Michail Lozinskij (1940) e Aleksandr Ijusin (1979)" ao-
kaap B Cummosuyme “Traduzioni, tradizioni e rivisitazioni dellopera di Dante”, Universita
di Bergamo, 13-15 maggio 2021; Kristina LANDA, “Le traduzioni di Dante nella Russia
dell'Ottocento: dagli esperimenti formali alla scoperta del messaggio civile della Commedia’,
in Simona BRAMBILLA, Luca MAZZONI (a cura di), Dante fra ltalia ed Europa nell Ottocento
(Milano: Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 2021), pp. 235-268; Alessandra VisINONI, “Dante e la critica
al falso realismo”, Estudios Dostoievski, vol. 6 (8 julio-diciembre), 2021, pp. 38-60.

2 Muxaua I'T. AAEKCEEB, “IlepBoe sHakomctBo ¢ Aanre B Poccun’, in Muxaua I'T. AAEKCE-
EB, Om xaaccuyusma x pomanmusmy. H3 ucmopuu mescdynapodnvix céssei pycckosi anmepa-
mypoL (ACHI/IHFPaA: Hayxa, 1970), c. 6-62.

3 “Mup nokasuus. OtpsiBok us Aauta’, [pusmuoe u noaesnoe npenposoncdenue spemeni,
Ne 12,1798, c. 177-182.
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peBoa oAHOM 13 Yactelt “YucTnanima” 0coOOEHHO 3aMETEH, HOCKOABKY BO BCEX
CTpaHaX MHTEpeC YUTaTeAcH K moaMe Aanre OblA 0OpaIEH B IEPBYIO OYEPEAD
K “Apy’, a He Kk “Yuctuanmy” nau x “Pato”. Ho B cooTBeTcTBHY € AYXOM 3110XH
CCHTHMEHTAAM3Ma aHOHHUMHBIH IIEPEBOAIHMK BBIOpaA (M mepeBea, BEPOATHO, C
(paHIy3CKOTO) Te TEPIMHBI, KOTOPBIC MPEACTABASIOT DACM U MOSBACHHC 3ara-
AOYHOTO IepcoHaka MaTeAbABL.

AOBOABHO MOBAHUM OBIA, HAOOOPOT, NEPBBII MMOAHBIN IepeBOp “Apa” Ha
pycckuii s3bIK.* OH OTHOCHUTCS K 1842 TOAY  ObIA CACAQH B IIPO3E; €rO aBTOP —
Eansasera B. Kosorpusosa (1809-1884), koTOpast mucasa moa IceBAOHHMOM
®. Qan-Auma. Bropoit moansii nepeBop “Apa” caesaa Aumurpuit E. Mun
(1818-1885) B 1853 TOAY (oTaeabHOE H3AaHUE 1855 T.). Mun nepeBeA TeKCT AaH-
Te pasMEpOM NOAAMHHHUKA U CHAOAMA CBOIL IIEpeBOA GOraTbiM KOMMEHTapPUEM.
ITosxxe Mun nepesea u “Yuctuanme” u “Pait’, Ho ero moaHslit epesop bosce-
cmeennoti Komedun ObIA HarleyaTaH OTACABHBIM TOMOM TOABKO B 1902 TOAY.

AOCTOEBCKMIT MOT YUTATh IIO3MY HE TOABKO ITO-PYCCKH, HO U IO-(paHIy3-
CKH, TaK KaK OH BAAACA B COBEPILECHCTBE 3TUM 53bIKOM, U 1o-HeMenku. Ho B xa-
TaAore ero GMOAMOTEKH, COCTABACHHOM XKCHOH, OTCYTCTBYeT ToM Dboscecmesen-
Hoti Komeduu, 1paBAa, CIIMCOK KHUT SIBASICTCS HE IIOAHBIM.

Brioane BeposiTHO, 4TO AOCTOCBCKMI 4YMTAA IIEPEBOA “Apd’, CACAAHHBIH
®an-Aumom. Ha camom aeae, B ero crarbe “BoicTaBka B AKapAeMHU XYAOXKECTB
3a 1860-1861 rop’, HalleYaTaHHON B XXypHaAe Bpems B 1861 roay Oe3 moamucu,’

4 O snakomctse ¢ Bowcecnsennoii Komedueii pycckux AUTEpaTopoB, cM. B YacTHOCTH: VAbs
H. ToAEHUIIEB-KYTY30B, Tsopuecmeo Aanme u muposas xysemypa (Mocksa: Hayxka,
1971); Basentuna T. AAHYEHKO, Jaume Aaunzvepu. bubanozpaduueckuti yxasamens pyc-
ckux nepesodos u xpumuseckoi aumepamype. wa pycckom g3vixe (Mocksa: Knura, 1973);
Apam A. AcosH, [loumume svicovaiiuezo nosma... Cydvba «bowcecmsennon Komedun>
Aanme ¢ Poccun (Mocksa: Kuura, 1990).

s Kpymnnsie nucarean Bropoii moAoBHHbI BeKa, pycckue peaauctsl Jonuapos, Aeckos, Caa-
oikoB-11[eppun, Toacroit (o Typrenese HAAO TOBOPUTD OTAEABHO), HE POSBASIAH 0CO6OTO
HHTEpPeca K KATOAMYECKOMY U CPEAHEBEKOBOMY MUPY AaHTe, He PasACASISI €TO MUPOBO33pe-
Hue. Ha stom done obpamaer Ha cebst BHUMaHHE MO3ULHs AOCTOEBCKOIO, B TBOPYECTBE
KOTOPOTO AAHTOBCKAsl II09Ma A€XKaAa TAYOOKO, KaK IIOKA3bIBAIOT, HECMOTPSI HA HX CKYAOCTb,
OT3BIBBI, COACPXKAIUECS B poMaHax U B Juesnuxe nucamers. intepec x Aanre B pycckoit
CAOBECHOCTH 3aMeTHO yBeanduacs B koHne XIX — B navase XX Bexa. Poct aroro unrepe-
Ca CBSI3aH C CHMBOAU3MOM H 4KMEH3MOM, ¢ uMeHaMu Mepexkosckoro, bprocosa, Bstaecaa-
Ba Mpanosa, baoka, Besoro, Axmarosoii. K 1934 roay oTHOCHTCS OpUrHHAaAbHAS, HEoObIU-
Hasi uHTepnperanus Aanre, kotopyio npeasaract Ocun Manpeabintam B atioae Paseo060p o
Aanme, B TO BpeMsi KaK KAACCHIECKUIL IEPEBOA M0oMbI AaHTe ObIA CACAAH B IIEPHOA € 1939
10 1945 IT. Muxauaom Aosunckum (1886-1955) U MOSBHACS B TIEYATH TOABKO B 1950 TOAY.

6 O Tom, uTo AocToeBckuil ObIA ABTOPOM ITOH CTAThU, AOATO CIIOPUAH, a TEIEPh KPUTH-
KH CXOAATCSL Ha TOM, 4TO AOCTOEBCKHUIT O KPAHEN Mepe SBAJETCS OAHHM M3 €€ ABTOPOB:
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AocroeBckuil, KOMMEHTHPYsI H300paskeHHe XapOHa B TPEX KAPTHHAX BBICTAB-
KM, YTBepxkaaeT: «BausaHue Paaxcmana Bupno B pucynke» ([ICC 19; 158)7
Anrauitckuit xyaoxuuk John Flaxman (1755-1826) mastoctpupoBas H3pa-
uue bowcecmsennoi Komeouu, Beimepince B AOHAOHE B 1797 TOAY, 2 €TI0 PUCYH-
KH HaXOAHAHMCh UMEHHO Ha CTPAaHMI[AX IEPBOTO PYCCKOTO IOAHOIO IIEPEBOAA
“‘Apa” O. Pan-Auma.

B XyAO’KeCTBEHHBIX IPOUSBEACHUSX, B AHesHuxe nucamess U B IHCbMax
AocToeBckoro mpsiMble OTCHIAKH K AAHTE U €ro IMoaMe O4eHb peAKd. MoxHo
II0 TTAABLIAM TIEPECYUTATh YIIOMHHAHUS UMEHH AaHTe, HECKOABKO pa3 yIoTpe-
OASIETCSI OIIPEACACHHE < AAHTOBCKMII» MAU LyuTHpyercs nmoama Aaxre. B Bop-
4ECTBE PYCCKOTO MUCATEAS TOPA3AO0 Yallle BCTPEYAIOTCS HEMPSIMBIE, BO3BMOXKHbIC
OT3BIBBI, BOBMOXKHBIC ACCOIMAIIUH, CO3BYYUsI MAU TOYKU COIMPHKOCHOBEHHS C
oamon Aanre.

W3 mpsiMbIx, ABa OT3bIBA MOXKHO CYUTATh BECbMa 3HAYMMbBIMU U LICHHBIMH.
Iepsbiit copepsxutest B cratbe “TIpepricaoBue k mybankanuu nepesopa poMana
B. Itoro Cobop napuncckoii 6o2omamepu’, oryOANKOBAaHHON B >XypHaAe Bpems B
1862 TOAY, TA€ AOCTOECBCKHIA MTUIIET:

...MbIcAb Buxropa [oro [...] ecTb OCHOBHasl MBICAB BCETO MCKYCCTBA ACBSITHAA-
1aToro croaeTus [...] opMyaa ee — BOCCTAHOBACHHE IIOTHOLIETO YeAOBEKA |[...].
Buxrop Iforo 4yTh AM He rAaBHBIH IPOBOSBECTHHK 3TOH MACH «80CCTRAHOBAE-
Hug» B AMTEpaType Halero Beka. [...] IIpocacante Bce eBporeiickue autepa-
TypBI HALIETO BEKA, U BBl YBUAUTE BO BCEX CACADI TOM K€ HAEH, U, MOXET OBITD,
XOTb K KOHIIy-TO BEKa OHA BONAOTHTCS HAKOHCL, BCS, LIEAMKOM, SICHO H MOTY-
IICCTBCHHO, B KaKOM-HHOYAb TakOM BCAMKOM HPOHSBEACHHH HCKYCCTBa, YTO
BBIPa3UT CTPEMACHMS H XapaKTEPHCTUKY CBOCTO BPEMCHH TaK Xe IIOAHO U Be-
KOBEYHO, KaK, Hanpumep, «boxecrBennas Komepus» Bbipasuaa cBow amoxy

CPEAHEBEKOBDIX KaTOAMYCCKUX BepoBamil u nacaros (/7CC 20; 28-29).

B caoBax AOCTOCBCKOFO MOJXHO ITpOYHUTATh MCXKAY CTPOK HaMCK Ha TBOpP-
YECKHUH 3aMBICEA CAMOTO AOCTOCBCKOI‘O, TO €CTh HAa CO3AAHUC SHITUKAOIICAHUYIC-
CKOI'o IMpOMU3BCACHU S, OCHOBAHHOTI'O Ha BOCKPCCCHHUH COBPCMCHHOI'O YCAOBCKA
U3 rpexa, KOTOPOC KaKMM-TO o6pa30M COOTBCTCTBOBAAO 6I)I noame boxcecmsen-
Has Ko/wawz, TAC, IO MHCHHUIO AOCTOCBCKOI‘O, IIOAHOCTDBIO BbIPAJKAIOTCS CPCA-
HCBCKOBAs 3M10XA, CC BCPOBAHUS U HACAADIL.

Anexceii }O. baaakuH, “Ewe 06 aBroperse crarbu «BricraBka B AkaseMuu XyA0XKecTB 32
1860-61>», arpubytupyemoit Aocroesckomy’, Slavica Revalensia, N° 2, 2015, ¢. 51-54.

7 O noHsTHH peaansMa, KOTOpoe AOCTOCBCKHUIL BHIPAKACT B AAHHOIL CTAThE, CACAAAA LICH-
HbIC 3aMeYaHus VISINONIL
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Ha camom ACAC, HCCKOABKO ACT CITYCTs AOCTOCBCKI/II‘;I NPUCTYIHT K CO3AQ-

uuto 2Kusnu seauxozo epemnuxa, OrpOMHOTO «pOMaHa»,’

KOTOPBIM CHa49aAa
AOAXEH OBIA OBI COCTOSITH U3 ILITH YaCTEH, IIOTOM U3 TpeX, Kak boxwcecmeennas
xomedus. Kax n3BecTHO, BBIIIIAQ TOABKO nepBas 4acTh, poMaH bpames Kapama-
30601, cOAEpKAIHI «1103My>» VIBana “Beaunxuit Muksusurop’.

AAs Toro, 4TOObI MOHATH, HACKOABKO Ba)KHOE MECTO 3aHUMaeT AaHTe B
3peaoM TBOpuecTBe AOCTOEBCKOrO, HEOOXOAMMO, HAa HAIl B3IAsIA, TAYOOKO
[POHUKHYTh B 3HAYCHUE BTOPOI IPsIMOH OTChIAKH K AaHTe U K Bowcecmesen-
Hoti Komeduu, copepxameiicst uMeHHoO B bpamuvax Kapamasosvix B Hadase Taa-
BBl Beauxuii I/IHKannTop”, xoraa MBan CO6I/IpaCTCH pacckaspiBaTh AAelie
[I03My, KOTOPYIO OH caM ObIAO cOuMHUA. VIBaH yTBepKAACT, YTO €ro moama siB-
ASIETCSI B POAE TEX CPEAHECBEKOBBIX IIPOHM3BEACHHIH, TAC CBOASITCS «HA 3EMAIO
FOPHHE CHABI>», H CIEHIUT A00aBHUTE: «S] yX npo AaHTa He rOBOPIO>» (11cc
14; 224), Kak OYATO HCKAIOYAasi BO3MOXHOCTH comepHuyath ¢ Aante. Aaab-
e OH IPHBOAHUT B Ka4eCTBE IMPUMEPOB AAS CBOCH ITOIMBI ABE CPEAHEBEKO-
BBIC [I09MBI, OAHY GpaHLysckyto — Le bon jugement de la trés sainte et gracieuse
Vierge Marie, — m opAHy PyccKylo, OYEHb MONYASPHYIO HAPOAHYIO MOHACTHIP-
ckyio moamy (o caoBam VBaHa, KOHEUHO, ¢ rpedeckoro) — Xowcdenue 6ozopo-
duywr no myxam. VIMeHHO 10 ITOBOAY 3TOrO MOCACAHETO IpousBeacHUs VBan
YTBEPIXKAACT, YTO B HEM €CTh KAPTHUHBI «HE HIKE AAHTOBCKHX>» (IICC 14;
225). Ha Ham B3rasip, 3T cAOBa MMCIOT HCKAIOYMTEABHYIO LICHHOCTD, OHH I10-
Ka3bIBaloT, 4To MBan (A0CTOCBCKHIT) BCE-TaKU POAOAXKAET AyMaTh UMCHHO O
AaHTe Kax 06 OTIIPABHOMN TOYKE AASL CBOEIO IIPOU3BEACHHSI, HECMOTPSL HA CAO-
Ba «S y>x npo AaHTa He rOBOPIO>.

Aasce VMBaH mepepaeT copepikaHHEe PYCCKOM HapOAHOH CPEAHEBEKOBOMH
[MO3MBI:

Boromareps mocemaer ap, U PyKOBOAUT €€ «IO MyKaM>» apxaHrea Muxaua.
OHa BUAHT IPEIIHUKOB U MyYCHUSI UX. TaM eCTb, MEXKAY [IPOYUM, OAHH IIpe3a-
HUMATEABHBINA Pa3psiA TPEIIHUKOB B TOPSIIEM 03€pe: KOTOPBIE U3 HUX IOIPyKa-
I0TCA B 3TO 03€PO TaK, YTO YK H BBIIABITH 6OACE HE MOTYT, TO «TeX yKe 3a0bIBa-

eT 6or» — BbIpaXKeHHe Ype3BbIyaitnoit raybunst u cuabt (I7CC 14; 225).

[pemHuKY, KOTOPBIE MYYAIOTCSL «B TOPSILEM 03€pPE>, HE MOTYT HE HAIIOM-
HHTb TPELUIHUKOB, MYYAIOLIUXCSI B CAMOM ITIOCACAHEM KPYIe AAHTOBCKOTO “AAQ,

8 O sHaueHun xaHpoB “noama” u “pomar’, cM. Ivan VERC, Limiti ¢ possibilita della tradizione
dantesca nello sviluppo del romanzo russo (Gogol’ — Dostoevskij — Belyj — Pilnjak — Bulgakov
— Erofeev) (Sassari, 1983).
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XOTs1 y AaHTe IPELUIHUKY IOTPYXKEHBI B «ACASIHOE> 03€P0.” YUUTHIBAS ITU CO-
OTBETCTBUSL U OOAYMBIBasi X Ha TAYOOKOM YPOBHE UX 3HAYCHHSI, HAM KaXKeT-
Cs1, YTO MOXKHO IIPUHATH K BaKHOMY 3akArodeHu0. Ecan, mo caoBam MBana, pyc-
CKasl HAPOAHAs! [I09Ma UMEET OOLIHE C AAHTOBCKUM aAOM MYYCHHSI TPELUIHUKOB,
U OAHOBPEMCHHO OHA SIBASIETCSI IPOM3BEACHUEM TOTO XK€ POAR, 4TO U “Beau-
xuit Muxsusutop” (kax cam MBan ytBepkaact: «Hy Most moamka 6b1aa 6ol B
TOM XK€ POAE...> ), TO MOXKHO 3aKAIOUHTB, 4TO 1o MHcHHI0 VBana (1 o y6exae-
HUIO AOCTOEBCKOIO), CYNIECTBYET BCE-TAKM NPOYHAsl, HECOMHCHHAS CBA3b U
MexAy bowcecnsennon Komeduei n “Beanxum Muxsusuropom’.

Orcoiaku k Bowcecrnsennoni Komedun ACTBYIOT Kak CBOETO pOAAQ 3HAKH,
YKa3aTeAH, IPOAUBAIOLIME CBET HA MIOCTOSIHHOE IIPUCYTCTBHE AAHTOBCKOIL I10-
3MBI, TaK CKa3aTh, 32 KYAUCAMH OCHOBHOTO ACHCTBHUSI B HEKOTOPBIC BAXKHbIE MO-
MEHTBI B IpousBeAcHHsIX AocroeBckoro. B TBOpuectBe Aocroesckoro, me-
PECMOTpEHHAsI, HCTOAKOBAHHAS, CKAOHCHHASI HAa PYCCKUI Aap moama Aanre
IPHUCYTCTBYET B IIOATEKCTE POMAHOB, [IPOCMATPUBACTCS CKBO3b TEKCT POMAHOB,
MOSIBASIACH B HUX KaK OBl IIOAY3PHUMO. "

HenpsiMble OTCBIAKM M BO3MOXKHBIE ITAPAAACAU C AAHTOBCKUM AAOM~ SIB-
ASIIOTCSI, HAIPOTHB, MHOTOYHMCACHHBIMU B IIpOH3BeAcHHU AocTOeBCKOrO 3ani-
KU U3 Mepmgozo doma, KOTOPOC BHIIIAO B I861-62 TOAY. Sanucku u3 MEPMB020
doma — TIPEACTaBASIOT coboil aBTobuOorpaduucckuil pacckas (KOTOPBIH BEAET-
Cs1 OT AHIL}A PacCKasdMKa) 0 Xu3HHU Aocroesckoro Ha Karopre B Cubupu. Asrop
IPO>KUA TaM YETHIPE TOAQ, HAXOASCH MEXAY YOMHLIAMH M IIPECTYIIHUKAMH, KaK
Aanre B apy Mexay rpemaukamu. Ho B otamane or Aanre, AocroeBckuii pas-
ACAVIA MIX KM3Hb, OH OBIA HE TOABKO CBHACTEACM, HO M YYACTHUKOM HX CYABOBL.
CaM KaTOp>KHUK, OH HAMEPEBAACS HE TOABKO OITHCATh HPABBI U YCAOBUS SKU3HH
KaTOP>KHUKOB, HO XOTEA TAYOOKO BHUKHYTb B HX AYILY, B UX CYABOY.

Pacckas AOCTOEBCKOrO BIIOAHE PEAAHCTUYCH M BMECTE C TEM, KaK AAHTOB-
CKasi 1103Ma, 0OraT CUMBOAAMU: B 3anuckax u3 mepmeozo Joma aBTOP CO3Aa-
eT cBOi “AA, 2 «MEPTBBIH AOM>» CTAHOBUTCSI MeTadpOpPOIt ITOro apa. “AaHTOB-
CKOI” IO TPAAULMM CYUTACTCS CLCHA, NIPCACTABASIONIAsl apPECTAHTOB B OaHe
nepep PoxaectBom: «Koraa Mbl pacTBOprAN ABEph B camylo 0aHIO, 1 AyMaa,

9  OTcpIAKA K «TOPSILIEMY 03€PY>» MOXET TYT IIPEABEIATh TO OTPOMHOE «aBTOAA(E>, CKH-
raromee B CeBHABE COTHIO €PETUKOB, 0 KOTOpoM VBaH pacckakeT B HadaAe CBOCH ITIOIMBL.

10 Kax yrsepxaaer Poman I. Hasupos, aas AocToeBckoro «xapakTepHa AQHTOBCKAsl OpPHEH-
TaLWs>»>. YUCHBIHA YTBEPKAACT, 4TO AOCTOCBCKHIL OPHEHTUPOBAACSI UMCHHO Ha “Aa” AanrTe,
HO «3Ta TAyOHHHAS OPUECHTALIUS 3ACAOHSCTCS IIPUEMAMH ABAHTIOPHOTO POMAaHa U BCSIKOIO
PoAa ApaMaTHYeCKHMHU (nopoﬁ AQXKE MCAOAPaMaTI/I‘{CCKI/IMI/I) apPexramu>. Poman I. Ha-
3UPOB, Taopueckue npunyune: O. M. Aocmoescxozo (Caparos: Msp. Caparosckoro yH-Ta,
1982), . 92.
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uTo MBI BomAH B apA» (IICC 4; 98). CA0BO «ap», HAXOAALICECS B TAKOH pe-
AbeHON IMO3HI[UH, MOXXHO, KOHEYHO, ITOHSTh KAaK OTCBIAKY K AAHTOBCKOMY
«aAy>, XOTs aBTOP HE CCBIAAETCSI IKCIIAMIIUTHO Ha AaHTe.

Pacckas mpoaoasxaercs:

IIpeacTaBbTe cebe KOMHATY LIAroB B ABCHAALATh AAMHOIO U TaKOH e IIMPHHBI,
B KOTOPYIO HaGHAOCH, MOXKET GBITh, AO CTa YCAOBEK PasoM |...]. Bee aTo opaso n
TOTOTAAO, TIPH 3BYKE CTa LICTICH, BOAOYHBILHXCS 110 TOAY... VIHBIE, XKeaast mpoii-
TH, 3aIyTBIBAAMCD B Iy>KMX LICTIAX M CAMH 33ACBAAU 10 TOAOBAM CHACBLIMX HH-
e [...]. Tpstab anaace co Beex cTopoH. [...] O6puTbie T0AOBBI U pacriapeHHbIE
AOKpacHa TeAa aPECTAaHTOB Ka3aAHUCh cuie ypoaausee. Ha pacnapeHHoil criune
OBGBIKHOBEHHO SPKO BBICTYNAIOT PyOLIBI OT MOAYYCHHBIX KOTAR-TO YAAPOB IACT-
Helt u marok. Crpamneie py6upr! [...] u map sacreaer rycTsim, ropsaum obaa-

KoM Bcio 6anio; Bee saroroyer u sakpuaut (I7CC 45 98).

Ve TypreHes, xak M3BeCTHO, B IHCbME, HAIMHCAHHOM /AOCTOCBCKOMY H3
ITapmxa B AckaOpe 1861 1o, OXapaKTEPU30BaA ITY CLICHY UMEHHO KaK «AQH-
TOBcKy0»: «Kapruna 6anu npocro pantosckas...»" (IICC 4; 294), B TO Bpe-
M Kak KpUTHK AackcaHAp I1. MualokoB «HaspiBas mucaTeass HOBbIM Bep-
ruauem» ([ICC 4; 295). TepueH Toke 0YCHD BBICOKO LICHHA TPOUSBEACHUC
AOCTOEBCKOTO ¥ IHCAA, YTO KHUIA «CBOCIO POAA carmen horrendum, xoTopas
Bceraa OYACT KPacoBaThCsi HaA BBIXOAOM M3 MPavHOro LapcrBoBanus Hukoaas,
KaK HaATIMCh AaHTe Hap BxopoM B ap» ([ICC 4;295).

Y Aocroeckoro, kak u y AaHTe, BOIIPOCH 3Aa, HCKYIIACHHS IPeXa, BEPHI,
CTPaAAHUsA, STHIECKOTO TOPH30HTA YEAOBEYECKOTO MHPA — CaAMbI€ Ba>KHbIE BO-
npocsl: B 1865-1866 rr. AocTtoeBckuil obprcoBbiBacT 06pas youiinsl, Packoas-
HHMKOBA, COBEPIIMBILErO CTpauHoe npectynacHue. OAHOBPEMEHHO, HIMEHHO B
1865 r., B Poccuy, xak Besae B EBpone, AanTe 6bIA B LIeHTPE KYABTYPHOM XKU3-
HHU, TaK KaK IIPasSAHOBAACS AQHTOBCKUH I00MACH, IIECTHCOT ACT CO AHSI POXKAC-
HUSI UTAABSIHCKOTO 03T, [ TaMsITh 0 MEPTBOM AOME H 3TOT, TaK CKa3aThb, AAH-
TOBCKHI KOHTEKCT COIPOBOXAAIOT AOCTOEBCKOTO BO BPEMSI CO3AAHMS POMaHa
Lpecmynaenne u naxasanue. PackoAbHHKOB, repoii poMaHa, Kak U AaHTe, ABU-
raeTcst OT Ipexa K pacKasHuIo, K HoBoi skusHu. Consi, kak u Bearpuue, siBasteT-
CsI €ro IIPOBOAHUKOM K OKOHYAaTEABHOMY CIIACEHHUIO."

11 Usan C. TYPTEHEB, [loanoe cobpanue couunenuti u nucem 8 30 mm., T. 4 (Mocksa: Hayxka,
1987), c. 319-320.

12 O geprax cxoactBa MexAy bowecmsennoti Komedneri u Ipecmynaenuem u naxasanunem No-
croesckoro, cm: Karepuna KOPBEAAA, «Komeaus» Aante B «Ilpecmynaenuun u naxasa-
Huu>", docmoesckul u muposas xysvmypa. Puosozuyeckudi ycyprar, N° 3 (19), 2022, c. 18-36.
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Ho xpome yxasaHHBIX OOIIMX CMBICAOB, UMCIOLIMX TAyOOKOE 3HAYCHHUE, B
npousBeAcHUsIX AocToeBckoro u AaHTe, MPUCYTCTBYIOT APYIHe MOTHBBI, [O-
pa’KaloLUe UX COBITAACHUEM, UX SBHBIM NIAPAAACAU3MOM; OHU Kak OyATo Opo-
CaIOTCsl B IA23a IIPU IIAPAAACABHOM YTCHHM TEKCTa BTOPOH 4YacTH “OmHAOra
Tlpecmynaienns u naxasanus, Tae pacckaspiBacTcs o Bcrpede PackoapHHKOBa ¢
Coueii Ha 6epery pexu Mprsiu, u cruxos us “Huctuanuia’ (“ITecan” XXVIII,
XXX, XXXI), rae HOBECTByeTCA O BcTpedax AaHTe cHavasa ¢ MaTeappoii, mmo-
ToM ¢ bearpuue.”

Caeayer, mpexae BCero, 00paTuTh BHHUMaHHE Ha MOTHUB BOABI U Ha 3Ha4u-
TCABHYIO POAb, KOTOPYIO OHA HIPAET B IICH3aXKaX, TAC IPOHCXOAST BCTpeda
Aante u bearpude u Bcrpeya Packoasnuxosa u Conn. Kak cunraer uraapss-
ckuit ya€nbrii bruanka [apaBessn, B AAHTOBCKOH O9Me «BOAA UTPAET ABOHHYIO
POAB: C OAHOU CTOPOHBI OHA — JACMCHT, COCTaBASIOUIMI OKPYXKAIOIIUH IICH-
32K, C APYTOU CTOPOHBI, BOAQ HAXOAUTCS B LICHTPE CAOXKHON MeTapOPHUIECKOI
CHCTEMBI, YePe3 KOTOPYIO ABTOP BBIPAXKACT PsIA HEACTKO MOHHUMAEMBIX TEOAOTH-
4eCKHX KOHILIENTOB».'* BoAa, M0 MHEHHIO HTAABSHCKOTO YYEHOTO, — KPACHAs
HuTh iyt Aante B 3arpobHoM mupe. Ha camom aeae, B mepBoil yactu mos-
MBI, BOAQ — [TOHSTHE, CBSA3AHHOE C IPEXOM, O 3A0M. OHa SBASETCS BU3yaAbHBIM
npecraBaeHueM boxxpux Hakasanuil. Mpaynas peka AxepoH, KpoBaBas peka
DacretonT, AcpsiHoe 03epo Koruto mpepcraBasiior coboit B “Apy” Mecra, rae
CTPAIIHO MYYAIOTCS IPELIHKUKH, B TO BPeMsI Kak B * JHCTHAHIIE” BOAA SIBASIETCS
MECTOM U CPEACTBOM OYMILCHUS M AyXOBHOTO OOHOBACHMsI. Pexu Dpema — Ae-
Te U DYHO3 — HMCIOT CBEPX'bECTECTBEHHYIO IIPUPOAY, YYACCHYIO YHCTOTY.

Yro kacaerca pomana Aocroesckoro, Huna E. Meanuc B pa60Te “Motus
BOABI B pomane AocroeBckoro «IIpecrymaeHne u HakasaHue» ', YTBEPKAA-
€T, 4TO «..BOA2 Y AOCTOCBCKOIO BOSBpalljacT YECAOBEKAa K camoMy cebe, 6e3
4ero He BO3MOXKEH ITOABEM AyXa M BOCKPECCHHE, HO BO3BPAIAET AHIIb IPH
YCAOBHH, YTO YEAOBEK HE IIOTEPSIA, HE YTPATUA, HE OTBEPT BEPXHIO TOUKY BEp-
THKaAM>»..." YMeCTHO cka3athb, mpoposxaeT H. Meannc, «o AByaukocT MOTH-
Ba BOABL, Y AOCTOEBCKOTO MOTHB BOABI COIIPSTACTCSL ¢ MOTUBOM OTHSI 0Opasysi

13 Bemomuny, uto xorpa Aocroesckuil paboraa Hap [Ipecmynienues u Haxasanuem, HIKAKO-
IO IOAHOTO pycckoro nepesoaa “Yucruanma” He 6b140 B Poccun, Ho oH Mor duTaTs ppan-
Lly3CKHH IIEPEBOA UAU ObITh 3HAKOMbIM € YACTHYHBIM IIEPEBOAOM 1798 roaa.

14 Bianca GARAVELLL “Dante ¢ lacqua ultraterrena’, in Guido GARUFI ¢ Antonio SANTORI
(a cura di), Acqua storia di un simbolo tra vita ¢ letteratura. Atti del Convegno (Milano:
Transeuropa, 1967), p. 58

15 Huna E. MEAHHUC, “Motus Bopbl B pomare Aocroesckoro «IIpecrymaenue u Hakasa-
uue», in Huna E. MEAHUC, [losmuxa u cemuomuxa pyccxodi aumepanmyps. (Mocksa: Sabi-
xu Caasinckoit Kyasrypey, 2011), €. 194.
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[...] BepTukaab».* Touka Bepxa BEPTHKAAU: «KOCBIE AYYH 3aXOASILEIO COAH-
na». «BceTaBiuasi MeXAy COAHLIEM U BOAOY BEPTHKAAb KaK OBl OTBOAUT CMEPTh
ot PackoabHukoBa»."”

B nocaearnx necusx “Yucruamma’, uMeHHO Ha Oeperax pexu Aere, npouc-
XOAUT 3HaMeHHTast BcTpeda Aanre ¢ bearpude u ero moxupaer Bepruawmii, xo-
TOPBII y)Ke 3aKOHYHA CBOK MuccHI0 npoBokaroro. CrieHa oOHapyxuBacT mo-
pasUTEABHBIC YEPTHI CXOACTBA C PacckasoM o Berpede PackoasHukosa ¢ Coneit
B “Onmaore” pomana [lpecmynienue u naxasanue, HAIUHAS C COBIIAACHUS IIPO-
CTPAHCTBEHHBIX U BPEMEHHBIX KOOPAMHAT, BIIAOTh AO OIMCAHHS IICHXOAOTHYC-
CKOTO COCTOSIHHSI U AyXOBHOTO Mupa nepconaxeil. [ Topaxaer Taxoke cxoaHas cu-
crema 00pasoB, CUMBOAOB U MeTadoOp, YIIOTPeOASIEMbIX B ABYX IPOU3BEACHHUSIX.

[TyremecrBue Aanre mo “Yucruanmy” npoucxoaut nocae IMacxu. Aocro-
€BCKUII )K€, CO CBOCH CTOPOHBI, BBOAUT YUTATEASI B OKOHYATCABHBIC CLICHBI PO-
mana caoBamu: «IIlaa yxe Bropast nepeas mocae Cesroit» (IICC 6; 420).
[TacxaapHoe Bpems, Bpemst Bockpecenns Xpucra — HeoOXOAMMBIIT QOH ACH-
CTBUSL AMMHOTO, AyXOBHOTO BO3POXXACHMSI ABYX I€POEB. A C IIPOCTPAHCTBCH-
HOH TOYKH 3peHUsI, AaHTEe HAXOAUTCS B DAEME, B 3EMHOM Paro, B TO BPEMsI Kak
B 3IHAOre poMaHa AOCTOECBCKOTO HECKOABKO IIEH3aKHBIX WITPHXOB SICHO HAME-
KAIOT Ha 3¢MHOU pail.

CpaBHUM ABa OTPBIBKA, B KOTOPBIX YUTATECAIO IPEACTABACHO IPOCTPAHCTBO
U BPEMsI BO3POSKACHUS ABYX T€POCB:

Ipecmynaenne u naxasarnue
AcHb omATh 6BIA SCHBIA U TeNABIA. PaHHUM yTPOM, 9acOB B IIECTB, OH OTIIpa-
BUACS Ha paboTy, Ha 6eper pekd [...] M CTaA TASIACTD Ha IIMPOKYIO U IYCTHIHHYIO

pexy (IICC 6; 421).

“Yucruanmnie”
Yoxe BOCIIPHSIAQ MCHS APEBHSISL POLQ, U 5L HE 3PEA TOTO MECTa, KYAA BCTYIIHA TH-

XMMM IIaraMy. BHe3anmHo MaAbIi pyqeﬁ OCTAaHOBHA MOC IJ.ICCTB»I/IC.18

Yy AaHTC 3TO PpCKa ACTC, KOTOpas 3a4CPKHUBACT IAMATH O INPCKHHUX I'pC-
Xax, B TO BpCMH KakK IIYCTbIHHAS U mnpoxa;{, II04YTHU 6CCKOHC‘IH3}I peKa I/IprIIH

16 1bid., 192.

17 Ibid., 193.

18 “Mup nokasinust..., ¢. 179. [ IpuBoanm u xaaccudeckuil nepeBop Muxaunaa Aosusckoro: « 1
MEXKAY TEM TaK AaA€KO mpoctep / Moii myTs ckBO3b ApeBHMII Acc, uTo moHeMuory / Co Beex
CTOPOH 3aMKHYACs Kpyrosop. / VI BAPyr moTok MHe mperpasua AOpory»... (AanTe AAn-
TbEPU, Boxcecmeennas xomeous, nep. Muxauaa Aosunckoro (Mocksa: Hayxa, 1967), c. 280.
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BBOAUT PackoabHMKOBa, KaeTcs, B Apyroe usmepenue. IlapasseasHsie aera-
A COIPOBOXAAIOT IYTh OYUIIECHUS ABYX TPEIIHUKOB: 00a OHH, HAaXOASIIHeE-
Csl Ha 6eperax Aere n Hpreima, cABIIIAT MEAOAHIO, KOTOPasi AOHOCHTCS HM3-32
pek. UyaecHas npupoaa U MEAOAHS B oboux MPOU3BEACHUAX CO3AAIOT TOT IIPO-
CTPAHCTBEHHBIA POH, KOTOPBIN 06peTaeT XapaKTepPUCTHKU 3eMHOTO Past:

Ipecmynaenne u naxasarnue

C BbIcOKOTO 6epera OTKpbIBaAach WIMPOKast OKPecTHOCTh. C AQABHETO APYro-
ro Gepera 4yTh CABIMIHO AOHOCHAACH NECHS. TaM, B 06AMTOH coaHLeM HeoGo-
3PUMOH CTEITH, 1y Th IPUMETHBIMH TOYKAMH YCPHEAUCH KOYEBbIC IOPTHL TaM 6bl-
Aa cBOGOAA M XKHAH APYTHE AIOAH, COBCEM HE MOXOXKHCE Ha SACIIHUX, TaM KaK Obl
€aMoc BPEMs OCTAHOBHMAOCH, TOYHO HE MPOIUAHU €lic Beka ABpaaMa M CTap €ro

(IICC 6; 421).

“Uuctuanme”
CTOIBI MO OCTAaHOBHUAHCE, U B3OPbI [IOACTCAH 32 PyHcii, IPUBACYCHHBIC BOCXU-

THUTCABHOIO CMCCBhIO 3CACHCIOIIMXCA KyCTapHI/IKOB.Ig

Y AaHTe onucaHue 3¢MHOTO pasi OUPACTCsl He TOABKO Ha bubauio, HO Ha
u300paskeHHe MUPOAOTHIECKOTO 30A0TOTO BEKA Y AHTUYHBIX [IHCATCACH, Y Ca-
moro Bepruaus B yerBeproit “Oxaore’, y Iecnopa. Y Aocroesckoro mefizask 3a
PEKOI MMEET XapaKTEPUCTHKU MUPa 30A0TOTO BEKa, TAC BPeMsl Kak Obl IpHo-
cTaHOBUAOCH. [ 10 3TOMY IIOBOAY HAAO BCIIOMHHUTS, 9TO AAsL AOCTOEBCKOrO MU
0 30A0TOM BEKE SIBASIETCSI CKBO3HBIM MOTHBOM TBOPYECTBA H OCHOBHOM HACCH
B MHUPOBO33PCHHHU TaKUX HepcoHaxei, kak CraBporuH, Bepcuaos, cmemHoit
JEAOBEK.

Vmenno Ha goHe IMPEKPACHOrO U HEHCIIOPYEHHOro Mupa JaeMa y AaHTe
1y AOCTOECBCKOTO MOSIBASIETCS SKCHILMHA-CIIACHTEABHULIA. B AaHTOBCKOH 110-
aMe 00pas cracarolei SXCHIUHBI Kak Ob1 Aybaupyercst: depes pexy Aere cHava-
Aa osiBasiercst Mareabpa. OHa He caMa ClIaCHTEABHHIA, OHA TOABKO IIPOO6pa3
TOM >KeHIUHBI, DeaTpuye, Ha KOTOPOH ACXKHUT 324242 BHIBECTH II0JTA U3 MHpPa
3Aa U rpexa; Aast atoro bearpude cHasasa mocaasa emy Bepruaust B poau Boxxa-
TOTO, 4 [IOTOM CaMa COIPOBOXAAET ero 1o Paro.

CywiecTByIOT pasHble MHTepIpeTanuu obpasa MareAbAbl, HO B OCHOBHOM
OHa — CHMBOA IIPHPOAHOTO COBEPLICHCTBA M KPACOThI IIEPBOOBITHBIX AIOACH, B
TO BpeMsi Kak bearpuue siBAseTCSI CHMBOAOM COBEpLICHHOM AKOOBH, OHA Xe I10-

19 “Mup nokasaus...’, ¢. 179. B nepeBope M. Aosurckoro: «OcraHoBsics, 51 nepeluea pydeit /
TAasaMu, 4TOOBI BUAETD, KAK pacrenss / Pa3HOO6p213HbI B CBEXECTH CBoel». AAHTE, c. 281.
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KaxeT eMy popory B Paii. B mpousseaennsax Aanre u AocToeBCKOro MOMEHTHI
MOSABACHUS XKCHIIMH-CIIACUTEABHUI] BO MHOTOM CXOXKH:

Ipecmynaenne u naxasarnue
PackOABHMKOB CHACA, CMOTPEA HEIIOABHDKHO, [...] MBICAB €TO IIEPEXOAHAQ B Ipe-

3Bl, B cosepLanue [...]. BApyr noaae nero oaytnaacs Const (I7CC 6; 421).

“Yucruanme”
M kak HEKOEC IPEKPACHOE YYAO, BHE3AITHO SABUBIICCCS, M YBACKAIOIIEE AYX OT

BCCX APYTHX MBICACH, SIBUAACH B30paM MOHM J>KCHA, YCAMHCHHO C IICCHOIICHHUCM

UBLICAIIAs] HA SMAAH AYTOB....""

Aaaee nosaserca bearpuye. HensecTHslit aBTOp, KOTOpPHINA B 1798 TOAY
nepesea - Iucruanme”, ocranoBuacs Ha 75-oM cruxe XX VIII “I'lecuu’, moaro-
My roAb3yemcs nepeBopoM Muxanaa Aosunckoro:

“Yuctuanme” (“Tecns” XXX, 28-33)
Tax B ACTKOI Ty4€ aHIE€ABCKHX LIBETOB
BaaeraBunx u cBepraBuinxcst 06BasoM

Ha auBHBIiI BO3 1 BHE ero Kpaes,

B Benke OAHUB, ITOA 6eAbIM IIOKPbIBAAOM,

Ipeacrana xeHmuHa. .. ™

[Tosaenuss Conn, Mareapast u bearpuye — HeoXHAaHHBI, HO UX IIOATOTAB-
AMBAET TOT IPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOM KOHTEKCT, KOTOPBIN XapaKTepPHU3YeT-
CsI KPacOTOM U IIOAHOM TapMOHHUEN IPHPOABL. Bokpyr repoes — eAuHEIi rapmo-
HHUYHBIM SACMCKUH MEH3aXK.

bearpuue, xak u Const Aast PackoabHHKOBa, SIBASIETCS BEPHBIM IPOBOAHH-
KOM K OKOHYAaTEABHOMY CITACEHUIO 1103Ta. B MoMmeHT ¢€ nosiBacHust o Cone ro-
BOPHUTCS:

Hpecmynaenue u naxasanue

Ha Heli 6b1a ee 6eAHBII, CTapbli 6ypx-xyc U 3€ACHBIN IIAATOK (HCC 6; 4.21).

20 “Mup nokasnust..., ¢. 180. B nepeBope M. Aosunckoro: «I BoT nepeao MHOI, Kak Te siB-
aenus, / Koraa HexpanHo B Hac ycrpanena / Awobast Ayma cuaoil yauBAacHus, / SIBuaace
SKEHIUHa» ... AAHTE, c. 281.

21 AAHTE, . 291
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B To Bpems kak o bearpuue roopurcs:

“Yuctuaume” (“Tlecas” XXX, 31-33)
B Benke 0AuB, 10A GeABIM ITOKPHIBAAOM,
Ipeacrasa sxeHmmHna, obaadeHa

B 3eaeHbIit maam 1 B mAaThe OrHE-aAOM.>”

I'lpu cpaBuenun texcroB Aanrte u Aocroesckoro B obpasax Conn u bBea-
TpUYE, HECMOTPsL HA BCE PA3AMYMS, TIOPAKACT OOLIAsl ACTAAb, TOT «3CACHBIH
IIAQTOK» M TOT «3CACHBIN IAAL>, KOTOPBIC UX XaPAKTECPHU3YIOT B MOMEHT HX
nosiBACHUS. AASL XPUCTHAHCKOM KYABTYPbI 3CACHBII 1IBET, KAK U3BECTHO, 000-
3HayaeT HapAeKAy. B AanHOM caydae AocroeBckuil 1 AaHTE OTCHIAAIOT K 3TO-
My ITOAOKHTEABHOMY 3HadeHUI0, oTomy 4to Cons u Bearpuue siBasitores Ho-
CUTEABHULIAMU HAAECKABI Ha criaceHue aaa PackoabHukoBa u aas Aanre. Ho He
TOABKO.

B pomane AOCTOEBCKOrO AAHHBII MOTUB, GAMUABHBIN 3¢ACHbLE APAACAAMO-
BbI ITAATOK CEMEHCTBA MapMeAaAOBBIX, IOSIBASIETCSI HECKOABKO Pas, HE TOABKO
B “Onmaore”, HO BO BCe KPUTHYECKHE MOMEHTHI HCTOpUHU ceMbr Mapmeaapo-
BbIX. COHSI B HEM OACTa, KOTAA 32 PaCKOABHHKOBBIM HACT Ha [IEPEKPECTOK, TAC
OH AOAXKCH LJCAOBATh 3¢MAIO B 3HAK PACKASIHUS U IPUMUPEHUS C 3€MACH U C Ha-
POAOM. 3EACHBII [TAATOK B AAHHBIX CAYYasIX OTCHIAACT K 3HAYCHUIO [IOKPOBA, 3a-
IIUTHL.>

Ewme opHa aeTaab siBAsieTcs OOLICH B YKAa3aHHBIX CLieHaX. BHesanHsle nosis-
Aenust Conu u Bearpude, KOTOpbIE AASL ABYX TAQBHBIX [IEPCOHAXKEH MPEACTAB-
ASIIOT 06011 BO3MOXKHOCTh BHYTPEHHETO BO3POXKACHHS U HOBOM )KH3HH, BBISbI-
BaloT y PackoabHMKOBa U Y AaHTe B3PbIB OCBOOOAUTEABHOTO IIAQYA.

Tlpecmynaenue u naxasanue
Kak 9T0 cAy4HAOCE, OH caM He 3HaA, HO BAPYT YTO-TO Kak Obl IIOAXBATHAO €IO U

xaK 651 6pocuso k ee Horam. OH naakaa u obuumaa ce kosenu ([ICC 6; 421).

“Yucruanme” (“TMecns” XXX, 19-21)

Tax 51 He BbIHEC OpeMEHH TPEBOTH,

22 Ibid.

23 Cm. Onsra M. KapymuHA: “CumBoanka 06pasa «3€ACHOTO APAACAAMOBOIO IIAATKA» B
pomane O. M. Aocroesckoro «IIpecrynaenue u Hakasanue»’, in T. A. CHUTUPEBA, A.
A. Ha34r0BA (o18. pea.), INITIUM. Xydoxcecmeennas sumepamypa: onvim co8pemMentozo
npoumenus, bin. 3 (Exarepun6bypr: YIU Vp®Y, 2020), c. 126-129. Takoe 3Hauenne MoTHBa
3EACHOTO TIAATKA OTMEYCHO U B cTathe KOPBEAABL, C. 33.
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U ocaabeBunii roAoC MO¥ 3aTHX,

B caesax u B3poxax, mocpeau psoporu.”*

Kapruna Bcrpeun Packoasnukosa ¢ CoHell paeTcsa B KaKOM-TO MHQOAO-
TMYECKOM CBETE: BPEMS, KAXKETCs, OCTAHOBUAOCD; CIIOKOMHBIM, TUXUH, HETIOA-
BIDKHBIH [EH325K OTCHIAACT K AOUCTOPHYCCKUM BpeMeHaM. ABTOp, H300paxast
PackoApHHKOBa, KOTOPBII AYXOBHO MEPEPOKAAETCS UMEHHO Ha Katopre B Cu-
6upu, npeobpasyeT B HeM CBOI AMYHBIH onbIT: 370 CHOUpPB, KOTOPYIO OH AWY-
HO 3HAaeT, 310 oMcKas teppuropus, Mpremn. Ho Bmecte ¢ Tem AocToeBckuit
KaKk OYATO CO3A2€T CUMBOAMYECKHMH “Omnmaor Jmuaora’ CBOErO0 pOMaHa, IAC
PackoabrukoB u COHs SABASIOTCS Kak OBl IIOTPY>KCHHBIMU BO BHEBPEMCHHOI,
MU(OAOTHYECKHI KOHTEKCT. B Hux aBTOp, KasXkeTcs, Kak 6b1 “Mupororusupyer”
CBOH MHAMBHAYAABHBIN OITBIT KATOP)KHOM JKU3HHU, IPUAABASI €My YHHBEPCAAb-
HOE 3HaYeHHE.

MsBectHO, uro CHOHMpPD B PycCKOM AUTEpaType UMEET YacTo MeTadusude-
CKO€, OTBACUEHHOE 3Ha4YEHHUE, KaK yTBepkaaeT IOpuit M. Aorman: «croxerHOe
3BCHO [ AaHTOBCKOE 3BeHO — I K.] cMepTh — ap — BOCKpECeHHE B LIMPOKOM KPy-
I¢ PYCCKHX CIO)KCTOB MOAMCHSICTCSL APYTHM: NIPECTYIACHHE (TOAAMHHOE HAM
MHuMOe) — ccbiaka B Cubupn — Bockpecenue. [...] Packoabuuxos, Murs Kapa-
ma30B, Hexarop0B [...] — Bockpecerne npoucxoaur umenno B Cubupu».*

24 AAHTE, c. 295.

25 IOpuit M. AoTMaH, “CroxerHoe mpocrpancTBo pycckoro pomana XIX croaerus’, in
FOpuit M. AoTMAH, O pyccxoti aumepamype (Canxr-Ilerepbypr: Hekyccrso-CII6, 1997),
C. 723724, 725.
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Credano AAr0D
Universita di Verona

o noBogy cmexa y [JocTOeBCKOro:
HOBbIe nccriegoBaHuA

B Bocnpusitun TBOpYecTBa AOCTOCBCKOTO CYLIECTBYET, KAXETCs, Ipobac-
Ma cMexa’: KpailHe YIPOILIEHHOE MHECHHE O IIHCATEAC KAK YIPIOMOM TParuke u
«KECTOKOM TAaAaHTE>, BO3HUKIIeE B 80-¢ roabl XIX Beka, eute mpo4Ho ObITy-
CT HE TOABKO HA YPOBHE ‘TOPOACKHX ACTCHA Y CPEAHEOOPAa3OBaHHOM ITyOAHU-
kH (YTCHUEM POMaHOB AOCTOCBCKOTO MHOM pas MyTaloT...), HO, YTO YAUBHTCAD-
HEe, AKE M Ha YPOBHE AUTCPATYPOBEAICCKUX U PUAOCOPCKUX UCCACAOBAHUIL.
CMex B Ipou3BeACHHSX AOCTOCBCKOTO MOXXHO NEPEKUBATh Kak Ipobaemy:
CMEX PYLINT AMHEAPHBIC, OAHO3HAYHBIC U Pa3 HABCETAA YCTAHOBACHHBIC MHTEP-
IPETALMU €IO TBOPYECTBA. DTO AASL HEKOTOPBIX HACTOsIIAsl TPAreAust. A MHO-
I'HX APYTHX HECYACTHBIX CIACACT PaKT, 4TO IOMOP ¥ AOCTOEBCKOTO — ACAO TOH-
KOE€, OTHIOAb HE OYEBUAHOE, U CAUIIIKOM CTCIICHHBIC AIOAU €I0, OOBIYHO, IIPOCTO
He 3aMeYaloT. TakuM 00pasoM, MOTYT IPOAOAXKATb YUTATh CBOCTO OOAC3HCH-
HOTO  IIMCATEAS], U TOABKO BPEMs OT BPEMEHH AO HHX OYACT, BEPOSITHO, KacaTb-
Cs1 CTPaHHOE OLYLICHHUE, YTO YTO-TO BCE-TAKU HE TO...

I Bce-Taku 10MOp — OAHA M3 XapaKTEPHBIX OCHOB IOITHKU AOCTOEBCKO-
ro. [Tapapokc ckopee cOCTOHT B TOM, 4TO 3Ty YEPTY €rO TBOPYECTBA BCEIAA Lie-
HHMAY ¥ M3yYaAH MHOTHE BBIAQIOLINECS AOCTOCBEABL, HO KHHI, U AQXKE CTaTeH,
IIOAHOCTBIO GOKYCHPOBAHHBIX Ha IoMop AocroeBckoro nmouru Het.' [Touru xe

1 Cpeau HEMHOTOYHCACHHBIX PaGoT IO Teme, MOXHO ynomsHyTs: IOpuit H. THIHSHOB,
“Aocroesckuii u Toroas (x Teopuu napoaun)”, in ¥Opuit H. TeIHAHOB, [losmuxa. Hemo-
pus aumepamyper. Kuwo (Mocksa: Hayka, 1977), c. 198-226 (Bnepssie 1921); Mpan M.
AarnuinH, “Komuyeckoe B TBopuectse Aoctoesckoro’, in Aapdpes A. BEM (moa pea.), O
Aocmoesckom (Ipara, 1933), c. 34-35; Poman I. HA3HPOB, “FOmop Aocroesckoro’, in Pyc-
ckas aumepamypa 1870-1890-x 2., cb. 10 (Cpeppsosek: Ypaavckuit I'Y, 1977), c. 46-55; Puta
S KAEVIMAH, Cxso31bie momussr meopuecmsa Jocmoesckozo 8 ucmopuxo-xysvmyprosi nep-
cnexmuse (Kumunés: [ltunnua, 1985); Monuxa A. CIIMBAK, “Mecro u ¢pynxuuns cmexa
B tBOpuccTBe D. M. Aocroesckoro’, Becmuux MI'Y, Quaonozus, cepus 9, 1986, N¢ s, ¢. 70-
76; Robert Louis BuscH, Humor in the Major Novels of F. M. Dostoevsky (Columbus, OH:
Slavica Publishers, 1987); Auapeit E. KyHUABCKUMI, Cuex 6 mupe Aocmoescrozo (Ilerpo-
saBopck: Ilerpl'Y, 1994); Anus M. PO3EHBAIOM, “IOMop Aocroesckoro”, Bonpoco: aume-
pamypot, 1999, N° 1, c. 141-188; Takayoshi SHIMIZU, “Buffons’ World in Dostoevsky: An
Actempt of Analyzing through Japanese Amac”, Slavonic Studies, Vol. 3-1, 1999 (special
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0bL10: 9TO-TO HAKOHEL] CABUHYAOCH, ¥ BHE3AITHO, BECHOM 2021 TOAQ, CPEAU MHO-
FOYMCACHHBIX KOHPEPEHLIUI U MEPONIPUSTHUIL, CBSIBAHHBIX C 200-ACTHEH FOAOB-
IJMHOM [THCATEAS, OTCYUTAAUCh OAHOBPEMEHHO U ABE KOHPEPEHIIMH, LIEAb KO-
TOPBIX OBIAO M3YYCHHE, C PABAMYHBIX TOYCK 3PEHUS, IOMOPA B IIPOU3BEACHHSIX
HAIIIETO “YIPIOMOro~ mucareast. MarepuaAbl OAHOH U3 3TUX KOH$EPEHLHI, co-
crosiBueiicst B [enye, B Mraanu, 27-29 Mast 2021 T0AQ, BBILIAU B IIPOLIAOM TOAY
U YK€ OAYYHAU PELICH3UIO B HALIEM )KYPHAAC.” A ACTOM HACTOSIIIETO TOAA BbI-
1eA HakoHel U cbopHuK Matepruasos koH$eperyun “Beyond Carnival: Funny
Dostoevsky” (3a npeaeaamu Kaprapasa: cmemnoit Aocroesckuii), oprannso-
BaHHOMH 14-15 Masl 2021 TOAQ, T.€. 32 BCETO HECKOABKO AHEH AO €€ TEHYICKOMI “ce-
cTpbl’, amepuKaHckuMu Koaseramu Vpunoit Opman (HapabcToH koasepx) u
Aunn OancH ITarsik (AapT™yT KOAACAXK).

C nosiBACHHMEM 3THX ABYX KHHI TEMa IOMOpa B I103THKE AOCTOEBCKOTrO, BO
BCEX €¢ OTTEHKaX (a NMaAUTpa ACHCTBUTEABHO WIMPOKA), MOAYYHAA HAKOHEL]
CBOHM MCCACAOBATEABCKHE “BEXH’, M BCE HABOAMT HA MBICAb, 4TO e¢ OYAyT Bce
Goable 1 CBOOOAHEE Pa3BUBATh: CMEX Y AOCTOEBCKOIO IIEPECTAHET OBITH IPO-
6AEMOI1, B TO BpeMsl KaK OCTAIOTCS OTKPBITHIM BOIIPOCOM IIPHPOAR, LICAU U
QYHKIIMOHUPOBAaHHE MEXaHU3MOB €r0 CBOCOOPA3HOrO IOMOpA.

Kuura Funny Dostoevsky: New Perspectives on the Dostoevskian Light Side

Issue), pp. 13-19; Marco CARATOZZOLO, “O6pas ocaa u apxeTun umyta B pomane «Mau-
or»”, in Katalin KrRoO, Tiinde SzaBO (eds.), F M. Dostoevsky in the Context of Cultural
Dialogues (Budapest: ELTE, 2009), pp. 75-84; John GIVENS, “A Narrow Escape into Faith?
Dostoevsky’s ‘Idiot’ and the Christology of Comedy”, The Russian Review, vol. 70, No.
1 (Jan. 2011), pp. 95-117; Sarah HupspITH, “Why We Must Laugh at the Underground
Man’, in Robert REID and Joc ANDREW (eds.), Aspects of Dostoevskii: Art, Ethics, and
Faith (Leiden: Rodopi, 2012), pp. 67-79; Marco CARAT0ZZ0L0O, “Du fripon divin au
bouffon: étude sur Iévolution d’un archétype chez Dostoievski”, in Natalia LECLERC, Anne
PINOT (sous la réd.), «La Révolution a été faite pour les voluptuenxs>. La force du mal dans
loeuvre de Dostoievski (Paris: Hermann, 2019), pp. 121-135; Katalin KrROG, “A nevetés mint
tobbszoros szigndl Dosztojevszkij A félkegyelmii c. regényében” [Laughter as multiple signal
in Dostoevsky’s novel Zhe Idiot], in Rébert Kiss SZEMAN (szerk/ed.), Humor és sport a
szl kultdrakban: Kiszontd kitet a 60 éves Lukdcs Istvan tiszteletére (Budapest: ELTE BTK
Szlav Filoldgiai Tanszék, 2019), pp. 102-115; Marco CARAT0ZZOLO, “Due sorelle che
camminano accanto’: i lampi di comicita e le fitte nebbie di Delizto e castigo”, Letteratura e
letterature, n. 17, 2023, pp. 81-93. DOl 10.19272/20230980100

2 Cwm. Mpuc YYYEAAO, Penensus na: Aaypa CAABMOH, Aapss PAPA®OHOBA u Creda-
Ho AAOD3 (moa pea.), D. M. Aocmoesckuti: FOmop, napadoxcansrocms, demonmanc (Firenze:

FUP, 2023), Dostoevsky Studies. New Series, vol. 26, 2003, c. 185-190.
3 Lynn Ellen Paryk & Irina ERMAN (eds.), Funny Dostoevsky: New Perspectives on
the Dostoevskian Light Side (New York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2024). Cp. https://

bloggerskaramazov.com/2021/0s/07/funny-dostoevsky-virtual-conference-may-14-15/


https://doi.org/10.19272/202309801007
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2021/05/07/funny-dostoevsky-virtual-conference-may-14-15/
https://bloggerskaramazov.com/2021/05/07/funny-dostoevsky-virtual-conference-may-14-15/
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cobupaeT BOCEMb OPUTMHAABHBIX CTaTCH (MAM TAQB, KAK OHH YKa3aHBI) C TCO-
PETHYECKH BaXKHBIM IIPEAHCAOBUEM OAHOM U3 ABYX PEAAKTOPOB, AMHH DAACH
ITatsik (de facto ero MOXKHO CYUTATb IEPBOI U3 ACBATH CAMOCTOSTCABHBIX,
HO OPTaHHYHO CBASAHHBIX APYT C ApyroM pabor). IlepBas sapada, 06bsaBACH-
Has [TaThIk yxe B eABa AM IEPEBOAMMOM TUTYABHOM Ha3BaHUU IPCAUCAOBUSL
(“The De-seriousification of Dostoevsky” — «Aecepbesundukanus Aocro-
€BCKOTO> ), COCTOUT B Pa30bAaYCHUM yKE YIIOMAHYTOrO MH(a 06 HCKAIOUH-
TEABHO TParHYHOM U HECIIOCOOHOM Ha ACTKOCTb nucareae. [TaTbik cipaBepan-
BO CBSI3BIBACT TaKOH MH¢ ¢ popMupoBaHHEM BO Bropor nososuHe XIX Bexa
HAPOYUTO CEPbE3HOrO KAHOHA PYCCKOM AUTEPATypPbl, STUYECKHE, OAUTHYC-
CKHE M AQKEC PCAHUTHO3HBIC 3aA24M KOTOPOIO MCKAIOYAAH, B IIPEACTABACHUU
BEAYLIUX KPUTHKOB, BCIKYK BO3MOXKHOCTh IOMOPHUCTHYHOTO NOAXOAR (C. 3).
Brnpouem, Teopernieckoe OMPEACACHUE IOMOPA BCETAQ HEIPOCTO, U «KaPAH-
HaAbHasI IPpobAEMa TEOPHUI KOMEAUH B TOM, 9TO KOMEAUS M TCOPHUSL — 3TO ABa
YEAOBEYCCKUX IIPOCKTA, KOTOPBIC HE AOAXKHBI OBI CTOSITH APYT BO3AC APYTa HU-
xorpa» * (tam xe)... CAeAyeT KpaTkuii, HO TOYHBIH 9CKU3 PHAOCOPCKOI HCTO-
pHUH OMOpa, HHTEPECHBIH elle U TeM, 4To Ha PpoHe Teopun Kanra, Beprcona
U Ap., AOCTOEBCKHUIT BHITASIAUT HE TIOCAEAOBATEACM TOH MAM APYTOH KOHIJEI-
LIMH, 2 CO3AATEACM OPUIMHAABHON MaHEphl 0OPAIaTbCsl K IOMOPHUCTHICCKOM
CTHXUH: PSAOM C OTKPOBEHHO LIYTOYHBIMU ICPOSIMU U CUTYALMSIMHU, BCIIBIX-
HYBLIUMH “BAPYI” CKaHAAAAMU U CyMOYPHBIMU KOAACKTUBHBIMH CLIEHAMH, OT-
MEYCHBI B €FO TBOPYECTBE OOACE CKPBIThIC “OaXTHHCKUE YEPTHI IIOAUPOHUU
u ABoiiHMYecTBa. «VIHAMBUAYaAMBHPOBaHHAs, HAMOCHHKpaTHyecKas (JKc-
]_ICHTpI/I‘lHaX) pednb nepconaxei» — numet IlaTeik, onupasce Ha baxTuna —
«CAY>KHT OAHHMM U3 CaMBIX PACIPOCTPAHECHHBIX KOMUYECKUX preMoB Aocro-
€BCKOT0>, TaK KaK OHA BEACT K MPOHMYCCKOMY ITOCACACTBUIO, YTO <«BCSIKHN
TOBOPHUT Ha CBOEM COOCTBCHHOM s3bIKE (s3bIKE, YaCTO NMOAHOM IPOTHUBOpE-
YHIi), C PE3YABTATOM, 4TO €O, TO YACTHYHO, TO AAXKE IIOAHOCTBIO, HE TOHUMA-
1> (c. 11). Apyroe nennoe HabaroAcHuE [TaThIK BeAeT K TOMY, 4TO «B TBOp-
decTBe AOCTOEBCKOrO TEACCHOE BBIPAKCHHUE HACH HEOTACAMMO OT HACH KaK
TaKoBOH, a a6CypAHBII1 KeCT BHOCUT KOMHU3M BO Bclo 3atcio» (c. 12). Hecoot-
BETCTBHE ACHCTBUII C MACSIMU U HEACIIOCTb [OBEACHUSI MHOTUX I€POEB MPEA-
CTABASIIOT YUTATEAI0 OOCTAHOBKY, BCE BPEMSI IIEPEKUBAIOILYIO HOBBIN HPOHH-
YECKUH CABUI, [I03BOASIS €My NO3ULMOHUPOBATHCS Ha IEPEKPECTKE Pa3HbIX
TOYEK 3PeHHsI 6e3 BO3MOXXHOCTH COBIIACTh MOAHOCTBIO C OAHOH U3 HuxX. Ye-
AOBek caM 1o cebe HecooTBercyomee (“incongruous”) cymiecTBO, Kak HaM
AOKa3bIBACT I€POH U3 MOAMNOAbS: AMIIb YCAOBEKY AAHO OLIYLIATh <«Pa3pbiB

4 Bcee TICPCBOABI aBTOpA CTATbHU.
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MEXAY CBOMM HEITOCPEACTBEHHBIM OIIBITOM M CBOMMH Pa3MBIIIACHHSIMHU HAA
HUM>» (C. 13).

Crarbio Kopua OmepcoH, oTkpbiBaroimyo cOOpPHHMK [TOCAEC HACBILCHHOTO
npeancaoBust ITaThiK, B CHAY CBOErO TEOPETHYECKOTO 3HAYCHUS MOXKHO CYH-
TaTh BTOPBIM METOAOAOTHYECKUM IIPEAHCAOBHEM K LICAOH KHHIE, ITOCKOAb-
Ky OHa IOCBSIICHA KOHIICIIIMK CMeXa M KapHaBasnsanuu baxruna. Oaun po-
BOABHO MTAPAAOKCAABHBIH BBIBOA OMEPCOH COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO baxTuH, aBTOp
B TOM uncAe KHuru o Pabae u pabor o Joroae, mucaa Maro 0 KOMEAUH U KO-
MUYECKOM; U 9TO OCOOCHHO CKYAHO BCTPEYACTCS 9TA TEMATHUKA B €TO MOHOIpa-
¢un o Aocroesckom. Ho Dmepcon Ha 3TOM HAOAIOACHUM HE OCTaHABAMBACT-
C51 M COCPEAOUMBACT CBOEC BHUMAHHUE Ha MAAOM3BECTHBIX paborax baxtuna 40-x
IT. O CaTUPE, B KOTOPBIX MOXKHO OOHAPYXXUTb OCHOBBI «0aXTHHCKOH MeTadu-
3MKH cMexa» (. 28), KAIOUEBOH AASL BTOPOTO BapuaHTa cro [lpobuemst nosmus-
xku Aocmoesckozo. B monnmanuu baxtina, caTupa BO3HHKAeT Ha ITOYBE CMEII-
HOTO COCYII[ECTBOBAHHUS MMOAOXKHUTEABHBIX )XU3HCHHBIX CHA M HX OTPHUIIAHMSA
(cTapenus, cmepth). VIMEHHO Takoe IOHUMAHUE 072pUYAHNKS KAK SIACMCHTA AH-
AACKTHYECKOTO COCYLICCTBOBAHHS IPOTUBOIIOAOXKHOCTEH (pPasAMYHOrO OT re-
TCACBCKOTO “TIPCOAOACHHS TE3MCa M AHTHTE3HCA B BBICIIEM CHHTE3E) OTMEYa-
et ¢$raocod B mo3THKE AOCTOEBCKOTO, TAC MPAaBAA KAXKAOTO T€POSI HE TOABKO
HPOTHBOIIOCTABASIETCS IPABAC APYTHX, HO U KOMIIACMEHTApHA K HUM B Hepas-
priBHOM cocymjectBoBanud. [lo baxTuny, numer Omepcon, orpurianue — aTo
«anodaTnyecKasi, HHKAIO3UBHASI, OCBOOOAUTEABHAS» CHAQ, 2 CMEX «BCEIAA OC-
BEXAeT U OOGHOBASICT BeCh OKPY>KalOWMid Mup>» (c. 31): B 4eM KoHUenuus bax-
THHA HCOXKUAAHHO IPUOAMKACTCS K IOHATHIO ocmpanenus Illkaosckoro. Cpe-
AU Pa3HBIX aCIICKTOB MalMCTPAABHOTO aHAAU3A, IIPUBACKACT 0CO00E BHUMaHHUE
AKI[CHT HA HAPPATOAOTHYECKYIO COCTABASIONIYI0O KOMUYECKOTO ¥ AOCTOEBCKOrO:
BcAcA 32 baXTHHBIM, DMePCOH BBIACASIET POAb CTPAHHBIX, YACTO HEAACKBATHBIX
[IOBECTBOBATEACH AOCTOCBCKOIO, BBOASIINX YUTATCASL B 3a0AYXKACHUE, U IIPU-
HOMUHAET QYHKIUIO «IIAYTA, IIYTa, AypaKka» B POMaHHOM XPOHOTOIIE, H3y4CH-
Hyto BaxtuHbM emie B 30-¢ ToabI (c. 42-43).

DaxTuHCKHE [TO3UIMM YYTEHBI aBTOPAMHU KHHUIH, HO IIPHHSTHI HE BCEMH U
HE TIOAHOCTBIO. B raase, HanucanHoit TaTesaHoi KoBaaeBcko U mOCBSAIEHHON
TPYAHOCTSIM ITEPEAAYHU IOMOPa AOCTOEBCKOTO B aHTAHFCKHX [IEPEBOAAX, BBIABH-
racTCsl AABTCPHATUBHOC OAXTHMHCKOH IOAUPOHMM MOHHMAHHE CTPYKTYPHON
CBSI3U KOMHYECKOTO ¢ MHOroroaocbeM: KoBaaeBckast okycupyer cBoe BHUMA-
HHE Ha CMECh CTHACBBIX PETHCTPOB, XAPAKTEPHYIO AASL PEYH HEKOTOPBIX IIEPCO-
Haxel AocroeBckoro. DPPeKT 3Toi BHYTpPEHHEH pedeBoil cMecH HasaH Ko-
BaaeBckoit «layered voicing» (“MHOrocaoiiHoe 03ByumBaHHE”) M MOAydYacT
TAKOC ONPEACACHUE: «3TO KOMOMHALIUS PA3AMYHBIX FOAOCOB U TOYEK 3PCHUS
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8 pamxax 00Ho20 8vickasvieanus> 5 CChlAasICh Ha OAHY 3alUCh U3 JHesnuxa ni-
camens 3a 1877 2. («HOmop Beab ecTh ocTpoymue raybokoro uysctsa» — [ICC
25; 91), KoBaAeBCKast HHTEPIPETHPYET KOHLCHIIHIO IOMOPa AOCTOEBCKOTO KaK
«TAYOOKO HPAaBCTBCHHBIA U HA3UAATCABHBIH ITOITHYCCKUH KOMIIOHEHT, KOTO-
PBIi, B IIOYTH AMKKCHCOBCKOM MaHEpe, NPHU3BaH IIPOUSBECTH IMOLMOHAABHOC
npeobpaxenue B Ayuie uutateast> (c. s3). BepoATHO 10 Takoil mpuuMHE B €ro
IPOM3BEACHUSX 3aBYaAHMPOBAHHAS, «3IBPUCTUYECKAs UPOHMs» INpeobaasact
Ha SIPKO KOMHUYECKUM, 9TO CO3AAET MHOXECTBO NPOOAEM AASL IIEPEBOAYUKOB,
KaK HAAIOCTPHPYET aHAAU3 LIEAOTO PSIAA IPHMEPOB.

B cBoeii raaBe o Hassanuwo “Kpacusiii Hoc PackoapHHKOBa: cA3NICTHK® ce-
pbesnbix nporaronuctoB Aocroeckoro” ®uona Beaa 6asupyer cBou mpo-
BOKALIMOHHBIC, U TeM 0OACE OYCHb HHTEPECHDIC TE3HCH HAa AOBOABHO becriop-
HOM (akTe: abCOAIOTHO cepbe3HbIC TepOr AOCTOCBCKOTO OTAMYAOTCS SKECTAMU
¥ MaHepaMH, KOTOPbIC, TPaHNYa ¢ LIYTOBCTBOM U YyAQYECCTBOM, YKa3bIBAIOT Ha
KOMHYECKUH PACKOA MEXKAY HX BO3BBIILICHHBIMU HHTCAACKTYAABHBIMU 3aHSTH-
SIMH 1 HEYKAKJKUMH U YSA3BUMBIMHU TeaaMH (C. 71). Aaablue Bc€ — BEPOSITHO
co3HaTeABHO — criopHO. [To muenuio Beaa, o6pasuom aast PackoabHukosa, ec-
Al CMOTPETb Ha reposi [Ipecmynienus u HaKasanus B ITOM PaKypce, SIBASICT-
cs1 rocriopuH ToasAkuH n3 ABONHHUKA, 2 «CEMHOTHYCCKUI aHAPXH3M>» ABHKE-
HUI 060HX repOEB MOXKHO OTHECTH CKOPEE K KOPHSM KAOYHAABI YEM K PaspsiAy
GaxTuHCKOI KapHaBaausauun: «Aas Toasakuna u PackoabHukoBa Gasara-
Hast [“slapstick”] TeaecHOCTD He MrpuBas M He BO3pOXKAAOWIAs, 2 OOAC3HEH-
Hasl, HEPOU3BOABHAS M AQXE OBeLjeCTBAsSIOmas» (c. 77). AOCTOEBCKOTO CHAD-
HO BOAHYIOT BOIIPOCHI HPaBCTBCHHOI LIEABHOCTH CBOMX I€POCB, TCM HE MCHEE
«OH HE Pa3BHBACT MOCACAOBATCABHYIO MeTadOpHUIHOCTD [mx] skecTa. Bmecto
9TOrO, MCIIOAB3Ys pHeMsbl Gaaarana [slapstick], mucareas ykassiBaer Ha Hepas-

5 «..a combination of different voices and points of view within a single statement> (p. 6o -
KYPCHB B TEKCTE).

6 TIlpepaaraio B sameny opurunasa Slapstick Comedy nepeBop ‘cA3ICTHK KaK, Ha MOH B3TASIA,
Han6oAce TOYHBIH AAS OTIPEACACHHUS CIELUPHICCKOTO XKaHPa AMEPHKAHCKOTO KOMUYIECKO-
ro kuHo Havaaa XX Bexa. [TpH 9TOM CACAYET YUUTHIBATE, 9TO TEPMHH ‘CA3ICTHK MaAOPac-
IPOCTPAaHCH B PYCCKOSASBIYHOM AUTEpPaType, B KOTOpoi aHra. ‘slapstick’ wame accumman-
PYETCS CO CMEKHBIMHM TEPMUHAMH U3 TEATPAABHON TPAAMLMHM, TAKUMHU KaK ‘Gasaran’ MAM
‘Oyddonasa. CaoBo ‘Gararan, B YACTHOCTH, 3BYYHT BIIOAHE YMECTHBIM AASL AUCKYPCa O He-
KOTOpbIX 4YepTax moatuku Aocroesckoro. O 6asaranHoM oMope AOCTOCBCKOIO MUCAAR,
Hamp., Puma Sxy6osa. Cm.: Puma X. SAKyB0BA, “Tpapunuu 6asarannoro uckyccrsa B Po-
mare Q. M. Aocroesckoro «becbr»”, in Qoavkaop Hapodos PCPCPE, Mexsysosckuii Hayd-
ub1it ¢6., B 18 (Yda: Bamxupcexuit yausepeurer, 1991), c. 45-55; Puma X. SIKvB0BA, “Po-
MaH Aocroesckoro «becs» u pycckuii 6asaran’, in Puma X. SIKYBOBA, Tsopuecmeo D. M.
Aocmoesckozo u xydomcecmsennas xysvmypa (Yoa: Tuaem, 2003); u ap.
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GOPYMBOCTD U AQXKE CEMHOTHYECKYIO HEYCTOMYMBOCTD XKECTA B YCAOBECYCCKOM
mupe» (c. 76-77). Viaen Beaa BeposATHO cMOTYT BBI3BAaTh OXKUBASIOIIME U IPO-
AYKTUBHbIC ACOATBI, OHU BBITASIAST BO MHOTOM OPUIHHAABHBIMU, XOTS MECTAMH
BO3HMKACT BIeyaTacHHe, 4T0 «Ocrama monecao» ... Micxops us neHHoi mpo-
BEPKH MOITUKU AOCTOCBCKOTO 4epe3 MPHU3My BOACBUASL U MEAOAPaMbl, beaa
CTABHT, OXKAAYH, CAMIIKOM CHABHBIH aKI|CHT HAa IPHCYTCTBUE B €rO TBOpYE-
CTBEC 9ACMCHTOB, THIIMYHBIX AAS CASNCTHK-KOMeAMH (T3I, KAOYHaA2 M T.IL.).
Hey6eauTeAbHbI, B 4aCTHOCTH, IIAPAAACAH, IIPEAAOXKCHHBIE aBTOPOM MeXAY [o-
ASIAKMHBIM U Mackoil dsanuu u3 Komeann peab-Apre. Jsantu — KpecTbSHCKUI
HOAYAYPaK U HOAYXUTPIOra, YeM-TO HAIOMUHaoWu o ¢pyHkuusm kBana-ay-
paka U3 pycckoro $pOAbKAOpA: YCPThI, KOTOPHIC BPSIA AM MOKHO IIPUIIUCATH
u ToaspkuHy. AIOOOIBITHO, YTO aHAAU3 3A€CH BOCKPEIIACT COLIMO-IKOHOMU-
YECKHE KATETOPHHU, HEKOTAA XapPAKTCPHBIC AASI MAPKCHCTCKON KPUTHUKH: 034H-
Hi UHTEPIPETUPYETCS KaK IPOTOTHUIl AHTUKAIUTAAMCTUIECKOTO MATEKHHKA,
a PacKOABHHKOB — Kak CTYACHT, HUILECTOH U OOLICCTBEHHBIM TOAOKCHHUEM BbI-
HY>KACHHBIH ACHCTBOBaTh Kak HEyKAIOXKHi OyHTaph (c. 82 u caea.). Heemorps
Ha COMHCHHsI, BHI3BAHHBIC TAKOH HHTEPIIPETALIUCi TAaBHOTO reposi [lpecmy-
nACHUS U HAKA3AHUSL, HEAB3S HE IPU3HATb IIPOAYKTUBHOCTb HabAoAcHUH beaa
I10 [IOBOAY CLICHBI YOUICTBA — 3TO « PACTAHYTHIH I3r>, TAC ACHCTBUE [IOAYYACT-
Cs1 HEYMEABIM M OTYACTH CA0OTUPYETCS CAMUM IEPOEM, BHI3bIBASI HAIIPSDKCHHOE
HECOOTBECTBUE MEXKAY TPAru3MoM PaKTa U “KOMH3MOM~ €rO 3aBEPLICHUSL.
Meauncca Ppasbep B raaBe mop HasBaHueM ~ OLIYIICHHS CMEXA: PasyM H Ma-
Tepusi B bpamvax Kapama3ospix” saTparuaeT BOIPOC IPOAOAKUTEABHOIL I1O-
AeMHKH AOCTOEBCKOTO IPOTHUB MATEPHAAMCTHYECKOIO AcTepMuHU3Ma dep-
HBIIIEBCKOTO M HUTMANCTOB, B KOTOPOH OH Yallle BCEIO MOAB3OBAACS OPYKHEM
MPOHUM U NAPOAMU. B IPOTHBOIOAOXHOCTb aBTOpPY pomaHa Ymo derams?,
AOCTOEBCKHUII IIOHMMAA PasyM M MATEPUIO KaK ABa ACIIEKTA OAHOTO Ljeaoro. B
CBOCH IIOAEMHKE OH IOMOPHCTUYECKH OOBIIPHIBACT IIOHITHE PEAABHOCTH, ITOA-
KAIOYasl OLIYIICHUS TEAA K PACCY)KACHHSM PasyMa H IEpPEHAcTasi pUIHIECKOE
U MeTaQU3HYECKOE: HE CTOABKO PasphlB CO3AACT 10MOp, HartoMuHaeT Ppassep,
CKOABKO COBMECTHOE MPUCYTCTBHE IPOTHBONOAOXKHOCTEH (c. 102). B pomane
bpamvs Kapamaszosw: otery Pepanonr, ¢ oanoit croponst, 1 Pepop IMaBaosuy,
C APYIOH, B CBOMX IOIIBITKAX IIOHSTh YTO TAKOE ABSIBOA U aA HE IIPEACTABAS-
10T cebe APYTOro IyTH, KaK 4epe3 BEILECTBEHHYIO PEAABHOCTD, € IPOTECKHBIMU
pesyasraramu. Crpemachue Msana ®epoposnya ypasymers o6a mupa, Ppusu-
YeCKUI U MeTaQUSMYCCKUH, B OCSI32CMBIX TCPMUHAX OOOHACTCS €My €lIie AO-
pOXKe — OCMESIHMEM YepTa M CyMAcCIICCTBHEM. AOCTOCBCKUII IPU3BIBACT K pas-
PCLICHUIO IIPOTUBOPEYHI COCYIICCTBOBAHUS PadyMa U MATEPUU COBEPLICHHO
APYTHM IIOAXOAOM, CKOHACHCHPOBAHHBIM B IIOHSTHU SKHMBas XXU3Hb . [1o aTo-
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My IIOBOAY, YPE€3BBIYAIHO HHTEPECHBI IpeproxeHHble Ppasbep mapasseau ¢
Hay4HBIMM KOHLCIILMSIMH, BOSHUKIIMMHU TocAe cepepnns XIX Beka u xopo-
1110 3HAKOMBIMH A\OCTOEBCKOMY: B YACTHOCTH IIPUBOASITCS HACH Apkopaska Ten-
pu Ablonca, COraacHO KOTOPOMY, LIUTHPYsI CAOBA CAMOrO /\AbIOHCA, «OOBEKTHB-
HOC CYLIECTBOBAHHUE €c726 AASL KAXKAOTO TO, 4eM OHO omymaercsi» (“objective
existence #s to each what it is felt to be” — xypcus Astonca) (c. 107).

He MeHee 1jeHHOM sIBAsIETCS raaBa, HanucaHHasi AAMHON YaiiMaH U pa3BU-
BaIOIjasi AHAAM3 KATECTOPHHU “OHTOAOTMYEcKOH HacMemku” (Tepmun BBea b. H.
TuxoMHpOB B cTaTbe, OMYOAMKOBAHHON B 3TOM XypHaace B 2013 17). Ompyme-
Hue, yto [Ipuposa u3peBacTCs Hap YEAOBEKOM, PasACASIIOT pasHbie repou Ao-
croeBckoro: Mnmnoaur, Mpan, repoit [lpuzosopa... Vipes o HacMmemke mnpea-
noaaraer nepcoHuuxanuio IIpupoak, Hamp. B BHAE YyAOBMIA HAHM, KaK
IIOACKA3bIBACT YailMaH, KaKk MeTapOPUYECKOTO ‘ApaMaTypra’, KOTOPbIH HacMe-
XaeTCsl HaA HAMHU, MHCLICHUPYS Y€AOBCUCCKYIO 5KU3Hb... OTBeT repoes AocToes-
CKOTO HEOAHO3HAYEH: €CAU AAS BBIICYIIOMSHYTHIX IIEPCOHAXKEH OH TOAHOCTBIO
OTpHULaTeABHBIH (BO30Y)AaSl B HUX KOMUYECKUE PEAKLIUU C TPATHICCKHMH I10-
CACACTBHUSIMH), OH MOXET TaK ¢ M ObITh MOAOKMTCABHBIM, KaK B CAydYae Te-
POSI M3 IIOATIOABSI, KOTOPBI IIPUHUMACT UTPY, HO YYACTBYET B HEH IO-CBOEMY,
C HAMECPCHUEM BBICMESTb ‘TAODAABHOIO AXOKepa B caMOM mpouecce: «Pas-
PA3UBILKCD IOAPBIBHBIM cMexoM, JeaoBexk us [ToAIIOABs BbICOBBIBAcT SI3BIK
U TIOKa3bIBACT KYKUII “XPyCTAABHOMY ABOPLYY ; IIYCTh OH U ACAAET 3TO B CBO-
€M KapMaHe» U 3HACT, YTO MPOTECT HampaceH (c. 129). YaiiMaH yAaBAMBAacT B
3TOM CXOACTBO C HHILJIICAHCKUM 7essentiment, HO C CYICCTBCHHOM PasHULICH:
B oTHOLICHUH [TOATIOABHOTO 3aAOXKEHA armoarHyecKas UHTYULMS  IIOAAHH-
HOro, “BbICHIErO  XPYCTAaABHOTO ABOPLA, XKEAAHHOTO, HO HEAOCTH)KHMOTO
«OHTOAOTMYCCKH HE3AOMHOMY Tepoio> (TaM Ke). YMECTHO U YIOMUHAHHE TO-
¢MaHOBCKON KOHLEIMY PpaHTACTUYECCKOTO KaK POMAHTHYECKOTO BBIPAKCHUS
ABOICTBEHHOCTH PEAABHOCTH, OHTOAOTMYECKH ONTHUMHCTHYHOM COraacHo B.
CoAOBbEBY, B KOTOPOI1 CBOOOAA BBIPAXKAETCS YEPe3 IOMOP: «CMEX CIOCOOEH
IIPUOCTAHOBUTD IIEAAHTUYIHYIO YBEPCHHOCTD B CYIy00O peaAbHOM, YTOOBI OCBO-
60AUTb MecTO AAs Bepbl» (c. 133). Ho y repoes mocaeayromux npousseacHuit
He OyaeT xBaraTh I0MOpa M aBTOMPOHHU [TOAIIOABHOIO YeAOBEKa, 3aKAOYA-
et YaiimaH, oHH OYAYT 00ACE YSI3BUMBIMU U CKAOHHBIMU K HACHAUIO U K CYHLH-
AAABHBIM MbIcAsIM. Aormatusm Mnnoauta u ViBaHa u «HU3KUI KOMEAUHMHBIN
xoadpdunuent Kupuasosa» (c. 135) IPUBOAAT UX K THOCAH, TApaHTHPYS TIPH
3TOM 3 PEeKThI TOPHKOTO, HEBOABHOTO KOMU3MA.

7 Cwum. bopuc H. TuxoMuros, “«Kro xe ato Tak cMeercst Hap 4eaoBeKoM?>» MoTuB «OH-
TOAOTMYECKOH HAacMEWIKHM» B TBopuectBe Aoctoesckoro’, Dostoevsky Studies. New Series,
vol. 17, 2013, ¢. 73-97.
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KupraaoB ocraercst B LieHTpe BHUMAHHS U CACAYIOLIECH TAQBBI KHUIH BMECTE
C APYTHMH MOAOABIMU HUTHAMCTaMHU U3 poMana becsr. Xaou [Tamaponyaoc no-
CBSILIACT €€ “IOHOIIECKON HETEPIICAMBOCTH KaK (AKTOPY HAPPATUBHOIO ABH-
JKEHHSI, YPEBATOMY CMEIIHBIMH mocAeacTBUsiMU. Cyera cMexoTBOpHa, a B De-
¢ax OHa HACTOSILIMI ABUTATCAb ACHCTBHI. Bce BpeMs cospaercs HanpspkeHHOE
CTOAKHOBECHHE MEXAY «CEPbE3HBIM H YOIOPHBIM>» IIOBEACHUEM, C OAHOM CTO-
POHBI, M «CMEXOTBOPHBIM H IIOCIICIIHBIM>», ¢ APYTo#i (c. 149). [Tamasomyaoc
[OAYECPKUBACT B POMAHE 3HAYMMOCTD ACKCEM, IPUHAAACKAIINX cepe HeTepIie-
HUSI, TOPOIIAMBOCTH, CIICIIKH (B TOM 4HCAE U TaKHE HapEYHsi, KaK ‘BAPYT, ‘MH-
roM U ‘CKOPO, KOTOPBIE YaCTO AAIOT TOH MOBECTBOBAHHUIO ). ‘Hereprnienue’ u ‘ro-
ponuThcs’ — ABa M3 KAIOYEBBIX CAOB poMaHa. [ IpeaMeToM 0co60oro BHUMaHMS
SIBASIETCSI TAABA POMaHa Y HALIMX CO CBOMM PEIIEPTYaPOM MOAOABIX H MEHEE
MOAOABIX “TOPONAMBBIX repoes. [Tamapomyaoc aHaAM3HPYET IOCACACTBHS UX
TOPOIIAMBOCTH: OHA IIOPOKAACT BHE3AIHbIC ACHCTBHSL, IIOTEPIO KOHTPOASL, HEU-
CTOBCTBO U MHOT'OE APYTOC.

ABrop caeayiomeil raaBbl, CproszeH Pycco, BeACT HEOKMAAHHBIN KOMITapa-
TUBHBIH aHaAu3 Becos \OCTOEBCKOTO M HeAABHETO (2015 I.) IPOUSBEACHHS aMe-
pHUKaHCKOTO Teatpa — Miosukaa lamusvmon (Hamilton. An American Musical)
Apamarypra u xommosutopa Aun-Manysass Mupauasl. Ha nepssiii B3rasia,
CTPaHHOE COIIOCTAaBACHHUC OKa3bIBACTCS de facto BIOAHE AOMYCTHMBIM, Goace
TOrO, OHO B pabore Pycco — OAHOM U3 AYYLINX B 3TOH KHUTE — IIOAYYACT [OA-
HYIO ACTHUTHMALMIO OAAQropapsi MPOYHOI METOAOAOTHYECKOH OCHOBE M TOHKO-
cru aHaAu3a. ABa COBEPIICHHO PA3HBIX IO XKAHPY, KYABTYPHOMY KOHTEKCTY U
3II0XE MIPOU3BEACHUS COIIOCTABASIIOTCS C TOYKM 3PEHUS IIPUCYTCTBHSL B 000MX
0COOEHHOTO BUAA MAPOAUH, KOTOpbIi Pycco mpepraract HasBaTh “BO3POXKAA-
romeit” (“Restorative Parody”): aTo TOT cay4aii, KOrAa apoAUst ACAAETCS CIIO-
COOHOM «BO3POAUTH LICHHOCTH M CUMBOABI, KOTOPbIE OBIAM MyMHUIIMPOBA-
Hbl B COOTBETCTBYIOLIUX KYABTYPaX, AUIICHBI CBOCH XXUSHECHHOH 3HAYUMOCTH
B BOCIIPUATHH KaK UX IPOTHBHHUKOB, TaK U MX Mo4uTateacii» (c. 172).° B yacr-
HOCTH, B 000X IPOU3BCACHUSX B LICHTPEC BHUMAHUS CTOST TeMa KOH(AUKTA
IIOKOACHHH (OTLBI M ACTH) M TeMa peBoaonun. IlocpeacTBoM AccTabuansyro-
IETO ACHCTBUS [TAPOAUH IIOAYYAIOT HOBYIO KM3Hb OKAMCHEABIC CHMBOABI — B
becax aro, B mepByio ouepeab, cumBoa Cucrunckoit MapoHHSI, a B [amurvmo-
He — KOMIIACKC MU(OB O TCHE3¢ aMEPHKAHCKOM Haljuu (CI0OXKET MIO3HKAA OCHO-
BaH Ha buorpadun Aaexcanapa [aMHABTOHA, TEPOST AMEPUKAHCKON PEBOAIOLIUN
u oaHoro us otyos-ocHoBareacit CIIIA). Kak y6eaureapno obbsacuser Pyc-

8  «..in a way that revivifies values and symbols that had been mummified in their respective
cultures, drained of vital significance by both attackers and worshipers>.
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CO, 3Ta HOBas XU3Hb CHMBOAOB HEOTACAMMA OT IOMOPHCTHYCCKOH CHABI, BO3-
HUKAIOLIEH U3 MAPOAUMHOIO HECOOTBETCTBUS. DTO HE TOT “ATrPECCHUBHBI BHA
IapOAHH, KOTOPBIM AOCTOEBCKHIT TAIOKe MOAB3YETCS, IIPEXKAE BCETO, AASL OCME-
uBanus TypreHesa-KapmasunoBa u Hurnaucros. “Bospoxaaromas mapoaus
HMEET COBEPIIEHHO APYIME LICAU U BO3HHKAET B CAMOM SIPKOM BHUAE B OAHOI
U3 KAIOYEBBIX CLIEH pOMaHa — B MOMEHT BoaBpameHus Mapsu Illarosoii: mo-
CAE CO3AAHUSI KOMHYECKOH aTMOCEpPhI Yepes OMHCAHHE CYIPY>KECKUX CThIYEK
MekAy skeHol u MyskeM [llatoBsiMu poabl BAPYr mpeobpaxkaor Marie, u TyT
XPOHHKEP AACT €¢ IKPPACTHIECKHH MOPTPET, OTChAaOmMN K CHKCTHHCKOI
Maponne. «Bcé xak 6yato mepepoanaock», otmedaer xponukep (I7CC 10;
453), cama Marie mepepoauaace. ITapoaus BOSpOAHAA MCTEPTHIA AO IOIIAO-
cru Mu o Cucrunckoit MaponHe u o Boae AOCTOEBCKOrO OKa3aAach CBsI3a-
Ha C BOCKPEIIECHHEM OCHOBHBIX LICHHOCTEH, TOBPEXXACHHBIX KAK HAOAOITOKAOH-
CTBOM, TaK U AMCKpEAUTaLHEH (cp. ¢. 179).

ABTOp 3aKAIOYMTCABHOH TAABBI U OAHA U3 ABYX peAaKTOpoB kHurd, Mpu-
Ha OpMaH, 00palaeTcsi K TEME CMEXa HCXOASL U3 METOAOAOTHYECKHX OCHOB I'CH-
ACPHBIX HCCACAOBAHMI U U3y4asl aCIIEKTHI IOMOPA, CBsA3AHHbIE ¥ AOCTOEBCKOTO ¢
)KEHCTBEHHOCTBIO; U 9TO HECAYYAHHO, U AAKE CUMBOAUYHO, CCAH HMETh B BUAY
TO, YTO U B CAMOM IIPEAHCAOBUH YK€ IIOAYJEPKHBAAOCH: YTO BCE ABTOPBI KHHUTU
— KEHILJUHBI, ¥ 9TO 3TO — JeH(KAL KHuea 0 AOCTOEBCKOM. DPMaH, padyMeeTcs,
XOpOIIO 3HAKOMA ¢ GEMUHHCTCKOH AUTEPATYPOI O AOCTOEBCKOM M C TPYAHO-
CTSIMH, C KOTOPBIMH CTAAKHBACTCS BCSIKAS MOIBITKA TOYHO OMPEACAUTH MO3HU-
i AOCTOEBCKOTO IO OTHOLICHHIO K SKEHIIMHE, ‘)KEHCKOMY BOIIPOCY M T.IL
Ee BkAap B AcOAThl 3HAYUTEACH U 3aKAIOYACTCS B IIEPBYIO OYEPEAb B CTPEMAC-
HHUU AOKA3aTh, YTO B TBOPUECTBE ITHUCATEAST KOMH3M, CBA3BIBASICH C )KCHCKUM Ha-
YaAOM, IIPEACTABASICT BHI30B IATPUAPXAABHOMY KOHCEPBATU3MY: U3AI0OACHHDIC
MHIICHH AOCTOCBCKOTO, 3aMeYacT DPMaH, 9TO MYXKCKHE NepPCOHaXH (Hampu-
mep, Ayxun uau Toukuit), Xeaatolye BAACTBOBaTh HaA APYTHMH, HO SKU3HEH-
HOU CHAOM M OCTPOYMHEM >KCHIIUH OOpEYEHHBIC HAa HEU3OEKHOE OCMESIHUE U
YHIDKCHHUE. ADPYroil MHTEPECHBIH IPUMEP SKCHCKOTO ‘TOAOXKUTEABHOIO CME-
Xa BCTPEYAEM B AMAAOTE KOMUYECKH CEPbE3HOTO M HapMeHHOro PackoabHHKO-
Ba C MPOCTOM, BECEAOH Hacracepeii, KOTOPasl CMEETCs, HO C COYYBCTBUEM, HaA €TI0
cepbesHocThio. He nHaue, cunraer Dpman, AocToeBckuil MOAB3yeTCst UIypoit
«4ypHO ¢emuHu3uposanHoro ceimuka [Topdupus IlerpoBuya, HamoMuHaro-
LICTO MOBECTBOBATCAIO “KPECTBAHKY  (C. 197 M C. 204) AAS OCMCHUBAHUS TAQBHO-
ro repost pomaHa (cchlAKa Ha peMapKy MOBECTBOBATEAS IO IOBOAY OAHOM peak-
MM CHIMUKA: <«...C KAKUM-TO 0aOBUM 5KecTOM mokadas roaosow ITopupmuii»
- IICC 6;194). Hrpussie u yckoassaromue maneps! I loppupns Ilerposuya ot-
CBIAQIOT, [T0 MHECHHIO DPMaH, K KPUIITOroMoceKcyaabHoi cemuoruke XIX Bexa
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(c. 205). C Apyroii CTOPOHBI, A\OCTOEBCKUIT OTBOAMT XKEHIJMHAM 3HAYHTEABHBIE
PpOAH, BHICMEMBAsI MY)KCKHUE, HATPUMEP, POAb MY>Ka; 2 CaMble KOMMYHBIE IIEPCO-
HaKM — 3TO >KCHILMHBI CPEAHHX ACT, TAKHE MaTpoHbI Kak Awmsasera IIpoxo-
¢beBHA, KOTOPYIO reHepas Emanuns «A0 TOro yBaskaa u A0 TOro MHOIAA GOSIACS
ee, uTo pake Abua» ([ICC 8; 15). DpMaH CUMTAET, YTO KOMEAMHHOCTD, OyAy-
9H CIIOCOOHO 0OBEAMHSTH COLIHAABHBII KOAACKTHB, — I10 IPHPOAE YHCTO KCH-
CKasi CTUXUS, B TO BPEMs KaK TParuaM XapaKTE€PU3YeT CUABHO HHAUBUAYAAM3U-
POBaHHBIC ¥ STOMCTUYHbIE MY>XCKME AMMHOCTH. Takoe yTBepxAcHHE TpeOOBaAO
ObI, MOXKAAYH, YTOUHEHHH, HO B IJEAOM 3Ta pa60Ta AOCTOMHO 3aKAIOYAET KHUTY, B
KOTOpPOH OaecTsme HNPEACTAaBACHBI MHOTHE U3 HOBEUIIMX TCHACHIIMH 3alaAHOM
KPUTHKH U aMEPUKAHCKOTO AOCTOEBCKOBEAEHH .

IOMmop u cMex kax 4epThl MO3THKH AOCTOEBCKOTO CTAAM TAABHBIM IIPEAMETOM
elye OAHOM HEAABHEH NMyOAMKALMK — [IEPBOTO COOpaHMsl CTUXOTBOpeHUH Ao-
CTOCBCKOTO B HUTAABSIHCKOM TIEPEBOAE PAAOM c pycckuM opurunasom (Fédor
Dostoevskij, I versi del Capitano Lebjadkin).? Ilepeoaduria u aBTop KpaTkoro,
HO BHyIIuTeAbHOro mpepucaobus — Kaayaust CkaHaypa, H3BECTHBIH crienjya-
AKCT IO pycckoi moasun XX Beka, 4TO OOBSCHSIET €€ OPUTHHAABHOE PEIICHHE
npubaBuTh K HeMHOrmdecAeHHbIM ctuxaM Pepopa MuxaitaoBuya mepeBoAbt
06apuyrckux cruxorBopenuil Hukoaas Oacitnukosa u Hukoaast 3a6oaorxo-
ro, HHCIIMPUPOBAHHBIX «CTUXAMH KaIlUTaHA AebspxuHa» U3 pomana becor. Y
TAKOTO PELICHUSI €CTh ABa OOABIIHMX MAIOCA: OHO MO3BOASICT UTAAbSHCKUM 4H-
TATEASIM O3HAKOMHTBCS C YACTHIO IIOITHIECKOH MIPOAYKLIUU PYCCKOTO aBaHIrap-
Ad, MAAOU3BECTHOM UTAAbSHCKOU ny6Am<e U AOCTYIIHOM AO CHX IIOpP TOABKO B
OPUIHHAAC; OHO ACAACT ‘CTUXU KamuTaHa AeOsaKnHA® KAIOYEBBIM (aKTOPOM
AAST TIPOYTEHHST AOCTOEBCKOTO HE CTOABKO KaK II03Ta, CKOABKO KaK I€HHAAb-
HOTO IMPEAIIECTBEHHUKA AUTEpaTypHOTo aBaHrappa XX Beka. AeAo B TOM, 4TO
AOCTOEBCKHUII-TIOIT, BOIIPEKH HEAABHUM U CAABHBIM IIOIBITKAM €rO IEPEOLICH-
KU,'® BPSIA AU MOXKET BbI3BIBATh BOCTOPT YUTATEASl, OCOOCHHO €CAH B3STh B IIPU-
MEp €ro Cepbe3HbIC CTUXOTBOPHBIC IPOObI; a AeOSAKUH, Kak CBOEIO poaa “ca-
MOCTOSITCABHBIN 10T, OAAPCHHBIN aBTOPOM COOCTBEHHBIM, CHELMPUYCCKUM
U KpailHe OpPUIMHAABHBIM CTHACM, OTBOPSICT BOPOTA K IIO93UM HOHCECHCA, a0-
CypAa; AcOSAKHH IIEPBBIM CO3HATEABHO OTACASIET O3HAYAIOLICE OT O3HAYACMO-
ro U, HECAYYaHHO, PyTYpUCTBI M (OPMAAUCTHI B NEPBBIX ACCATUACTHAX XX

9 Fédor DosToEVsKy, I versi del Capitano Lebjadkin, a cura di Claudia SCANDURA (Roma:
Elliot, 2023)

10 CwM. LieHHOE HBAAHHUE TTOA PeAaKLMei U ¢ TocaecaoBreM Bopuca Huxosaesuya TUXOMHPO-
BA «<2Kua na ceeme mapaxat...»: Cmuxu ©. M. Aocmoescxozo u e20 nepconarceii. «Bumssy
20pecmuois Puzypot...» : Aocmoesckuii 6 cmuxax cospemenruxos (Mocksa: Bocaew, 2017).
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Beka ero 3aMerst.” JKaab, uro CkaHaypa, KOTOPasi TOABKO SIIHU30AMYHO 3aHH-
MaAach TBOPYECTBOM AOCTOEBCKOTO, HE IIOAB3YETCSI OCHOBHOM AUTEPATYPOU O
TEMe I0MOPA IHCATEAS] U €r0 CTUXOTBOPEHMUIA, YTO HEMHOTO OIPAaHUYMBAET TO-
PU3OHT U NEPCIIEKTHBBI € aHAAM3A. leM 0OAee LiCHHBI BBIBOABI, K KOTOPBIM
OHa IIPUXOAUT CAMOCTOSITEABHO, OAArOAapsi rAYOOKOMY 3HAHUIO HIOAHCOB pyc-
CKOTO 5I3bIKa U pycckoi KyAbTypblL. « Cruxu AcbOsiaxnna — numer CxaHpypa —
3TO HE IIPOCTO HECYPA3HOCTH B CTHXAX, IIAOABI UCTYIIACHHS rpadoMaHna, a pe-
3YABTAT HUTMAMCTCKOIO PasPYLICHUSI ICTCTHUKH, OTPULIAHUS OOXECTBEHHOI,
BBICIIEH KPACOTHI, B TOM YHCAC U KPACOTBI HCKYCCTBA, KOTOPYIO 3aMEHSICT CH-
Aa ‘aemonu3Ma’. [IponcxopuTt, Takum 06pa3oM, He TOABKO NAPOAMYECKOE TIpe-
00pa)keHHE TIOAAMHHHKA, HO U PAAMKAABHASI CMCHA XYAOXKECTBEHHO-UACOAOTH-
YEeCKHX MTOAIOCOB, OOIIMIA IEPEBOPOT TPAAMIIMOHHOM ICTETUYECKON CHUCTEMBI.
A B HeOpexXHOM OTHOLIEHUH /\eOSAKIHA K IIO9THYECCKOMY CAOBY BECbMA OTYET-
AUBO OTPa’KA€TCsI MEXAHHU3M 3TOTO IOCTEIICHHOTO Pa3AOXKEHHUS ICTCTUKH, I1O-
TepH CIIOCOOHOCTH BOCIPHHUMATH TAPMOHUIO U KPACOTY MOA BPEAHBIM BAMSI-
HHEM HUTHAMCTCKOTO AeMOHHM3Ma» (c. 13). Kak nckycHslii nepeBoaduk mossum,
Ckanaypa paboraer Hap TekcTamu ‘AocroeBckoro-AebeacBa” ¢ IMOAHBIM CO-
3HAHHEM 3HAYCHHSI CTUXOTBOPHON TEXHHKU AASI CO3AAHHSI TPOTECKHOM U KO-
MUYECKOHU TTOITUKH HEPCOHAXKA. /\eOCACBCKasT «IPOTECKHASI AYXOBHOCTb> BbI-
PaKaeTCsi UIMEHHO «IPyOOCTBIO, KOTOPOI €ro cyMacOpoaHsie pUPMbI IIOPTST
BCE MPEKPACHOC M BOSBBIILICHHOE» (C. 14), KAK OCOOCHHO SBCTBYET B «MaAPH-
raae “3Be3pc-aMa3OHKE >, KOTOPBIN «OKaXXETCS HE TAKUM YK Y>KACHBIM, XOTS
IIOCACAHHUII CTHX, PE3KO IPEKPAIasi AO TOTO MOMEHTA IIPABUABHBIN PUTM I103-
TUYECKOTO MOAYCQ, SIBHO YKa3bIBACT HA BHYTPCHHHUI HEAOCTATOK, KOTOPBII He-
U30E©KHO MOPTHUT ONBITH AcOSIAKUHA — PasAOpP, HE TIO3BOASIIOLIMI CTHXAM AO-
CTHYb HCTHHHOMN rapMoHuH>» (c. I5).

CMex TPEBOXUT, CMEX Pa3PyIIAET HAU BO3POKAACT... OH HHKOIAQ HE OCTABASIET
BCIY B CBOUX MECTAaX, B pou3BeAcHMsiX AocroeBckoro. O6 3ToM roBopsit pa-
0OTbI, IOCBAICHHBIE FOMOPY IIUCATEAS], C KAKOH TOYKU 3PCHUSI HU CMOTPH U Ka-
kue $puA0COPCKHE OMPEACACHUS IOMOpa HU BO3bMU. Mexay npounm, cam Ao-
CTOEBCKMM HEKOTAQ ITHMCAA, YTO «HET TAKOIO MPEAMETA Ha 3€MAE, HA KOTOPBIA
HEAB3s OBIAO OB TOCMOTPETH € KOMUYEcKOH ToukH speHusi» ([ICC 18; 45).
IOMop — wacTb TOrO, YTO MHCATEAD HA3BIBAA « PEAAM3MOM B BBICIIEM CMBICAC :
B3IASIAQ, CIIOCOOHOTO paspyIuTh AI0OOI aBTOMATH3M B BOCIPHATHH PCAABHO-
CTH AASL TOTO, YTOObI YAOBUTD €€ HCTHHHBIH OOAUK.

11 Cp. B nepyio ouepeab acce Baapncaaa XopaceBuua “Tlossus Mruara Aebsaxuna” 1931
roA2, LIUTHPOBAHHOE Ha C. 18 npeaucaoBus CKaHAYpEL.
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Dostoevsky in Greece.
A Brief History of Reception (1877-1929)

The story of Dostoevsky’s reception among Greek readers begins in 1877, a year
intertwined with the Russo-Turkish War (1877-1878), which sparked the first
commentary on the Russian author. The endpoint of this article is 1929, a pivot-
al year in modern Greek literary history, marking the emergence of the new lit-
erary generation known as the Generation of the ’30s. This literary shift, coupled
with a decline in Dostoevsky translations, a growing critical engagement with
his topics and techniques, and, what is the most important, emerging intertextu-
al dialogue, marked a transformation in the author’s reception in Greece.

After the initial reference to Dostoevsky (1877),' which is closely tied to the
unique historical and cultural relations between Greece and Russia, as well as
Greece’s immediate interest in a political issue that was also a major concern
for Dostoevsky at the time: the Eastern Question, specifically the fate of Con-
stantinople following the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, nearly a decade
passed before the Russian author began to attract the attention of critics and
translators.* The sparse mentions between 1877 and 1886 are further confirmed

1 ANON., “Idwutépa alnhoypadia Ednuepidoq”, Epnuepls, 3.5.1877.

2 Mentions of Dostoevsky began appearing in the Greek press as early as the 1870s. The re-
ception of the author in Greece should not be considered delayed, especially when com-
pared to other European countries, with the exception of Germany, where the first refer-
ences to Dostoevsky emerged earlier. For details on the author’s reception in Germany,
see: Buxrop B. AvAKUH n Koncrantun M. A3AAOBCKUH, “Aocroesckuii B [epmanuu
(1846-1921), in Mabs C. 3UABBEPIITENH ef al. (o pea.), ©. M. Aocmoescxuii: Hospie
mamepuaros u uccredosanus («Auteparyproe HacaepctBo>», T. 86) (Mocksa: UMAU
PAH, 1973, c. 659-740). In England, for instance, the first reference to the Russian writer
dates to 187s, when The Arhenacum published a report by its Russian correspondent, Eu-
gene Schuyler, concerning Dostoevsky’s novel The Adolescent (See Helen MUCHNIC, Dosto-
evsky’s English Reputation [New York: Octagon Books, 1969]). “Dostoevsky [...] remained
almost entirely unknown in France until the mid-1880s” (Alexander MCCABE, Dostoevsky’s
French Reception from Vogiié, Gide, Shestov, and Berdyaev to Marcel, Sartre, and Camus.
1880-1959 (doctoral dissertation, University of Glasgow, 2013). Interestingly, the first com-
mentary on Dostoevsky appeared even earlier, in 1869, in Italy, see: CTC(i)aHO AAOD, “l_Iep—
Bble aTanbl 3HakoMmcTBa ¢ O. M. Aocroeckum B Mrasuw’, in docmoescxusi u muposas
xyaemypa, N 15 (Canxr-ITerep6ypr: Cepebpsinblit Bek, 2000), C. 141-155.
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by the news of his death in 1881, which went almost unnoticed in the Greek
press.’ Reports of his death appeared in the sections of magazines and newspa-
pers alongside other foreign news, likely sourced from the Russian and Europe-
an press.* By comparison, the death of Tolstoy prompted numerous texts ded-
icated to his life and work by prominent figures of Greek intellectual life, such
as Kostis Palamas,’ Grigorios Xenopoulos,® and Pavlos Nirvanas” However, to-
wards the end of the 1880s, there was a gradual increase in the public’s interest
in Dostoevsky’s works, particularly after the publication of the translation of
Crime and Punishment by Alexandros Papadiamantis in 1889.°

The most significant factors that encouraged the spread of Dostoevsky’s
work, and Russian literature in general during the last two decades of 19th cen-
tury were: 1) the necessity to adapt Greek intellectual and social life to Eu-
ropean standards, 2) the distancing from France’s exclusive influence, 3) the
opening towards the “northern” intellectual horizons of Europe, and 4) the aes-
thetic pursuits of the Generation of the 1880s, which could no longer be satis-
fied by the romanticism of previous decades nor by the idyllic depictions of ru-
ral Greece. In the last decades of the 19th century, among Russian authors, the
dominant figure was Turgenev, who at that time was also highly successful in
France. Then, Tolstoy took the lead, but more as a social thinker and philos-
opher rather than a literary figure. Dostoevsky became a part of the broader
reading experience only during the first decade of the interwar period.

The Russian author was presented to the Greek public as a writer of “highly
realistic” works, where reality was portrayed objectively and accurately. The im-
age promoted of him aligned with the following aesthetic demands of the time:

3 News of the author’s death was reported by only three Greek publications: ANON.,
“Kpovwd”, Iapvagods, top. 2, OeBp. 1881, 0. 189; ANON., “Edfioeig’, Epyuspic, 16.3.1881;
ANON., “©idoloyia, Emothun, KaXureyvie”, dedriov ty¢ Eoring, 1.3.1881, 0. 1.

4 Many years later, Kleon Paraschos, referring to Dostoevsky’s success in the West, character-
istically writes that the author had to die and be deified in his homeland and “there should
also happen to be a French ambassador there, a writer, de Vogiié, to begin to become the
greatest Russian writer known only in 1890, in France, and from France throughout the
world” (veu Thyet va elvou xan TaMhog mpéaPng excel, évag hoyotéyvng, o de Vogiié, yie v’ apyloe
vo. ylvetal o peyaheitepog phooog cLYYpadéns YVwaTds UWbAlG Kortd To 1890, oty Tekhiat, et o’
™ Telhie o€ 6ho Tov kdopo). Khéwv [TAPAEXOE, “Mag ayvootv oty Evpwmy’, Neoekvixd
Ipdppata, 21.9.1940, 0. 1-3.

s Kwotig ITasamas, “Topo atov Tohatdn’, Kadiréyvys, Aexéy. 1910, 0. 261-2635-Kwotyg
ITaaaMAzS, “Tohoténs’, O Novuds, 21.11.1910, Top. 413, 0. 225-227.

Tpnydpne ZENOTIOYAOE, “O péyeg Torotsl, Afvar, 7.11.1910.
[Mavhog NIPBANAS, “Aéwy Tohotéi. 1828-19107, ITavadiveua, Top. 244, 30.1L1910, 6. 99-103.

8 Ocb8wpog AOSTOTE®EKH, 10 Eyrdyua xer y Tiuwpiz, ytdp. A. Tawadpdvtng, Epyuepis,
14.04.1889-01.08.1889.
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precision in observation, direct oversight of social injustice and corruption, re-
jection of excessive imagination in the depiction of people or events, portray-
al of the feelings and ideas of society, and description of characters as living wit-
nesses of the era.® On one hand, he was discussed as an author who fostered the
cultivation of realistic consciousness, and on the other hand, he was part of a
mechanism that rejected romantic works — mostly translated from French —
which were labeled as “literary cholera™ and harmful to readers. In response
to these aesthetic demands, Dostoevsky was compared to Zola, whose work
had already reached the Greek public through the translation of Nana (1879),"
which caused a “revolution” in Greek literature at the time. Writing about the
waves of foreign literature that arrived in Greece during the last decades of the
19th century, Palamas observed that the first wave brought Zola, while the sec-
ond brought Dostoevsky.”

Beyond the points of convergence between the French and Russian writ-
ers, Greek critics also identified differences, particularly Dostoevsky’s skill in
psychologically dissecting his characters. Emmanuel Rhoides, comparing the
Russian author with the French naturalists, remarked that while the latter
“stripped their heroes and heroines of their clothes, sometimes even of their un-
dershirts, Dostoevsky strips off their very skin”” The attention to the psycho-
logical depiction of his characters, one of the innovative tendencies of Dosto-
evsky’s work, did not go unnoticed by other scholars of the time. Recognizing
the importance of depicting both the external and internal realities in the Rus-
sian writer’s work, Greek intellectuals tended to place it within the framework
of subjective realism. Thus, Mihail Mitsakis described him as a writer who is
“the most extreme of realists”, but also “the foremost of idealists”* Palamas also
referred to Dostoevsky’s prose from the perspective of blending objective and
subjective elements in his aesthetically profound literary expression.”

9 Tpnyépns ZENomoYAOE, “To épyov Tov Iamadpdvtn’, Iavadvae, Top. 248, 3111911, 0. 217.

10 Oebdwpog BEAAIANITHE, “Thyypovog pwoaiks thodoyle’, [Tapvacads, top. s, February
1889, 0. 253-274.

11 The publication of the serialized translation of Zolas novel in Rambagas had provoked
strong reactions from a segment of the reading community. It provided an opportunity
for significant intellectuals of the period — such as Angelos Vlachos — to offer vigorous re-
sponses to the issue of naturalism. (Ayyshog Baaxox, “H ¢uoiohoyixh) ayo) ket o Zohd:
emaToM) mpog Enapyiaty’, Eoriz, Top. 207, 16.12.1879, 0. 789-795).

12 Bépdag Dakas [=K. [Tasamaz], “Evag 8dvatos’, Eoriz, 11.12.1897.

13 Eppovovh PoiaHE, “Aocctoyédoxn xar To épyov Tov Eyxdyjua xer tuwple’, Epyuepis,
13.4.1889.

14 Muyaih METEAKHE, “Olya My, 1o Aoro, 1.2.1895.

15 ITaaamaz, “Topo atov Toratén, 0. 261-263.
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In addition to the comments provoked by Dostoevsky’s aesthetic writing
characteristics, during the initial phase of his reception, there was also some
interest in his political ideas. Specifically, attention was focused on the Rus-
sian author’s views regarding the fate of Constantinople, which were met with
negative responses.” The negative reception of these ideas stemmed from fears
that Greek national interests would be jeopardized if the Russians laid claim
to Constantinople. As a result, these ideas were rarely framed within the con-
text of Dostoevsky’s concept of the “universal idea’, which, according to him,
involved the ultimate union of humanity and the creation of a universal broth-
erhood. Although this was a notion with positive content, grounded in Chris-
tian values of love and self-sacrifice, the “universal idea” elicited negative reac-
tions from the Greek public, with the sole exception of Palamas.” Dostoevsky’s
pan-humanist views were mainly interpreted as narrow nationalism, a Pan-Slav-
ic vision, imperialist ambitions, a fantasy of the Russian soul, and evidence of
the author’s subjugation to Tsarist autocracy, with even the authenticity of his
ideas being questioned.

The cultural activity of two groups of intermediaries played an important
role in the reception of Dostoevsky: the Russian-speaking and the Western-ori-
ented.”® The former, a product of the unique Greek-Russian cultural and histor-
ical relations, participated in both cultures and bridged the gap between Greek
and Russian literary life with their activities. Their mediatory role was multi-
faceted. They contributed to the dissemination of Dostoevsky’s works through
translations, critical essays, news reports, chronicles, articles, and speeches. No-
tably, their writings were based on Russian sources, which were largely un-
known to the Greek public. These intermediaries were mostly minor literary
figures (e.g., Nikos Kastrinos or Anna Stamatellatou), who became known pri-
marily due to their mediating role.

The group of Western-oriented intermediaries consisted of prominent fig-
ures of Greek intellectual life. Unlike the Russian-speaking intellectuals, they
were a product of the longstanding dependence of Greek literary life on the
West, especially France. These individuals were typically intellectuals who

16 For the Eastern Quiestion and its relation to Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece, see: 3op1<a
b. IIIaAuBAHYAHUH, “Peneniius . M. AocToeBckoro kak MOAUTHYECKOTO MBICAUTEAS B
Tpeuuw’, Kagedpa susanmuiicxosi u nosozpexeckoii gunorozun, N° 1-2 (3), 2018, c. 159-168.

17 W [= K. ITasamaz], “Kaw nédwv wpodhitarl, Eumpds, 17.6.1918. In this specific text, Pa-
lamas mentions that Dostoevsky was a “universal humanist to the point of obsession”
(mavavBpwmoTig péypt pavies).

18 For more, see: Zorka SLJIVANCANIN,
of Russian Literature in Greece”, Akropolis, top. 1, 2017, 0. 158-168.

«c
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maintained frequent contact with Western countries — primarily France and
Germany, and less often England and Italy — through their professions or stud-
ies. However, even those who did not travel abroad (e.g., Palamas) kept up with
developments in the Western intellectual scene because their knowledge of for-
cign languages gave them access to foreign magazines and newspapers (e.g., La
Revue des Revues) and foreign books, which were available in Greek bookstores
(e.g., Eleftheroudakis in Athens). In contrast to the Russian speaking intellectu-
als, the mediating role of the Western-oriented intermediaries was one-dimen-
sional, as they primarily operated as critics or translators. Western-oriented in-
termediaries in Greece engaged with Dostoevsky’s work under the influence of
French, German, and, to a lesser extent, Italian and English criticism and trans-
lation efforts.” This is why the most significant translation event of Dosto-
evsky’s first reception phase, the translation of the novel Crime and Punishment
(1889), arrived in Greece via France, as a product of the cultural relations be-
tween the two countries.

The 1889 translation of Crime and Punishment into Greek was pivotal for
the reception of Dostoevsky, not only during its initial phase but even up to the
present day. When the novel was translated in Greece, it encountered a “hori-
zon of expectations” shaped (or distorted) by French romantic novels. From
this perspective, it is not surprising that eighteen promotional texts appeared,
attempting to familiarize readers with the “high realism” of Dostoevsky’s lit-
erary world. If the hypothesis that Papadiamantis was the author of these pub-
lications holds true,™ it gives us access to a critical reading of Crime and Pun-
ishment from the perspective of the Skiathos writer. This reveals the levels at
which his original work, specifically The Murderess (H @éwioon, 1903), was in-
fluenced by Crime and Punishment. In this sense, the way Dostoevsky’s novel is
presented in these publications is of great interest. It is worth mentioning that
their author focuses on the following points: 1) the narrative focus on the per-
petrator rather than the victim, 2) the connection of the crime both to social
factors and the mental state of the perpetrator, 3) the depiction of characters’
actions as logical consequences of their circumstances, 4) the emphasis on in-

19 The influence of Italy is most prominent in the Ionian Islands, whereas the impact of Eng-
lish translations and critical reception of Dostoevsky’s works is more evident in Cyprus,
which was under British colonial rule from 1878 to 1960. For further details on the re-
ception of Dostoevsky in Cyprus: Zorka SLJIVANCANIN, “O @. M. Nrootoyiédakt xat v
Kimpog”, Néw Emoys, Top. 352, 2022, 0. 65-72.

20 Manolis Halvatzakis is the first to support this opinion. For more, see: Mavaing
XAABATZAKHE, O Iamadiapdvrys — uéon and o épyo Tov (Ade&dvdpew, [self publishing],
1960).



150 ZORKA SLJIVANCANIN

ternal punishment through guilt, and s5) the emphasis on an episode involving
the murder of a child, which never actually occurred in the novel.

This particular translation, as historical evidence of Papadiamantis’ rela-
tionship with Dostoevsky’s work, encouraged discussions regarding the cre-
ative meeting between the Greek and Russian authors.”” Already in 1894, Pa-
padiamantis was characterized as the “Dostoevsky of Greece” in an anonymous
publication in Akropolis.** Starting from this publication and continuing to the
present, a significant part of the process of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece
has been shaped in the context of a joint examination of him with Papadiaman-
tis. The critical texts written up to the end of the Interwar period highlight the
following points of convergence: 1) the emotional power of their writing,** 2)
the vivid realistic depiction, melancholy, religious worldview, psychological af-
finity, and the incorporation of biographical elements into their literary work,*
3) the polyphony of their characters and their independence from the author’s
voice, with characters serving as carriers of specific spiritual states and emo-
tional dispositions, offering emotional power and philosophical stimulation to
readers, and* 4) the affinity — almost identification - of the Slavic and modern
Greek soul.””

During the same period, critical texts also circulated that attempted to re-
fute the similarities between Dostoevsky and Papadiamantis, primarily through
a comparison of Crime and Punishment and The Murderess. According to these
texts, the points of divergence between the two authors are as follows: 1) the

21 For more information about Papadiamantis’ translation, see: Zorka SLJIVANéANIN,
“Crime and Punishment in Greece, 1889-1912", Mundo Eslavo, vol. 16, 2017, pp. 235-
244 (access: hteps://revistaseug.ugr.es/index.php/meslav/article/view/1700/15425); 1.
B. PoYzIiT=KI, Z. ZAIBATZANIN, A. MarovaHs, “H anédoon ¢ 1Sohéktov Tov
Nrooroyitdoxt e elvicd’, Zréma, Tevy. 14, 2019, 0. 391-396.

22 ANON., “Eva dtipynue”, Axpdmolis, 6.1.1894.

23 According to Sofia Bora, the anonymous editor of the publication under discussion was
Vlasis Gavrielidis, director of Acropolis, with whom Papadiamantis worked closely. For
more, see: 2ol MIIOPA, O Iamadieudvrys xar ot avayviores Tov: Zytijuate 10Topins T
mpdadys Tov épyov Tov (1879-1961), Top. 2, unpublished doctoral dissertation (Af#va: EK-
I1A, 2008).

24 Kwotig ITasaMaz, “ANéEavdpos [Tamadipdving’, Téyvy, Top. 6, Amp. 1899, 0. 138-142.

25 See the Philéas LEBESQUE’s column in Mercure de France, under the title: “Lettres Néo-
Grecques” for the following dates: 16.1.1908 (pp. 355-359), L.7.1911 (pp. 200-205), 16.8.1913
(pp- 866-871), 15.4.1934 (pp. 421-429). The aforementioned texts were translated and pub-
lished in the Greek press.

26 See: Miktiddng MAAAKAKHS “ANéEavdpog [Tamadpdving’, Néov Aoz, 1911.

27 See: ®dvyg Mixasomoxaos, “O IMarwadupdvtns. Eve Yuyopetpixd onpelwun’, Siuepa,
1933, 0. 19.
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reasons that drive the protagonists to commit murder — Fragkogiannou is driv-
en by mental delusion, while Raskolnikov by his criminal instincts,* 2 the por-
trayal of Fragkogiannou as a native type, in contrast to Raskolnikov, who rep-
resents a universal character, and also the way they handle the problem of evil,»
and 3) the absence of a socially educational role in Papadiamantis’ existential
concerns, in contrast to Dostoevsky, and the difference in the former’s “devo-
tional faith” compared to the latter’s torturous “Christianity”*

Apart from the translation of the novel Crime and Punishment, Dosto-
evsky’s short stories also attracted translational attention until 1918. Just four
months after the release of Papadiamantis’ translation of Crime and Punish-
ment, the newspaper Akropolis published another work by the Russian author.
On December 16, 1889, in anticipation of the upcoming Christmas celebra-
tion, “Aw ta xabpéve o mouddxie. H yi16ixa tov Xpiotov” (The Beggar Boy at
Christ’s Christmas Tree) was published, translated by Theodoros Vellianitis.”
Nevertheless, this was not his first short story rendered in Greek. In fact, three
years carlier, in 1886, the Greek readers had their first opportunity to engage
with Dostoevsky’s literary style through the translation of the “To dévtpo Twv
Xpiotovyévvay ko yapos” (A Christmas Tree and a Wedding) translated again
by Vellianitis.* Most likely, both translations were rendered from Russian, in
contrast to “O povlixoc Mdpet (Avduvnarg Zipnplag)” (Peasant Marey),” pub-
lished in 1888, which was translated from France by unknown translator. Dos-
toevsky’s two Christmas stories were repeatedly republished in subsequent
years, largely due to the common practice among Greek publishers of releasing
works with festive themes during the holiday season, particularly for Christmas
and New Year’s. Through these stories, Greek readers were introduced to two
key elements of Dostoevsky’s artistic thought: social criticism and existential
reflection. It is possible that, during this early phase of Dostoevsky’s reception,
Greek holiday-themed literature was insufficient to meet readers’ demands.
Under these circumstances, foreign holiday-themed short stories, including

28 See: Kwvotavtivog XaTzonoyaos, “Tlaradiupdvtys’, Néw Zwif, Nogup. 1912 — Iav. 1913, o
33-34.

29 MIXAAONIOYAOS, ¢. 19.

30 See: Ayyehog TEPZAKHE, “To npdfnua Homadwpdvty’, NeoeMyvixd Ipdupera, top. 11,
13.2.1937, C. 2.

31 Oebdwpog AOSTATIEGEKH, ‘At Ta kabpéve e weuddiie.. H yi16ixa tov Xpiotod”, Axpdmolu,
Acex. 16, 1889.

32 Oebdwpog AOSTATIEGEKH, “Aévdpov twv Xplotovyévvwy’, Axpdrodis Didodoyixsf, Aex. 24,
1886.

33 ©Oeddwpog AOSTATIEG:EKH, “O povlixos Mdpet (Avapynog Zibnplag)’, Dedodoyiss
Axpérolig, 10.4.1888, 6. 63-165.
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Dostoevsky’s, found fertile ground for dissemination. However, it is notewor-
thy that the author’s short stories, outside the realm of holiday-themed literary
production, did not particularly captivate the interest of Greek translators. Of
the five collections of Russian short stories published in Greek up to 1923, only
one included his short stories.

In the context of Dostoevsky’s reception in translation up to 1918, the Greek
versions of White Nights and The House of the Dead hold particular signifi-
cance. The repeated publications of these works, either in full or as excerpts,
confirm their resonance with the interests of the Greek literary scene, whose
writers during this period can be categorized into three groups: a) those depict-
ing contemporary urban life without advocating for any reformative agenda;
b) those focusing on the individual’s inner world and consciously adopting the
techniques of symbolic poetry; and c) those portraying society in ways shaped
directly or indirectly by a specific vision for its future.*

If we accept that these translations aligned with the literary demands of the
time, it becomes evident that White Nights reinforced a trend in Greek litera-
ture toward prose that was subjective, emotionally charged, and poetically ex-
pressive. This work examines the danger of individuals isolating themselves
from society and the consequences of excessive imagination, centering on the
archetype of the dreamer. Its translation was published a total of four times by
1918: in 1894, 1909, and 1917. On the other hand, The House of the Dead stim-
ulated a different trend in Greek prose, fostering works with strong social con-
cerns. This book particularly captivated the interest of critics, translators, and
journals aligned with socialist ideological leanings. For instance, the promi-
nent socialist intellectual Panos Tangdpoulos praised its vivid descriptions of
prisoners’ lives. Two years after his commentary, excerpts from the same book
were translated for the journal Kerkiraiki Anthologia, whose editor was Kon-
stantinos Theotdkis, a well-known prose writer and advocate of socialist ideals.

At the beginning of the second phase of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece
(1918), the number of translations of his works, primely from French and Rus-
sian, increased rapidly, and critical texts about him proliferated. The Greek the-
ater scene also began showing heightened interest in dramatizing his works.
References to Dostoevsky became more frequent in the writings of Greek intel-
lectuals, while the composition and size of his readership changed and expand-
ed compared to previous decades. His works transitioned from being regarded
as the “intellectual property” of a small circle of bourgeois intellectuals to be-

34 Roderick BEATON, Eiguywys ary vedrepy elaviri) doyoreyvie. (Abrvo: Nedéhy, 1996), 0. 138~
139.
35 Anuntpiog IT. TarKOTIOYAOE, “Néow BiBhia”, O Novuds, apib. 524, 19.4.1914, 0. 112.
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coming a part of a broader reading experience. During the 1920s, although the
Greek literary intelligentsia generally preferred foreign translations, a new au-
dience gradually emerged that read Greek translations of Dostoevsky’s works.
This led to an expansion of his readership, which now included not only in-
tellectuals but also members of the petty bourgeoisie, artists, students, and ed-
ucated workers. Consequently, the network for receiving his works widened
considerably, reflecting a more diverse and inclusive reading public.

The success of Dostoevsky’s work during the first decade of the Interwar pe-
riod is due to a wide range of factors, with the October Revolution holding a
central position. This socio-historical event marks the dividing line between
the first period of Greek readers” acquaintance with Dostoevsky’s works (1877-
1918) and the subsequent period of his establishment as part of broader reading
experiences (1918-1929). The impact of the October Revolution, whether seen
as negative or positive, invigorated the reception network for Dostoevsky and
Russian literature more generally. After this event, Greek readers increasingly
sought to explore the ideological and spiritual expressions of Russian life. Dos-
toevsky’s works successfully met this curiosity. His examination of the external
and internal life of modern Russians allowed his works to serve as “windows”
into the post-revolutionary life of Russia. The reception of Zhe Brothers Kara-
mazov during the Interwar period is indicative of this communicative power.
During this period, the novel was received on five levels: critical, translational,
theatrical, cinematic, and in original literary production. Its impact was owed
to its ideological content as well as its portrayal of an entire gallery of human
types within Russian society.

Aside from the October Revolution, other internal factors also contributed
to the success of Dostoevsky’s works during the 1920s: 1) the strengthening of
socialist awareness, 2) changes in book production and the book market, 3) de-
mographic shifts in the country with the arrival of émigrés from Russia and ref-
ugees from Asia Minor, 4) the spirit of disintegration, pessimism, and reeval-
uation of values that prevailed after the Asia Minor Disaster and World War
[, and 5) the publishing success of Dostoevsky in Europe. The combination of
these factors encouraged the widespread dissemination of Dostoevsky’s work,
but also contributed to the phenomenon of translation overproduction.

The high demand for Dostoevsky’s works, which became part of the reading
“fashion” of the 1920s, negatively affected the quality of Greek translations.

36 The publisher Kostas Govostis, in the Preface of the History of Russian Literature, writes
about the “snobbish mania” of Greek readers to “stuff their pockets with books” written by
Russian authors: EKaoTHE [= K. TkoBO=THE], “H éxSoa1g T pwootkig dthoroylag’, in
Louis LEGER, Io7opiz Ty pwoaixiis pidodoytas (ABvva: Tkofdotng, 1929), 0. 7-10.
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The release of low-quality translations in the Greek book market shows that
translation production was not immune to external factors. Testimonies from
intellectuals of the time assure us that the circulation of “butchered” transla-
tions,” including some Greek versions of Dostoevsky’s works, was due to the
following factors: first, the merging of roles — publisher, bookseller, and mer-
chant - into one person, who sought quick profit and controlled the book dis-
tribution industry; second, the lack of a systematic state policy regarding the
translation of foreign books into the domestic market; third, the shortcom-
ings and weaknesses of the source text (in cases of mediated translation); and
fourth, the untranslatability of the words used in the source text.

Apart from translations, the reception of Dostoevsky during the 1920s was
also shaped by critical texts that viewed him as an ideologue, psychologist,
criminologist-psychiatrist, and playwright. Among these aspects, most com-
mentary focused on the ideological dimension found in his literary works. The
fluidity of ideological life in Greece and the plurality in Dostoevsky’s ideologi-
cal views allowed for the coexistence of at least two opposing approaches. One
segment of Greek intellectuals portrayed Dostoevsky as a critic of socialist-rev-
olutionary movements, basing their arguments primarily on 7he Demons’*
From this same group, he was also presented as an opponent of anti-democrat-
ic methods in achieving social prosperity and as a prophet of the tragic events
that followed the rise of socialist-revolutionary movements to power.

At the same time, another segment of Grecek intellectuals saw Dostoevsky as
an inspirer and precursor of the October Revolution. A characteristic example is
Petros Pikros, a renowned writer of the first interwar generation, a socialist in-
tellectual, and a translator of Dostoevsky. In 1921, he wrote an extensive preface
for the translation of the book 7he House of the Dead, in which he emphasized,
among other things, that Dostoevsky’s works were written with a “revolution-
ary intent”. The circle of the intellectuals that promoted the image of Dosto-
yevsky as an inspirer of revolutionists based their arguments on his youthful en-
thusiasm for utopian socialism, his imprisonment for political beliefs, and the
social concerns that permeated his works throughout his career. In discussions
about socialist art in Greece, opinions often emerged regarding the relation-

37 The term was borrowed from an anonymous article published in Bpadvys under the title
“The Russian writers and their translators” (ANON., “Ot Pwgaot cuyypadels ko ot petadpa-
otal twv’, H Bpadvvi, 23.3.192.4).

38 For more, see indicatively: SER [I. ZEPOYTOZ], “Ot Acuproviopévor. To mpodntixév mvedua
Tov Aootoylédokv’, in Qrdodoyixd mapdpryue tyg Meyddys ENyvircifs Eyxvidomaideias, Top.
14, 305.1926, 0. 6. Zwbpog MEAAS, “Aapoviouévor, Eoriz, 9.3.1938. Dwtog IToAITHS,
“Svyypoviousds’, Ietdapyin, Top. 28, 27.4.1930, 0. 18.
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ship between Dostoevsky’s ideological commitment and the social critique in
his works. Thus, the contradictory image of the Russian writer as both a proph-
et-critic of the Revolution and a prophet-inspirer of it was highlighted.

In contrast to Dostoevsky as a political thinker, which generated limit-
ed critical commentary during the first phase, Dostoevsky as a psychologist
drew attention from the beginning of his reception in Greece.”” The commen-
tary on the psychological dissection in his works holds a dual significance. On
the one hand, it distinguishes him from other pre-revolutionary Russian au-
thors who were crossing Greek linguistic boundaries during the same period.
On the other hand, it highlights the superiority of his writing compared to
French authors, who were also achieving notable success in translation at the
time. However, critical texts that focused on the psychological analysis in his
works became more prevalent during the interwar period. Interest in the psy-
chological depth of Dostoevsky’s characters aligned with the renewal trends
in Greek prose. Dostoevsky’s focus on human interiority, which reflects the
aesthetic demands for introspection and the exploration of the unconscious,
made his works particularly relevant to the new artistic goals. In this context,
comments on the superiority of his psychological analysis, and his contribu-
tion to the development of the psychological novel, were of great interest.
For Nikos Kazantzakis, Dostoevsky is one of the “patriarchs of the modern
soul”+ and a great psychologist who, with unparalleled precision, subtle anal-
ysis, and empathy, delves deeply into the realms of human injustice, sin, and
mysticism. Moreover, according to Thrasos Kastanakis, Dostoevsky’s creative
process allows us to describe him as “a kind of Christopher Columbus of our
inner geography”#

39 During the initial phase of Dostoevsky’s reception, the psychological analysis in
his work is discussed in the following texts: ©@e48wpog BEAAIANITHE, “Aévdpo Twy
XpioTovyévvey’, Axpdmolss, 24.12.1886; ANON., “ANmroypadio g Eotiag’, dedriov ¢
Eoring, 19.4.1887, 0. 3; ANON., “Eidoeig ex Pwalag’, Axpdmolig, 30.22.1886; BEAAIANITHE,
“Thyyxpovos pwootky drachoyia’, 6., 0. 253-274; .. K, “Oeddwpog AootoyeBoxy’, Kied,
To. 5, 1889, 0. 145-147; POiaHE, “Acatoyédorn xat To épyov Tov Eyxdyua xar tiuwple’,
6.m; IT. Moainos, “To Yuyohoykév wbotépnue’, H pwvij y¢ Kimpov, 5.4.1995; Ni-
xo¢ Enmrzxononoraos, “To pubiotépnua xat to Sijynue xord tov 1900 cwwve’, To Aoro,
8..1901; N. Em. [=Nixo¢ Emrskononoyaoz], “Tafpd A” Avvovvtowo”, To Aorv, 3.6.1895;
Nixog Enrsxornonoxaos, “To pubiotépnue xat to Sujynue xerd tov 1900 awave, 7o Aoro,
8.1.1901.

40 Nixog KazaNTZzAKHS, “Ti yivetan oty Pwaie’, Avayévvyey, tedy. s, Iav. 1928, 0. 190-198.

41 See Kastanakis’ unpublished lecture on Dostoevsky, the text of which is preserved in the
author’s archive at the Hellenic Literary and Historical Archive (E.L.I.A.), in the folder
numbered Z17.
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During the same period, his criminological and psychiatric observations al-
so captivated critical attention. Interest in crime as part of Dostoevsky’s literary
agenda was influenced by the Italian school of criminal anthropology, partic-
ularly Cesare Lombroso. Dostoevsky’s criminal studies were discussed along-
side the broader literary interest in social marginalization issues such as crime
and prostitution. It should also be noted that Dostoevsky’s focus on crimi-
nal behavior is closely linked to his existential concerns. His characters are of-
ten placed in extreme situations before or after committing crimes, creating the
perfect “laboratory” conditions for examining the limits of human nature.

When Dostoevsky explored crime, his primary interest lay in the moral and
existential questions it raised, as religious-philosophical reflection was the cen-
tral axis of his literary production. However, during the period under review,
these dimensions of his work received limited recognition in Greece. Ear-
ly exceptions, such as Roidis, acknowledged Dostoevsky’s infusion of Chris-
tian ideas,** but broader systematic commentary was largely absent. From the
very beginning of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece, some critical attention
was drawn to his metaphysical exploration of suffering and his treatment of the
problem of evil. Nevertheless, these remarks were sporadic, lacked factual sup-
port, originality, or substantial argumentation. Instead, they were predomi-
nantly shaped by the views of Melchior de Vogii¢ and his Le Roman russe (The
Russian Novel), a work that garnered significant readership in Greece from its
publication (1886) up until the 1930s. Over time, however, greater critical at-
tention began to focus on Dostoevsky’s existential and moral reflections. This
growing interest, particularly during the 1930s and 1940s, coincided with the
influence of Russian existentialist philosopher Nicolas Berdyaev. His works
were not only translated into Greek during interwar period but also widely
read by Greek literary figures such as Angelos Terzakis. Thus, it is important
to note that Berdyaev’s focus on existential and metaphysical questions likely
shaped the Greek perception of Dostoevsky’s philosophical and religious re-
flections during the second interwar decade.

The reception of Dostoevsky in Greece is shaped also by efforts to adapt his
works to the needs of the theater. The adaptations of his works are connected
to attempts to renew and modernize Greek theatrical life and are initially in-
corporated into the development of realistic, psychological drama, which fo-
cuses on social issues. However, as Dostoevsky became a part of the broader
reading experience, those involved in Greek theater began staging his works,
driven also by financial motives. Regardless of the purpose they served, these

42 PoiaHs, “Aoctoyédary kat To épyov’..
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stage adaptations of Dostoevsky’s novels encouraged discussions about his life
and work. They provided Greek intellectuals with an opportunity to express
opinions about his literary output, focusing on aspects such as psychological
analysis, the authenticity of his portrayal of the Russian soul, and his profound
philosophical thinking.

To summarize, the article reveals two distinct phases of Dostoevsky’s recep-
tion from 1877 to 1929, differing in both the volume of material and the na-
ture of the evidence documenting his presence. The first, the Introductory Phase
(1877-1918), marked a cautious acquaintance by Greek readers with his works.
His writings were rarely translated, primarily from French or Russian, and were
mostly short pieces published in newspapers. Regarding critical reception, this
phase was characterized by insufficient recognition of the philosophical and re-
ligious significance of his work, as well as early associations with Alexandros
Papadiamantis, who translated Crime and Punishment, the first of Dostoevsky’s
novels rendered into Greek. The second, the Establishment Phase, was shaped
by the October Revolution, during which Dostoevsky transitioned from being
a name known mainly in intellectual circles to a widespread literary phenome-
non. This period saw an abundance of Greek translations of his works, often is-
sued as inexpensive editions alongside those of other Russian authors, making
them more accessible to a broader audience. It could be argued that this prolif-
eration of translations and their widespread consumption during the 1920s laid
the groundwork for the evolution of interwar prose in the following decade.

By the end of the first interwar decade, however, the publication of Dosto-
evsky translations began to decline, while critical engagement with his works
deepened. His prose also increasingly served as a source of intertextual refer-
ences for authors from the Generation of the ’30s, such as Angelos Terzakis,
Yiorgos Theotokas, and M. Karagatsis. These writers engaged in a creative dia-
logue with Dostoevsky’s works, demonstrating a level of systematic engagement
not observed in earlier generations, except perhaps in the case of Petros Pikros.
What’s more, Dostoevskian narrative techniques, such as the internal mono-
logue, did not provoke significant discussion among Greek critics and writers
before 1929. It was only in the following decade that critics such as Petros Span-
donidis and Andreas Karandonis began analyzing the works of Stelios Xeflou-
das, Lazaros Pigiatoglou, and Konstantinos Theotokis through the lens of Dos-
toevskian literary methods. These discussions, published in the literary journal
Makedonikes Imeres (Macedonian Days),* particularly focused on character de-

43 Iétpog ZnANAQNIAHE, ,,Kabpedtiouata’, Maxedovirés Huépeg, eby. 1, Mdpt. 1932, 0. 29-
31; TTétpog ZraNAoNIaHE, “H meloypadio twv véwv (1929-1933)" Maxsdovixés Hudpes,
Tevy. L, lov. 1934, 0. 13-28.
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velopment and the inner monologue technique, highlighting the growing in-
fluence of Dostoevsky on Greek prose, especially within the novel.

However, several questions remain open for further exploration, and one
of them is: how did the third phase of Dostoevsky’s reception unfold, and
which aspects of his literary production were most assimilated by Greek prose
writers? Ultimately, this brief overview of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece
does not aim to exhaustively account for the entire phenomenon of the Rus-
sian author’s influence within the Greek intellectual sphere during the exam-
ined period. Instead, it emphasizes key milestones in the translation and critical
response to his work from 1877 to 1929, illustrating the unique nature of his re-
ception in Greece.**

44 For more details on the reception of Dostoevsky in Greece, please refer to the doctoral dis-
sertation of Zorka SLJIVANCANIN, under the title: “E. M. Dostoevsky in Greece (1877-
1929): Critical Reception and Translations” (O @. M. Nzostoyiéponr oty ENdda (1877-
1929). Kpizu wpdadapyy weu peragpdoe [Nicosia: University of Cyprus, 2020]).
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Ares Alexandrou: The Balancing Act
of Translating Dostoevsky into Greek

Ares Alexandrou (1922-1978) is the central figure in more than a century of
Fyodor Dostoevsky’s translation history in Greece; Dostoevsky’s name be-
ing “inseparable” from that of Alexandrou in Greek culture.’ Since their pub-
lication in the 1950s, Alexandrouw’s Crime and Punishment (Ilpecmynacnue
u naxasanue, 1866), Demons (Becoi, 1871), The Idiot (Hduom, 1869), and The
Brothers Karamazov (Bpames Kapamasosws, 1880) (with the exception of The
Idiot, all the first Greek translations directly from Russian) have been the au-
thoritative editions of Dostoevsky in Greek, achieving the status of “classic
texts” in Modern Greek translated literature.*

Alexandrou’s translations of Dostoevsky’s four major novels are character-
ised by a uniform, distinct style which gives voice to the original’s polyphony in
Greek. In his posthumously-published monograph 7he Dramatist Dostoevsky (O
Dramatourgos Dostoevsky, 2012), Alexandrou described translating Dostoevsky’s
intangible style as a balancing act (“I had thus to balance on a tightrope”).’ This
balancing act led him to form his theory of Dostoevsky as a dramatist, where di-
alogue took priority, as it would in a stage play. To express this aspect of Dosto-
evsky’s poetics (what he defined as his dramaturgy), I argue that Alexandrou de-
veloped his particular translational style of pronounced orality and frequent
colloquialisms. Alexandrou’s strategy of vernacularisation along with his inter-
ventions in the text arguably transformed the original. This interventionist atti-
tude aligned with Alexandrou’s philosophy of translation, whereby the only solu-
tion for the translator to avoid betrayal of the original was through (re)creation.

1 Kostes PAPAGIORGES, “O Dostoevsky tou Are Alexandrou” [Ares Alexandrou’s Dostoev-
skyl, Lifo, 25 April 2012 <https://www.lifo.gr/culture/vivlio/o-ntostogiebski-toy-ari-alex-

androy-apo-ton-kosti-papagiorgi> (accessed 30 September 2024).

2 Katerina I. ANESTE, “Dostoevsky phlegomenos apo avevaioteta kai apistia” [Dostoevsky
in the Fire of Uncertainty and Unfaithfulness — interview with Manoles Velitzanides, i.c.
the publisher of Editions Indiktos], Lifo, 20 November 2008 <https://www.lifo.gr/cul-
ture/vivlio/ntostogiefski-flegomenos-apo-abebaiotita-kai-apistia> (accessed 30 September
2024).

3 Ares ALEXANDROU, O Dramatourgos Dostoevsky [ The Dramatist Dostoevsky] (Athens: Go-
vostes, 2012), p. 26.
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The aim of this article is to provide an argument for translation as a lens
through which one can examine Fyodor Dostoevsky’s reception within a for-
eign culture, by stressing the role of individual agents in this process. In the
case study presented here, my focus is on Ares Alexandrou due to his lifelong
intellectual engagement with the Russian author’s work and his centrality in
Dostoevsky’s translation history in Greece. First, I examine the publishing
house Editions Govostes and the entrepreneurial publisher Kostas Govostes
(1904-1958), who employed Alexandrou and commissioned the translations. I
then turn to Alexandrou’s biography focusing on the way Dostoevsky was tied
in the Greek translator’s memory with crucial moments of his own biogra-
phy. Next, I discuss Alexandrou’s translational credo and idiolect, first, by ex-
amining his monograph 7he Dramatist Dostoevsky where Alexandrou lays out
his understanding of Dostoevsky’s poetics and how it determined his discur-
sive translation style; and finally, by analysing his translation strategies in his
Greek versions of Dostoevsky.

Dostoevsky’s Apanta in Edition Govostes

During the first decades of the twentieth century, a radically changed histor-
ic-cultural context expanded the popularity of Russian authors in Greece.
The Russian Revolution of 1917 galvanised readers” interest in Russian litera-
ture, increasing demand for translations of their works.* The rising demand for
“everything Russian” inundated the Greek publishing world* Unprepared to
deal with such high demand, publishers (themselves not so well versed in Rus-
sian culture) rushed to publish Russian and Soviet works in poorly curated and
edited translations.® Kostas Govostes noted the gap in the market and set up
his publishing house in 1926 with the express purpose of providing the grow-
ing readership of Russian literature in Greece with good and affordable transla-

4 Philippos Paprpas, “Logotechnike metaphrase kai Aristera: entypa, tomes, repertorio
(1901-1950)” [Literary translation and the Left: Publications, Innovations, Repertoire
(1901-1950)], in Zetemata neoellenikes philologias, metrika, yphologika, kritika, metaphras-
tika [Issues of Modern Greek Philology: Metric, Stylistic, Critical, Translational] (Thessa-
loniki: Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2016), pp. 603-611 (p. 605).

s Kostas GovosTEs, “E Ekdosis tes istorias tes rosikes philologias” [ The Publication of the
History of Russian Literature], in Louis Leger, History of Russian Literature, transl. by Ad.
D. Papadema (Athens: Govostes, 1929), pp. vii-xi (p. vii).

6 As the publisher Kostas Govostes wryly wrote in 1929: “Today, those who are interested in
Russian literature and culture and in everything Russian, are so many, that Greek business-
men do not want to miss the chance to take advantage of them” (GOVOSTES, p. viii).
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tions” Govostes inaugurated his publishing house with Dostoevsky’s Dream of
a Ridiculous Man, the first translation of the short story in Greek.*

Govostes’ far-reaching plan to acquaint Greek readers with “the most beau-
tiful works of world intellect” and “to disseminate literature and make it ac-
cessible to everyone” culminated in the publication of Dostoevsky’s Apanta
(Collected Works) between 1938 and 1958.2 The project survived the Nazi Occu-
pation (1941-1944), the Greek Civil War (1946-1949), and the politically vola-
tile period that followed, during which Govostes’ designated Dostoevsky trans-
lator, Ares Alexandrou, spent many years in island prison camps for his ties to
the Communist Party.

Govostes™ editions of Apanta were a turning point in the Russian author’s
Greek translation history. These editions provided Dostoevsky’s major works
in Greek, translated directly from the Russian original for the first time. Until
then, as my research has shown, the vast majority of Greek translations of Dos-
toevsky used intermediate sources (predominantly French translations).” De-
spite Dostoevsky’s popularity with Greek readers (Dostoevsky was the third
most translated author in Greek between 1900 and 1950)," very few works
had been translated directly from Russian until the 1950s, while many works
— most notably, Demons — remained untranslated. In his editions of Dostoev-
sky’s Apanta, Govostes sought to remedy this gap by enlisting Russian-speak-
ing translators such as Ares Alexandrou, but also the two most active Rus-
sian-speaking translators at the time, Athena Sarantide and Koralia Makre, to

7 For Govostes, “the preconditions for the development of literature” were “publishing edi-
tions at low prices given how the economic crisis has shrunk the public’s purchasing power”
and “quality of the content”, [Kostas GOVOSTES], “Gia to vivlio” [On Books], 70 Chroniko
tou Vivlion, 6, May 1936, p. 6.

8 Fiodor DoSTOEVSKY, 10 Oneiro enos geloion [ Con cmemnoro ueaosexa / Dream of a Ridic-
ulous Man], transl. by Giorgos Semeriotes (Athens: Anatole, 1926).

9 While Govostes titled his 1938-launched Dostoevsky series, Apanta — ‘apanta, which lit-
erally means ‘everything’ in Greek, is used to describe the edition of an author’s complete
works — he did not in fact publish all of Dostoevsky’s fictional and non-fictional works.
For that reason, I will translate henceforth Apanta as ‘collected works’ instead of ‘complete
works’ to be precise.

10 As my doctoral research revealed, at least two thirds of translations published before Edi-
tions Govostes launched their Dostoevsky series, relied on French intermediate sourc-
es: Christina KARAKEPELL, The Translation History of Fedor Dostoevsky in Greece (1886-
1992) (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Exeter, 2024), <http://hdlLhandle.
net/10871/137217> (accessed 30 December 2024).

1 Konstantinos G. KASINES, Vivliographia ton ellenikon metaphraseon tes xenes logotechnias
1yor-1yso [ A Bibliography of Greek Translations of Foreign Literature, 1901-1950] (Athens:
Syllogos pros Diadosin Ophelimon Vivlion, 2013), p. XXV.
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retranslate Dostoevsky from the Russian original.” Govostes promoted these
translations — especially those authored by Alexandrou — as “the real Dostoev-
sky” vis-a-vis previous translations which had “mistreated” and “abused” Dos-
toevsky’s works.” Alexandrou’s versions were advertised as a “restoration” of
the Russian text, which transferred it into Greek “complete, without any cut,
straight from the original [...] preserving the spirit, the style, and the atmos-
phere of [the original "+

Govostes published in 1938 the first volume of Apanta: The Gambler in Ath-
ena Sarantide’s translation.” Before the Second World War broke out, Govostes
had published the following titles in his Dostoevsky series: Netochka Nezvano-
va (transl. by Koralia Makre) in 1939, The Eternal Husband (transl. by Athe-
na Sarantide), and Notes from Underground (transl. by Koralia Makre) in 1941.
The series continued throughout the war, by 194 4, Editions Govostes had pub-
lished The Honest Thief, White Nights, The Humiliated and Insulted (all three
translated by Koralia Makre), and Notes from the House of the Dead, which was
Ares Alexandrou’s first translation of Dostoevsky.

Alexandrou’s addition to the translation team in 1942 allowed Govostes
to aim higher and to prepare for publication the behemoths of Dostoevsky’s
oeuvre: Crime and Punishment, Demons, The Idiot, The Brothers Karama-
zov. Even though the upcoming translations authored by Alexandrou were an-
nounced as early as 1945, the translations were finally published between 1951-
1954." There were two reasons for the delay. The first was an adverse historical
reality: Alexandrou spent the years between 1948-1958 imprisoned for his af-
filiation to the Communist Party, as I will describe in the next section which

12 There are no birth or death dates for either Athena Sarantide or Koralia Makre. Neither
of the two female translators have been the subject of a research study. My own research
on Dostoevsky’s Greek translation history was able to uncover little information on their
translatorial work. I was only able to confirm that both women translated from Russian
and that they were employed by several publishing houses between the 19205 and 1930s pri-
or to their cooperation with Editions Govostes.

13 Back cover of the third volume of Crime and Punishment (1951), transl. by Ares Alexandrou
(Athens: Govostes, 1951); Back pages of the third volume of Demons (1953), transl. by Ares
Alexandrou (Athens: Govostes, 1953).

14 Back pages of the third volume of Crime and Punishment (1951); Editions Govostes adver-
tisement, 70 Vema, 26 May 1953, p. 2.

15 Fiodor DOSTOEVSKY, O Paiktes [Hzpox / The Gambler], transl. by Athena Sarantide (Ath-
ens: Editions Govostes, 1938).

16 “In the Dostoevsky series, after Merezhkovsky’s critical work, published for the first time in
Greece, Demons and The Adolescent in translations by Ares Alexandrou and Koralia Makre,
will be published in autumn”. Editions Govostes advertisement, Eleuthera Grammata, 6 (24

August 1945), p. 1.
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traces his biography. The second reason had to do with Govostes’ rigorous and
lengthy editing process, which involved several rounds of manuscript readings
by the editing team before a text was approved for publishing.” This intensive
work meant that it took years for a translation to be published.

Govostes finally published the first volume of Crime and Punishment in Al-
exandrou’s translation in 1951; the next two volumes appeared within the same
year.”® This was the first Greek Crime and Punishment to be based on the Rus-
sian original; all previous translations were based on intermediate sources.” A
year later, in 1952, Govostes began publishing Demons in three volumes, the fi-

> »

nal one published in 1953. Previously only the excised chapter “At Tikhon’s
had been published as “Stavrogin’s Confession” (c. 1930).>> Govostes followed
Demons with The Brothers Karamazov and The Idiot, each published in four
volumes between 1953 and 1954, both translated by Alexandrou. 7he Idiot had

21

previously been translated once, and 7Zhe Brothers Karamazov three times

17 Leonidas ZENAKOS, “To Cheirourgeio ton metaphraseon” [ The surgery of translations], 7o
Verma, s February 2006, p. 47.

18 Fiodor DOSTOEVSKY, Enklema kai Timoria [Ilpecmynaenue u naxasanne | Crime and
Punishment], transl. by Ares Alexandrou, 3 vols (Athens: Editions Govostes, 1951).

19 Previous translations of Crime and Punishment in Greek included: Alexandros Papadi-
amantes’ first translation of the novel based on Victor Derély’s Le Crime er le Chatiment
(1884). Papadiamantes’ seminal translation was serialised in the daily newspaper Ephemer-
is between 14 April 1889 — 1 August 1889; it was republished in 1992 by Editions Ideogram-
ma: see Eugenia MAKRYGIANNE, “Epimetro’, in Fiodor DOSTOEVSKY, 10 Enklema kai e
Timoria, transl. by Alexandros Papadiamantés (Athens: Ideogramma, 1992); Stelios Chari-
takes’ 1912 translation was also based on Derély’s French version (70 Enklema kai e Timoria,
transl. by Stelios Charitakes [Chania: Gorgias P. Phortsakes, 1912]). Charitakes’ translation
was the first version of the novel rendered in the demotic variant of Modern Greek. Previ-
ous translators, following literary norms of the time, rendered Dostoevsky’s works in kazh-
arenousa, the archaising variant of Modern Greek; and finally, Athanasios Boutouras’ 1922
translation (Enklema kai Timoria, transl. by Athanasios Boutouras, 3 vols [Athens: Vivli-
opoleio G. L. Vasileiou, 1922-1925]) was likely based on the first German translation of the
novel Schuld und Siibne, transl. by Wilhelm Henckel, 1882).

20 Fiodor DOSTOEVSKY, E Exomologese tou Stavrogin [Stavrogins Confessions], transl. by P.,
[unknown publisher], c. 1930. The translation of the title as “Daimonismenoi” (The De-
monised) has been contested by some. The Russian scholar Metsos Alexandropoulos (1924-
2008) claimed that in Greek “the meaning of the title was ruined”: “[in the novel] it is Rus-
sia that is ‘demonised’ and ‘demons’ are set to destroy it”: Metsos ALEXANDROPOULOS,
Daimones kai Daimonismenoi [Demons and Demonised) (Athens: Delphini, 1992), p. 44.
Nevertheless, Alexandrou’s title of Daimonismenoi persisted; all retranslations since then
have preserved the title as such.

21 The Idiot had previously been translated by Athena Sarantide from Russian in 1924, for a
different publishing house (Athens: Vivliopoleio G. L. Vasileiou, 1924). Even though Gov-
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based on French intermediate sources.*

For Govostes, the pinnacle and conclusion of Dostoevsky’s Apanta was the
translation of The Brothers Karamazov which, along with Crime and Punish-
ment and Demons, represented “the brightest stars in Culture’s Constellation”.”
After The Brothers Karamazov, Govostes published Koralia Makre’s translation
of The Adolescent (c. 1955).** At Govostes death in 1958, the publication of Dos-
toevsky’s Apanta was complete, a work he hoped would “establish Greek trans-
lation as an undeniable cultural contribution to Modern Greek literature”*
Editions Govostes published posthumously Alexandrou’s translations of Poor
Folk (198s), The Village of Stepanchikovo (1989) and White Nights, Dream of a
Ridiculous Man, and The Meck One (2014). Overall, Alexandrou, along with
Makre and Sarantide, translated most of Dostoevsky’s fictional works. All these
translations are still in print from Editions Govostes.

I will now move on to Ares Alexandrou’s biography in order to trace his
trajectory as a bilingual translator, pausing at critical moments of his life
linked in the Greek translator’s memory with the Russian author. This part
serves as the backdrop of his translation work, which was conducted in ad-
versity and which, I argue, explains Alexandrou’s deep spiritual connection to
Dostoevsky and the studiousness with which he tackled the task of rendering
Dostoevsky’s works in Greek.

Ares Alexandrou (1922-1978)

Ares Alexandrou, whose real name was Aristoteles Vasileiades, was born on No-
vember 24, 1922, in St. Petersburg (then named Petrograd).” His mother was

ostes had previously published some of Sarantide’s translations, it is likely that he asked Al-
exandrou to retranslate the novel — instead of republishing Sarantide’s - to ensure uniform-
ity in language and style between Dostoevsky’s four major novels.

22 Giorgos Semeriotes’ first translation (1922) of The Brothers Karamazov was based on the
first French theatrical adaptation by Jacques Copeau and Jean Croué (Les Fréres Karama-
z0v, drame en cing actes daprés Dostoievski, 1911). Semeriotes’ second translation (1926-
1927), as well as the 1927-1931 translations published by Georgios I. Vasileiou, were based
on Mongault and Laval’s 1923 French translation of the novel (Les Fréres Karamazov, trad.
par Henri Mongault et Marc Laval, Paris: Bossard, 1923).

23 Editions Govostes advertisement, 70 Vema, 11 November 1952, p. 2.

24 Fiodor DosTOEVSKY, O Ephevos [I1odpocmox / The Adolescent], transl. by Koralia Makre
(Athens: Govostes, c. 1953-1959).

25 Editions Govostes advertisement, 70 Vema, 2 June 1952, p. 2.

26 All biographical information on Alexandrou is based on Demetres RAUTOPOULOS’s bio-
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Russian-Estonian and his father was of Russian-Greek heritage, born in the city
of Trebizond (now Trabzon) on the East Black Sea, where Greek-speaking com-
munities had lived since the time of Catherine the Great.”” After the revolution
of 1917, the family struggled to make a living under the Soviet regime, and in
1928, they decided to immigrate to Greece, where his father had relatives, and
where they hoped for a better future under the progressive Venizelos govern-
ment. They first moved to Salonika and finally they settled in Athens in 1930.

When they arrived in Greece, neither Alexandrou, then six, nor his mother
spoke a word of Greek. Alexandrou picked up Greek quickly, showing aptitude
in both language and literature. During his last year of high school, he translat-
ed Pushkin’s Eugene Onegin and The Captain’s Daughter from Russian to Greek
as a personal creative exercise.”® As soon as he graduated from high school, he
joined the student branch of the Communist Party, showing early on a desire
for political activism.” In October 1940, when Alexandrou was eighteen years
old, Greece joined the Second World War on the side of the Allied forces. This
fatal day (October 28, 1941) was connected in Alexandrou’s memories with one
of his first encounters with Dostoevsky’s works:

I [once] read a small book by Dostoevsky, “The Grand Inquisitor” translated in-
to Greek, which I found in a bookshop. [...] I wondered then “What is this sto-
ry?” because I had never heard of a work like that by Dostoevsky (I hadn’t yet
read The Brothers Karamazov). It appeared that this was the result of an ar-
bitrary decision by an unknown Greek publisher who had simply extracted a
chapter from Zbe Brothers Karamazov without explanation, creating the impres-
sion that this was a short but complete work.* I thought that Dostoevsky had
written a sort of one-act play, a monologue or dialogue, since the Inquisitor ad-
dresses Christ who responds only with his eloquent silence [...]. The next day,
the Italians [Mussolini’s forces] invaded Greece. I remember that when I was
woken abruptly by the cry of the sirens, the first thing I saw was this small book
with its pink binding on my nightstand.”

graphy: Ares Alexandrou o exoristos [Ares Alexandrou the exiled], 2nd ed. (Athens: Soko-
le, 2004).

27 On Alexandrou’s childhood, RauTOPOULOS, pp. 76-79.

28 Both translation manuscripts were lost during the Occupation; on Alexandrou’s early trans-
lations of Pushkin, RAUTOPOULOS, pp. 89, 100-101, 400.

29 Ibid., pp. 87-88.

30 Alexandrou probably referred to a 1928 edition of The Grand Inquisitor, transl. by A. Basi-
lare (Athens: N. Tilperoglou, c. 1928). In 2015, Editions Govostes published Alexandrou’s
translation of the chapter as a stand-alone edition.

31 ALEXANDROU, pp. 27-28.
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By April 1941, the German Nazi forces had occupied Athens. In the first
year of the Occupation, Alexandrou joined the Greek Communist Party
(KKE), and the youth-wing of the National Liberation Front (EAM, a Par-
ty-affiliate organisation) established shortly after the war to organise the re-
sistance against the Nazi occupiers.* The poet Giannes Ritsos, who knew
Alexandrou from shared political circles and was impressed by the latter’s
high-school translations of Pushkin, recommended Alexandrou to Govostes
in 1942 as a prospective translator for his publishing house.” It was Ritsos who
gave the young man born Aristoteles Vasileiades the pseudonym of “Ares Alex-
androu” (to avoid confusion with another Govostes translator named Vasilei-
ades),** thus becoming his “spiritual [god]father”’ Govostes heeded Ritsos’s
recommendation and employed Alexandrou, inaugurating a three-decade-
long collaboration.

Alexandrou’s first translations for Govostes were from English: D. H. Law-
rence’s The Rocking Horse Winner (1942), and Jack London’s Zhe Iron Heel (the
latter was censored by the Germans and was published after the war).¢ His first
translation of Dostoevsky, Nozes from the House of the Dead, managed to pass
through the censors and was published in the first years of the Occupation.”
Later, Alexandrou remembered this translation as “an act of resistance” against
the Nazi occupiers:

During the [German] Occupation, I translated Notes from the House of the
Dead. 1 believed (the young are often subject to self-delusions) that I was taking
a sort of stand — since this was a Russian novel — against labour camps, like the
one the author described and where he had been sent to be punished for har-
bouring libertarian ideas. Dostoevsky did not say this clearly, but the informed
reader would notice it. Dostoevsky was taking a stand against the authoritarian
tsarist regime and by extension, I, as his translator, encouraged resistance against

the Germans.’®

32 RAUTOPOULOS, p. 105.

33 1bid., pp. 100-101.

34 1bid., p. 101

35 Giannes R1Ts0S, Trochies se diastaurose: epistolika deltaria tes exorias kai grammata sten
Kaite Drosou kai ton Are Alexandron [Trajectories at Cross-roads: Epistolary Cards from
Exile and Letters to Kaite Drosou and Ares Alexandrou], ed. by Lizy Tsirimokou (Athens:
Agra, 2008), p- 100.

36 RAUTOPOULOS, pp. 100-10L

37 'The translation is dated c. 1940-194 4.

38 ALEXANDROU, pp. 27-28.
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After the war ended Alexandrou continued translating for Govostes and
published his first poetry collection Akoma toute e anoixe (This Spring, Still) in
1946.” In the same year, Civil War broke out. With the Civil War still raging in
1948, Alexandrou, along with thousands of other Communist Party support-
ers, was interned by the right-wing government in prison camps on the islands
of Lemnos and Makronesos, where prisoners were called to recant their Com-
munist beliefs under torture. Alexandrou recalled the harrowing experience of
seeing people tortured, etched in his memory as a scene out of Dostoevsky’s
mock-execution:

In Makronesos, they separated us into groups of six and led us to a slope and
called each group to move to the front. [...] The prison guards fell on them and
started beating them with clubs, one and sometimes two on each prisoner. I was
watching, I remember, to make out all that I could of the clubs going up and
down, I wanted to not miss a single detail. [...] I remembered then that exactly a
hundred years before (in 1849), Dostoevsky would have been in one such group
of six and would have seen his comrades tied to the stake ready to be shot (all

staged as it turned out) but there was nothing staged here.*

The recollection, shared in correspondence with a friend in 1974, reveals
how Alexandrou saw himself as “a Dostoevskian hero in his tortured life”.+ Al-
exandrou was still preoccupied with Dostoevsky in the 1970s, more than two
decades after he first translated the Russian author’s novels. Around the time he
wrote the letter cited above, Alexandrou was working on 7he Dramatist Dosto-
evsky, which I examine next.

Alexandrou spent the decade after the end of the Civil War in 1949 most-
ly in prison. In between his internments, he translated Dostoevsky for Kostas
Govostes, who started publishing Alexandrou’s translations from 1951. After he
was released, Alexandrou translated numerous works of world literature from
English and Russian for Editions Govostes, and published two more poetry
collections — Agonos Gramme (1952) and Euthytes Odon (1959), which received
little critical and commercial attention at the time.* In 1967, a paramilitary

39 RAUTOPOULOS, p. 146.

40 Letter to Christos Theodoropoulos (19 May 1974), Athens, Hellenic Literary and Histori-
cal Archive (ELIA), Archive of Ares Alexandrou (A.E. 15/06), fol. 12.5.

41 Panagiotes DrRaKOPOULOS, “Prologiko semeioma” [Introduction], in Th. Tampa-
KE-GEORGA and M. DEMOPOULOU (eds.), Spoude ston Dostoevsky [A Study on Dostoev-
skii], (Athens: Imago, 1998), p. 7.

42 RauTorouLos, p. 186 and p. 192.
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group overthrew the government and established a military dictatorship on the
pretext of safeguarding the nation from a supposed Communist threat. Alexan-
drou left Greece for Paris, as did many Greek intellectuals at the time. In Par-
is, he struggled to make a living, taking many different jobs.* While in France,
he started to work on his first and only novel, 70 Kivotio (The Box). During this
period, he translated Dostoevsky’s White Nights, Dream of a Ridiculous Man
and The Meek One, and worked on his monograph about Dostoevsky; all pub-
lished posthumously by Editions Govostes.** When the military junta ended,
in 1974, The Box was published to critical acclaim, hailed as one of the most im-
portant Modern Greek novels of the post-war era.* Four years later, Alexan-
drou died of a heart attack. He was fifty-six years old.

One of the most prolific translators of the post-war generation, in his thir-
ty-year career, Alexandrou balanced translation and literary creation. His “lin-
guistic crossings’, textual and geographical which took him from his mother
tongue (Russian) to his paternal tongue (Greek), endowed Alexandrou with a
singular sensitivity to the nuances of Modern Greek.*¢ His translations of Dos-
toevsky, which demanded that he “balance[d] on a tightrope” to render the
Russian’s “absence of style”, led him to create his own theory on Dostoevsky’s
poetics, expressed in his posthumously published monograph 7he Dramatist
Dostoevsky (2012).4

The Dramatist Dostoevsky

The Dramatist Dostoevsky is an uncommon type of monograph within Greek
literature on Dostoevsky: one of the very few critical studies to be written on
the author by his Greek translators.** It can be considered a long translator’s

43 1bid., pp. 293 and 244-248.

44 Alexandrou was also preparing a translation of 4 Writers Diary, announced in 1958 after
Kostas Govostes’ death, 7o Vermna, 7 December 1958, p. 8; however, the translation was never
published.

45 Roderick BEATON, “Land Without Novels?”, 7LS, 12 October 2001, p. 14.

46 Lizy Tsirimoxou, “Eisagoge” [Introduction], in Ares ALEXANDROU, Geia sou, Auraki:
ennea grammata tou Are Alexandyrou sten Aura Drosou [Hello, Auraki: Nine Letters of Ares
Alexandrou to Aura Drosou] (Athens: Morphotiko Idryma Ethnekes Trapezes, 2018), pp.
12-15 (p. 13).

47 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 26.

48 Ares Diktaios (1919-1983) who translated The Adolescent and The Village of Stepanchikovo
in 1954, published an essay collection in 1961, where he discussed Dostoevsky along with
Goethe, William Blake, Friedrich Hélderlin, Nietzsche, Shestov, and Arthur Rimbaud;
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note, since Alexandrou never wrote translator’s notes to accompany his ver-
sions of Dostoevsky. It was published by Editions Govostes in 2012, based on
manuscripts from 1971. The (unfinished) essay covers Dostoevsky’s biography,
Alexandrou’s own experience translating his works, and his interpretation of
Dostoevsky’s poetics. Writing about the difficulty of translating Dostoevsky in-
to Greek, Alexandrou identified Dostoevsky’s lack of style as his main obstacle:

When I was translating my first book by Dostoevsky, Nozes from the House of the
Dead (and similarly, when I was reading The Idior — although translating and
reading is not the same, you do not pay the same attention), I was surprised by
the absence of what we call “style”; the absence of narrative flow, the absence of
any sort of care on the author’s part to create “literature” and more than that,

“good literature”+

There were two “acceptable explanations” for Dostoevsky’s elusive style. The
first was that “Dostoevsky was forced to write fast to earn his living”; and the
second that “one might easily neglect style when one is certain [one] has very
important things to say”*° In trying to reconcile the “lack of correlation be-
tween the importance of the events [described] and the weight of words”, Dos-
toevsky was “consumed by expressiveness and hyperbole™' His authorial idi-
olect was one of “sonorous and rare words” which “create[d] phrases imbued
with rhythm - almost imperceptible but certainly there — phrases that moved
or flowed naturally like a great river, that poured out like a stream”s*

Faced with the stylistic irregularities of the Dostoevskian text, Alexandrou
“felt the need to interfere with the text”:

I used to interfere with the text, for had I left it the way it was, I would have
been branded a sloppy translator. I had thus to balance on a tightrope, to inter-
vene in the text in a way that the reader would think that I had altered nothing,

and that that was how Dostoevsky himself would have written in Greek; that

Metsos Alexandropoulos, who translated the short story Bobok in 1995, has written sever-
al biographies of Dostoevsky (see the Conclusion for more analysis of Alexandropoulos’s
work). However, Alexandrou’s The Dramatist Dostoevsky remains the only work written by
one of Dostoevsky’s major Greek translators, detailing the process of translating his works
into Greek.

49 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 22.

so Ibid.

st Ibid.

sz Ibid., p. 2s.
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is, that he would have written neglecting style, piling phrases on paper, as if the

text was raw material to be refined laters

The breakthrough in how to translate Dostoevsky came in 1945, when Gov-
ostes commissioned Alexandrou to translate Demons. The following anecdote
from Alexandrou’s efforts to procure a Russian edition from the Soviet Em-
bassy in Athens reveals the origin of Alexandrou’s concept of Dostoevsky as a
dramatist:

After the liberation from the Germans, my publisher asked me to translate De-
mons. As I could not find the novel in the only bookshop that sold Russian
books [...] I went to the USSR embassy. [...] When I asked [the cultural at-
taché] whether they had Dostoevsky’s Bessy [sic] in the embassy’s library, he said
no: “We don’t have Dostoevsky’s Piessy [sic]”. T was at the point of explaining
somewhat ironically that I wasn’t looking for Dostoevsky’s Piessy (“his theatri-
cal works”), since it would be impossible to look for something that does not ex-
ist. However, influenced by the official atmosphere of the place, I explained with
the most serious and natural expression that I was looking for Bessy, enunciating
the word as clearly as I could. I implied that, while Piessy existed, I was not in-
terested in them for now. I was looking for Biessy [sic]. The cultural attaché un-
impressed said “We do not have Biessy [sic]” [...] I thought how funny it was to
meet a Soviet cultural attaché who was not aware that Dostoevsky had never
written plays. I kept laughing [...] until I finally realised its meaning while stand-
ing at the entrance to the stadium with its white amphitheatre [he is referring
to the Panathenaic Stadium situated at the centre of Athens]. I stopped laugh-
ing and thought: “Why, yes! Comrade cultural attaché was right. Dostoevsky’s
Piessy do exist! Dostoevsky wrote nothing but plays. And what plays! Genuine

tragedies that follow all of Aristotle’s’ rules”s*

In realising that Dostoevsky indeed wrote his novels as zoecor (dramas) Al-
exandrou started to approach Dostoevsky as a dramatourgos, a dramatist and

53 Ibid., p. 26.

s4 Ibid., pp. 28-29; Alexandrou is referring to Aristotle’s definition of tragedy in Poetics
(1449b): “Tragedy is, then, a representation of an action that is heroic and complete and
of a certain magnitude — by means of language enriched with all kinds of ornament, each
used separately in the different parts of the play: it represents men in action and does not
use narrative, and through pity and fear it effects relief to these and similar emotions”.
<http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text °doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0056%3A-
section%3D1449b> (accessed 30 September 2024).
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playwright: “translating Dostoevsky, I had the feeling I was translating a theat-
rical play and not a novel” The inherently theatrical structure of Dostoevsky’s
novels explained the many stage adaptations of his works: “Dostoevsky’s time is
more akin to narrative time in theatre than in novels” In scenes like Marmel-
adov’s speech (Crime and Punishment), Hippolyte’s confession (7he Idiot), the
group scene in Stavrogina’s drawing room and Stavrogin’s confession (Demons),
Dmitry Karamazov’s “Confessions of an Ardent Heart” and Ivan Karamazov’s
confessions to Alyosha in “Pro and Contra” (7he Brothers Karamazov),

the theatrical and dramatic element even reache[d] the melodramatic [...]. We
are dealing with old-school theatre and a type of old-fashioned acting. Even the
spaces where the events take place — usually attics or humble rooms, and some-
times aristocratic drawing rooms in the capital or in the country — are described

with very few details as if they are part of the setting.s”

Constrained in the claustrophobic stages Dostoevsky designed for them, his
heroes were pushed to their emotional limits, impelled “to open their hearts,
to make confessions that turn their souls upside down while realising at the
same time their absurdity; they confess publicly their insignificance; they are
self-flagellating and self-punishing”*® In these emotional confessions “under
the strain of acute emotional pressure” their speech became “theatrical even in
the narrowest sense of the word; in the sense that a skilled actor could very well
play the corresponding part without the need of extra directions” Following
the dramatist’s implicit stage directions, the characters acted “as if possessed by
demons [...] against their will, only to wonder afterwards why they acted that
way and not the other”

“Are they [Dostoevsky’s heroes] then ‘marionettes’ at the hands of an au-
thor who moves them at will?”, Alexandrou wondered.®* “All heroes are ‘mario-
nettes’ ’, he acquiesced, “playing a part prescribed to them by the author”® The
puppeteer-author “blackmails™ his heroes, operating them to “prove”, to voice

55 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 92.
56 Ibid., p. 87.

s7 Ibid., p. 93.

s8 Ibid., p. 92.

s9 Ibid.

6o Ibid., p. 96.

61 Ibid., p. 97.

62 Ibid.
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his own ideas.® How did Dostoevsky then manage to create heroes that “escape
[his] pre-defined plan and follow their own way, unpredictable to both them
and the author?”** For Alexandrou, it all came down to the question of indi-
vidual agency, with which Dostoevsky gifted his characters, despite them being
his own creations: “This exact fact — that Dostoevsky let his heroes ‘escape’ or
< . > . . . . . . .
get carried away’ in different directions — is what makes them believable irre-
spective of their ‘theatricality’ or exactly because of it”.%

In Dostoevsky’s narratological experiment, the characters, from mario-
nettes, transform into living humans with their own consciousness and respon-
sibility for their actions:

It is at once evident that while they are indeed “acting’, these characters are liv-
ing their part. They are improvising. Their passion is their own. They are not
soulless marionettes after all but living creatures which have accepted — how
else — their creator’s life-giving first breath and from then on, they live and act
at their own will. Without the heroes’ “freedom of will” Dostoevsky’s novels
would simply be a “lecture”, an “illustration” of philosophical or moral-religious

ideas.5¢

Alexandrou’s thesis on the freedom of Dostoevskian characters evokes
Mikhail Bakhtin’s definition of the polyphonic novel. In Problems of Dosto-
evsky’s Poetics, Bakhtin argued that Dostoevsky’s characters are not subjugat-
ed to the author: “a character’s word about himself [...] is not subordinated to
the character’s objectified image as merely one of his characteristics, nor does it
serve as a mouthpiece for the author’s voice™*” His heroes assume full-fledged
independence: “Dostoevsky, like Goethe’s Prometheus, creates not voiceless
slaves (as does Zeus), but free people, capable of standing alongside their crea-
tor, capable of not agreeing with him and even of rebelling against him”** The
“plurality of independent and unmerged voices and consciousnesses” which
Dostoevsky’s characters represent, gives rise to the “genuine” polyphony which
is at the basis of Dostoevsky’s poetics.®?

63 Ibid.

64 Ibid.

6s Ibid.

66 Ibid.

67 Mikhail BAKHTIN, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, transl. by Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis:

Minneapolis University Press, 1984), p. 7.
68 Ibid., p. 6.
69 Ibid.
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The characters’ detachment from the author’s consciousness is what ani-
mates Dostoevsky’s heroes, making them convincing. Their verisimilitude is
further enhanced by what Alexandrou described as “the qualitative transfor-
mation through time”° Wk, as real human beings, Alexandrou argued, “trans-
form” according to what Aristotle described in his Poetics as “cikos kai anag-
kaion”, (plausible or verisimilar, and necessary).”* For that reason:

We demand that a work of art should be “convincing’, in other words to de-
pict the qualitative transformation through time in such a way, that we never
for a moment doubt that it was unavoidable for Oedipus, or Hamlet, or Raskol-
nikov to have transformed the way they did [...]. When we say that [...] a work
of art [...] is convincing, we mean that its time, its inner time, the one expressed
through the hero’s qualitative transformations through time, the time “created”
by the author, flows normally; that it is “proper” time conforming to our sense

of the passage of time, neither slower or faster.”

Thus, according to Alexandrou, Dostoevsky’s works were convincing and
his characters authentic, because characters’ thoughts and actions developed ac-
cording to “how we might have been subjected to the qualitative transforma-
tion of the novel’s heroes under the conditions set by the plot”? He argued that
readers identify and empathise with Dostoevsky’s characters because it is casy
to “imagine ourselves in the hero’s place, and say that we would also have be-
haved that way, that we would have also suffered Ivan Karamazov’s white fever
or that we would have confessed our crime like Raskolnikov”7+

As these excerpts from The Dramatist Dostoevsky reveal, Alexandrou was in-
trigued by how Dostoevsky achieved the illusion of verisimilitude in his fic-
tion; how he created believable characters who acted seemingly unconstrained
by the author’s intentions. In what comes next, I will investigate whether and
how Alexandrou recreated the illusion of verisimilitude of the original in his
own translations of Dostoevsky. To that end, I analyse his particular discursive

70 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 87.

71 ARISTOTLE, Poetics (1451b): “What we have said already makes it further clear that a poet’s
object is not to tell what actually happened but what could and would happen either prob-
ably or inevitably [%kata to eikos e to anankaion’]”. <https://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hop-
per/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0056%3Asection%3D1451a> (accessed 1 April
2024).

72 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 87

73 1bid.

74 1bid.
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strategy of “intervening in the text’” and I discuss what I define as his herme-
neutics of Dostoevsky.

Alexandyou’s Hermeneutics of Dostoevsky

Alexandrou’s translation strategy, to write “as Dostoevsky himself would have
written in Greek”, was one of emphatic vernacularisation.’® In his intention to
translate transparently (“in a way that the reader would think that I had altered
nothing”);” Alexandrou enforced a two-pronged discursive strategy: striv-
ing for the most colloquial rendering possible, even when the source text used
more standard language; and intervening in the original by way of explicita-
tion, which often resulted in semantic shifts. As I will argue, Alexandrou’s in-
terventionist translation strategy (to consciously “interfere with the text”)”
and its effect on the reader, can be better understood within a hermeneutics
model of translation:” one where interpretation of the source text is not on-
ly warranted but is an inexorable part of the transformation to which the act of
translation subjects the original.

The first strategy — that of an expressly vernacular translation — was in line
with Alexandrou’s thesis on the theatricality of Dostoevsky’s style. As I showed
above, Alexandrou understood Dostoevsky’s novels as zsecas, plays where char-
acters speak like actors on the stage. This implied a high degree of orality in
their speech that did not always conform to the norms of literary language or
written speech. To achieve this, Alexandrou made frequent use of colloquial
words, phrases, and idioms to render characters’ speech. Alexandrou increased
the expressiveness of the original by selecting “sonorous” and “rare” words that
created their own rhythm in Greek and carried particular emotional weight
in order to render, what he termed, Dostoevsky’s “expressiveness” and “hyper-
bole”** This overtly vernacularising strategy aligns with what Mikhail Bakhtin
identifies as the skaz-like elements of Dostoevsky’s poetics, whereby skaz “refers

75 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 26.

26 Ibid.

77 Ibid.

78 Alexandrou, in his text, uses the verb epemuvaino (‘to interfere’) which literally means ‘step/
tread upon’; ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 26.

79 Lawrence VENUTI, “Genealogies of Translation Theory: Schleiermacher”, transl. by Siob-
han Brownlie, in Lawrence VENUTI (ed.), The Translation Studies Reader, 4th ed. (London
and New York: Routledge, 2021), pp. 486-500.

80 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 25.
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to a technique or mode of narration that imitates the oral speech of an individ-
ualised narrator”®

The two examples below show cases of Alexandrou inserting colloquialisms
in the target text, following his strategy to vocalise the character’s speech. The
first excerpt is from the opening sentence of Ivan Karamazov’s legend of the
Grand Inquisitor (7he Brothers Karamazov, Part 2, Book s, Chapter V). The
mystique of Ivan’s wesenas nosma is immediately broken, as he exclaims “rpdy”
(ugh!) in embarrassment at having to explain his fictional tale. Alexandrou ex-
tends his exclamation to “Phtou, na parei kai na sckosei”: ‘phtou’ is the ono-
matopoeic (mimicking the sound of spitting) Greek equivalent which express-
es annoyance and exasperation; the colloquial phrase “na parei kai na sekosei”
(may [the devil] take and lift [me]) is used when one is extremely irked or frus-
trated.

Russian:
Beab BOT U TyT 6e3 IPEANCAOBHS HEBOZMOKHO, TO €CTb 63 ANTEpaTypHOTO Hpe-
AMCAOBUSL, 77264y ! (I1CC 14; 224 — here and in the following examples italics are

by the author of this article).

Greek:

Omos kai edo de ginetai n” archiso choris prologo, delade choris philologiko
prologo. Phtou, na parei kai na sckosei!™

[But here also it is not possible to start without a prologue, without a philologi-
cal prologue that is. Phtou, take and lift!]

In the second example taken from Demons, Alexandrou takes his strategy of
colloquialization a step further: he adds direct speech, not present in the source
text. In the scene from Stavrogina’s drawing room, the scheming captain Leb-
yadkin grandly returns the twenty roubles gifted by Varvara Petrovna to his sis-
ter (Demons, Part 1, Chapter s, IV). As Lebyadkin fumbles with the money and
drops it, Alexandrou adds the angry exclamation “Ai sta kommatia!” (Oh, [may
it fall] to pieces!), to express the character’s anger and exasperation.

Russian:
...3aMETHUB Ha IIOAY BBIACTEBIIYIO OYMaKKy, OH HATHYACS GBIAO IOAHSITD €€, HO,

TI0YEMY-TO YCTHIAMBILHCH, MaxHyA pykoit (ITCC 10; 133).

81 BAKHTIN, p. 9.
82 Fiodor DOSTOEVSKY, Adelphoi Karamazov, transl. by Ares Alexandrou, p. 284.
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Greek:

Vlepontas sto patoma to pesmeno chartonomisma ckane na skypsei na to
parei, ma drapeke gia kapoio logo kai kounese to cheri tou san na lege: “Ai sta
kommatia”®

[Seeing on the floor the fallen banknote he made to lean over and take it, but

got embarrassed for some reason and waved his hand as if saying: “Ob, [may it

fall] to pieces”]

The second strategy, that of intervening in the text, is more inscrutable with
regards to Alexandrou’s intentions. It could be that what Alexandrou perceived
as Dostoevsky’s lack of a particular style gave him the freedom to render the
Russian text more liberally, engaging in a hermeneutics of translation. In the
most abstruse parts of the novels, such as the legend of the Grand Inquisitor or
Stavrogin’s confession at Tikhon’s, Alexandrou felt the need to interpret Dos-
toevsky’s ideas, rather than his text. Following Lawrence Venuti’s model of her-
meneutic translation, I understand Alexandrou’s interventionist strategy as the
manifestation of his “critical dialectic” with Dostoevsky’s text.** As Venuti has
argued, translation is an inherently “interpretive act”: the translator mediates
(interferes with) the text by overlaying his personal interpretation of the origi-
nal, which is “one among different and potentially conflicting interpretations”
As such, Venuti argues, the translation communicates not the foreign text, but
“an interpretation of it” rendered in the translator’s idiolect.*

In the first example from 7he Brothers Karamazov, The Grand Inquisitor in
Ivan’s story imagines people, happy to have masters become their conscience, as
a “ctapo” (a herd) (7he Brothers Karamazov, Part 2, Book s, Chapter V). In Al-
exandrou’s text the more compliant “crapo” turns into “agele” (a pack), a word
mostly used to describe “a pack of wolves” (agele lykon), shifting thus the per-
spective of the leader of weak-willed humanity, from a shepherd to the head of
a pack of wolves.

Russian:

U aropAr 06pap0BaAUCD, 9TO UX BHOBb IIOBEAU KAK (72400 (ITCC 14; 234).

Greek:

Kai oi anthropoi charekan pou tous odegesan kai pali san agele kai pou sekosan

83 Fiodor DoSTOEVSKY, Oi Daimonismenoi, transl. by Ares Alexandrou, p. 178.
84 VENUTI, p. 296.

8s Ibid., p.288.

86 Ibid.
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epitelous apo tis kardies tous to toso tromero doro pou tous ephere vasana.*”
[And people were happy that they led him again like a pack and that they lifted
from their hearts that most horrible gift that brought them anguish]

In the second example from Stavrogin’s confession to Tikhon, Stavrogin
tries to talk himself out of his guilt, in finding the crux of his suffering in the
persistent ghost-memory of Matryoshka shaking her fist at him after he raped
her (Demons, “At Tikhon’s”, Chapter II). Stavrogin concedes that there is no
escape: even if he does not have remorse for his crime, he has already been
“judged” (ocyxaen) by Matryoshka herself. Alexandrou imagines Stavrogin’s
fate differently: it is not the knowledge of being judged by the girl he raped
that haunts him, but the thought there is no “soteria (salvation) for him, no
Raskolnikovean absolution for his crimes.

Russian:

He o npecrynaenun, He 0 Heil, He O CMEPTH €€ 5 5KAACIO, & TOABKO TOTO OAHOTO
MTHOBCHUS 51 He Mory BbiHecTH. HuKak, HuKaK, IOTOMY 4TO ¢ TeX MOp OHO MHE
IPEACTABASIETCS KOKABII ACHB, 51 COBEPILICHHO 3HAIO, YTO 5T OCYXKACH (I1CC 12;
128).%

Greek:

Auto pou den boro na ypophero einai monacha ckeine e stigme sto katophli,
den boro, den boro, giati te vlepo s” aute te stase kathe mera ki eimai sigouros pos
den yparchei soteria gia mena®

[What I cannot bear is just that moment on the doorstep, I cannot, I cannot,
because I see her in this stance every day and I am certain that there is no salva-
tion for me]

87 DOSTOEVSKY, Adelphoi Karamazov, transl. by Ares Alexandrou, p. 296.

88 It is not clear from which Russian edition Alexandrou worked when translating Demons.
Especially in the case of the excised chapter, “U Tikhona”, Alexandrou seems to have con-
sulted various editions, as well as Dostoevsky’s notes on the chapter. Judging from the ac-
counts of the editing process at Editions Govostes, the editing team was consulting various
editions of the works. Here, I am using as a reference for the excised chapter volume 12 of
IICC, which includes “U Tikhona” and additional notes to the chapter.

89 Fiodor DOSTOEVSKY, Oi Daimonismenoi, transl. by Ares Alexandrou, p. 706.
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Conclusion: Translation as a Balancing Act

Alexandrou’s main concern as a translator was how to reconcile the inescapa-
ble unfaithfulness of translation with the ideal of linguistic equivalence. In per-
sonal correspondence, Alexandrou admitted that even “established” translators
like himself were guilty of “vindicating the wise traduttore traditore”*° “The no-
tion of the translator-traitor might be hyperbolic but impossible to extinguish.
The ideal would be for people to know all tongues or to speak the same lan-
guage. As with all ideals, it is unattainable”” Elsewhere, Alexandrou explained
to the French translator of his novel 7he Box, Colette Lust, that equivalence
was not a direct relationship between the word-signs of the source language
and target language:

It is impossible to find the corresponding word-sign in another language, for the
simple reason that it does not exist. But one can always find the equivalent to a
word-sign, by using two or three word-signs, or even a whole phrase-sign. [...] It
remains to be seen whether the words in the original are actually signs. In any
case, this does not concern the translator. The author is the only person respon-

sible for correcting his work .

Not privy to the author’s intentions, the translator, even with the best of in-
tentions and the highest degree of professionalism, always ran the risk of com-
mitting treachery against the original text. As such, for Alexandrou, strict
equivalence between languages was not the translator’s desideratum.

Venuti explained in The Translator’s Invisibility that the incommensurable
equivalence of word-signs in different languages inevitably leads the transla-
tor to “interpretation” “Translation is a process by which the chain of signifi-
ers that constitutes the source-language text is replaced by a chain of signifiers
in the target language which the translator provides on the strength of an inter-
pretation”” In this hermeneutic model of translation, interpretation leads to a

90 Interview with Ares Alexandrou as part of the survey: “To Vivlio pernaci krise!” [Publish-
ing under Crisis!]), Epitheorese Technes, 73-74 (January-February 1961), p. 100.

91 Letters to Aura Drosou-Thomopoulou (1974), Athens, Hellenic Literary and Historical Ar-
chive (ELIA), Archive of Ares Alexandrou (A.E. 15/06), fol. 11.2.

92 Letter to the French translator (Colette Lust) of 7o Kivotio (transl. in French as La Caisse),
quoted in the journal Metaphrase, 1 (1996), pp. 132-134; Athens, Hellenic Literary and His-
torical Archive (ELIA), Archive of Ares Alexandrou (A.E. 15/06), fol. 12.2.

93 Lawrence VENUTL, The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Translation (London: Rout-
ledge, 2004), pp- 17-18.
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creative reconstruction of the original: “conceiving of language use as a creative
act thickly mediated by linguistic and cultural determinants so that it does not
transparently express ideas or represent reality but rather constructs them”>* In
reconstructing the original, the translated text acquires a “relative autonomy”?
The original disappears. As such, the translation does not afford “direct access
to the foreign text but rather as a foreign-ism, an image of that text construct-
ed from linguistic patterns and cultural traditions in the receiving situation”¢

As Alexandrou himself conceded, an effective translation was less an is-
sue of stylistics or equivalence but rather of how a translator’s idiolect meas-
ured against that of the original author: “I do not believe there is an English, a
French or a Greek style [of writing]. There is — if there is something — a person-
al style, in this case mine. This personal style can be rendered in any language,
as long as one finds of course a worthy translator”??

Alexandrou’s intention in constructing the original anew was to trick his
readers into believing that he “had altered nothing, and that that was how Dos-
toevsky himself would have written in Greek™® I believe that the popularity
of Alexandrou’s translations lies in exactly that: his successful (re)creation of a
Greek version so autonomous in its illusion of transparency that Greek readers
had to accept it as if it was the original author’s work.

94 VENUTI, “Genealogies of Translation Theory”, p. 288.

95 Ibid., p. 289.

96 Ibid., p. 294.

97 Letter to Robert L. Crist (21 January 1976), Athens, Hellenic Literary and Historical Ar-
chive (ELIA), Archive of Ares Alexandrou (A.E. 15/06), fol. 12.3.

98 ALEXANDROU, The Dramatist Dostoevsky, p. 26.
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Books on Dostoevsky in Greece: an Overview

The following text constitutes a chronological overview of the fifteen main
monographs on Dostoevsky published in Greece since the post-war period.

Thoog A®ANAsIAAHE, O Nrooroyiépoxy. And to xdrepyo oro mddos |Tasos
ATHANASIADIS, Dostoevsky: From the Penal Colony to Passion] (first ed.
Abnva: Eotie, 1955; second ed. Ab#ve: Eatia, 1978), 407 pp.

Tassos Athanasiadis stands as one of the last representatives of the Generation
of the 30s, a literary movement that profoundly reshaped the course of Greek
literature during the interwar period. This generation sought to align Greek
prose with foreign currents, notably drawing upon models such as Dostoevsky,
thereby moving away from the earlier, more localized literary style known as
“nBoypadie” (ethografia), which focused on depicting the customs, morals, and
everyday lives of people, particularly in rural or provincial communities. Over
the course of his distinguished literary career, Athanasiadis engaged in nearly
all forms of prose, including short stories, novels, biographical fiction, and
travel writing. His contributions to biographical fiction, in particular, are note-
worthy, as he undertook extensive studies of the lives and works of prominent
figures such as Victor Hugo, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, and Albert Schweitzer. In
recognition of his contributions to the development of the biographical novel
in Greece, he was repeatedly honored, in 1956, 1964, and 1979. His first signifi-
cant award was for his book Dostoevsky: From the Penal Colony to Passion.

The book comprises five chapters, an epilogue, an introductory note, and
a postscript. The second edition of this biographical novel, published twen-
ty-three years after the original, includes a preface titled “The Timelessness of
Dostoevsky”, which offers critical insights into Athanasiadis’ creative method-
ology. The preface reveals that Athanasiadis undertook a comprehensive study
of the critical literature concerning the Russian writer’s life and works before
composing the book. His research, which encompassed both Western and Rus-
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sian critics, led him to conclude that Dostoevsky is a deeply multifaceted fig-
ure, with a body of work characterized by intricate layers open to multiple in-
terpretations. Moreover, Athanasiadis emphasizes the importance of adopting a
biographical approach, asserting that Dostoevsky’s personal experiences played
a decisive role in shaping his creative identity. This perspective encourages
Athanasiadis’ own decision to examine Dostoevsky’s literary persona through a
synthesis of biographical and fictional elements.

Among the key sources that informed Athanasiadis’ composition of this
biographical novel, two stand out: Dostoevsky’s Correspondence and Count
Melchior de Vogii¢’s The Russian Novel. Vogiié’s work, in particular, appears to
have served as a foundational reference, especially in its depiction of Dostoev-
sky’s temperament and its framing of suffering as a central thematic concern in
his oeuvre. This influence is explicitly reflected in the title of the first chapter,
“Life Begins Anew from Suffering”. Vogiié, who was active in the intellectual
circles of late 19th-century Russia and had personal acquaintance with Dos-
toevsky, played a significant role in shaping the early reception of his works
among Greek scholars, particularly those educated in the French intellectual
tradition. His influence extended into the twentieth century, as exemplified
not only by Athanasiadis but also by figures such as Nikos Kazantzakis.

In addition to the chapter titled “Life Begins Anew from Suffering”, the
book includes other sections: “Among the Humble and the Downtrodden’,
“An Angel from St. Petersburg’, “Farewell with Champagne”, “At War with the
Steppe”, and an epilogue titled “A Fateful Omen”. Each chapter has a distinct
title and is accompanied by an epigraph from the Russian author’s works (with
the exception of the epilogue, which is preceded by a phrase from one of Dos-
toevsky’s letters). These epigraphs serve as indicative markers for the central
themes that unfold in each narrative section. Throughout these five sections,
Athanasiadis meticulously examines Dostoevsky’s life, beginning in 1854 after
the author’s four-year imprisonment in a Siberian penal colony and his subse-
quent relocation to Semipalatinsk. In the preface, the biographer justifies his
focus on this specific phase of Dostoevsky’s life by asserting that this period
played a formative role in shaping the Russian author’s creative identity, par-
ticularly through his relationship with his first wife, Maria Dmitrievna — a fig-
ure, he argues, who had been significantly overlooked by previous critics.

Athanasiadis combines biographical facts and fictional elements to recon-
struct Dostoevsky’s life in the town where he was stationed as part of his mil-
itary service, required by the court-martial that sentenced him. Although the
novel draws heavily on verified biographical details, Athanasiadis introduces
numerous fictionalized aspects to more vividly portray Dostoevsky’s personality,
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temperament, intellectual process, and literary output. In the novel, the Russian
writer emerges as a solitary and deeply conflicted figure — at times withdrawn
and introverted, yet at other times markedly extroverted. The reader witnesses
his daily struggles: contending with financial difficulties, teaching French, fre-
quenting churches and monasteries, engaging in conversations with ecclesiastical
clders, enduring epileptic seizures, writing, donating books, and displaying con-
tradictory behavior toward individuals of lower social status. Dostoevsky is also
portrayed as a complex individual, prone to self-characterizing as peculiar, with
an ambiguous yet deeply rooted religious faith. His faith, depicted as a source of
hope, is juxtaposed with his belief that suffering and pain are as integral to hu-
man life as happiness, emphasizing their existential significance.

Athanasiadis also offers a broad and detailed portrayal of the social landscape
of Semipalatinsk, presented through Dostoevsky’s relationships with those in
his immediate environment and with broader social circles. In addition to Maria
Dmitrievna, her son, and her first husband, several other figures from Dosto-
evsky’s life are introduced, such as his close friend, Baron Alexander Egorovich
Wrangel. Characters from Dostoevsky’s literary works also make appearances,
including Makar Alexeyevich. In his depiction of these characters, Athanasiadis
incorporates features typical of Dostoevskian literary archetypes. Their behavior
and speech mirror those of Dostoevsky’s characters, characterized by sensitivity
to physical beauty, dreams open to various interpretations, religious discourse,
emotional intensity, and moments of weakness — all of which evoke the great
psychological and existential themes present in Dostoevsky’s works. Athanasi-
adis thus aims to achieve a dual objective: to faithfully reconstruct the biograph-
ical events of Dostoevsky’s life while simultaneously adopting a Dostoevskian
narrative style, particularly in terms of character development and philosophical
inquiry. The biography is infused with subjectivity and mysticism, embedding
religious thought within a framework of theological critique of rationalism.

Another distinguishing feature of the text is Athanasiadis’ adept recreation
of the Russian cultural atmosphere. This is achieved through his strategic use of
the Russian language within the Greek text and the inclusion of naive illustra-
tions that depict scenes from Russian provincial life. Written over approximate-
ly eighteen months, from the spring of 1954 to the autumn of 1955 — one centu-
ry after the time of the events in the novel - this book represents a significant
moment in the reception of Dostoevsky in Greece. While its artistic merit may
not be its most prominent feature, its importance lies in reflecting the growing
interest in Dostoevsky in post-World War II Greece, particularly in terms of
translation and fiction writing,

Z.S.
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Apdvto. ITATIABASIAEIOY, Nrooroyiéparn. Toués oro épyo Tov [Aminta PAPA-
VASILIOU, Dostoevsky. Incisions to his work] (Abnve: ®ékng, 1965), 123 pp. (sec-
ond extended edition: Nzooroyiépans. To dog Tov tdéyyov [Dostoevsky. The Style

of Vertigo] [ABva: Appde, 1990], 141 pp.)

This book consists of 14 short essays: 1. The moral problem, 2. Virtue and cour-
age, 3. The multi-dimensional, 4. The tragedy of personality, 5. “The conscious-
ness, this sickness”, 6. The power of the idea, 7. Reverie and ideal, 8. Eroticism,
9. The metaphysics of disbelief, 10. The justification of malice, 11. The diary, 12.
The uniformed time, 13. The style of Dostoevsky, and 14. Dostoevsky and the
style of vertigo.

These essays are described by the author as “incisions that the work of
Dostoevsky created to the consciousness of the author” (p. 9).' This “personal
approach” to the work of Dostoevsky produces short contemplative vignettes
of an existential strand. Papavasiliou often crystallises to an aphorism what he
perceives as the main thrust of the work of Dostoevsky as in the following:
“Dostoevsky is a continuous challenge, because it is the incessant renewal of
our destiny” (p. 18). It is noteworthy that in this pioneering (and neglected)
essay the religious, confessional approach on Dostoevsky, which will prevail
20 years later in the decade of 1980, is absent. What is brought into the fore is
Dostoevsky as a secker and not as an apologist for Christianity.

M. G.

Nixo¢ MAKPHE, Nrooroyiépar xew Mruepvavds [Nikos MAKRIS, Dostoevsky and
Bernanos) (Abfve: Avyalo, 1981), 85 pp.

This book is a comparative study of two Christian writers. At the beginning
the role of nature in Bernanos and Dostoevsky is examined. Nature in Berna-
nos is personified and expresses the inner world of the characters of the novels,
whereas in Dostoevsky, nature is almost absent, since what prevails is the closed
space. However, for both writers nature expresses the Christian cosmology.
Equally, there is a sense of mystery in the conception of the person, since in the
works of both novelists the flesh is endowed with a metaphysical dimension.
Against the passions of the flesh, Bernanos would oppose the virginal feature
of the divine which is manifested in an exemplary way in children. The divine
in Dostoevsky appears in the kenosis, the folk religiosity and negative theol-

1 Here and elsewhere the translation is the reviewer’s own.
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ogy. However, both writers express the mystery of the person, the irrational
character of passions and the virginal character of virtues. All the virtues point
to sainthood and to a mystical knowledge. Hell consists in the inability to
love. Contrarily, the presence of sainthood is the most profound expression
of things. Since the virginal feature is common in children and in the saints,
Makris examines the role of children in Dostoevsky and Bernanos. A Christian

personalistic reading of the two writers.
M. G.

MuydAng MAKPAKHE, O cogiahauds Tov Nrooroyiépon xar g coBietiay xpiris.
e ypévie Tov Aévty, Tov Xrddw xeu tov Xpovorodp [Mikhalis K. MAKRAKIS:
Dostoevsky’s Socialism and Soviet Criticism in the Years of Lenin, Stalin and
Kbrushchev] (ABvva: Eotio, 1984), 296 pp.

In this book, the writer examines the position of Soviet criticism from 1917 till

1959. The book is divided into 4 parts:

a) From the October Revolution till the Second World War (1917-1945). In

this part he examines the ambivalent stance of Soviet criticism towards Dos-
toevsky.
On the one hand we have a recognition of his aesthetic merit and on the
other, the need to combat his “reactionary” ideas. This ambivalence is man-
ifested explicitly in the position that Gorky adopted towards Dostoevsky.
The two poles of the Soviet criticism on Dostoevsky of this period accord-
ing to Makrakis are the sociological criticism of the school of Pereverzev
on the one hand and the stylistic [sic] criticism of Bakhtin on the other. In
the 1930’s and the years of terror, Dostoevsky was seen as an “enemy of the
people”, despite the efforts for compromise by Lunacharsky. Nevertheless,
during the Second World War, for nationalistic reasons, an “amnesty” was
granted to the Russian Writer. His “humanistic” teaching is opposed to
Nietzsche’s philosophy of the Superman (taken as the foundation of the
ideology of the Third Reich). In addition, his prophecies for the universal
mission of the Russian People are taken to strengthen the morale of the
country.

b) From the celebration of the 125 years from the birth of Dostoevsky in 1946
till 1956. This is deemed as the darkest period of Dostoevsky’s legacy in the
Soviet Union. Due to the ideology of Zhdanov the publication of his works
was forbidden and there were no books or articles published on him.

c) The third period is between 1956 and 1958. In this period of time, we have
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the publication of the first 10 volumes of Dostoevsky’s Collected Works. In

this edition are included the most “reactionary” texts of Dostoevsky (hith-

erto censored), while the Soviet criticism on him is less harsh, following

Lenin’s views on him.

d) The fourth period is between 1957 and 1959. In the years of Khrushchev we
notice a shift from the reaction against Dostoevsky’s ideas to the acknowl-
edgment of his artistic merit.

In the preface to the volume, Makrakis announces the publication of a sec-
ond volume (never to be published) which would consist of four parts: a) the
decade of the 60s, mainly the examination of Bakhtin’s book; b) the decade of
the 70s, with the publication of the 30 volume edition of Dostoevsky Collect-
ed works; ¢) 1981, which marks 100 years since the death of Dostoevsky and the
special volume on him of Sovetskaya literatura; the final chapter would recapit-
ulate the Soviet criticism on Dostoevsky and its comparison with the “Russian”
(of émigré writers?) and international criticism respectively.

In order to evaluate Makrakis’s book on the reception of Dostoevsky in
the Soviet Union till 1959 we should see to what extent the author relies on
or diverges from the two books by Vladimir Seduro that preceded his own:
a) Dostoevsky and Russian Literary Criticism. 1846-1956 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1957) and b) Dostoevski’s Image in Russia Today (Belmont,
MA: Nordland Publishers, 1975). But this exceeds the limits of this short pres-
entation.

M. G.

Muyddng MAKPAKHE, O Nrooroyiépo xeu y emavdoracy twy véwy [Mikhalis K.
MAKRAKIS, Dostoevsky and the Revolution of the Young People] (A8fva: Imago,

1984), 146 pp.

This book is a translated memoir of the young student of the Theology Acad-
emy of Petersburg, Aleksey A. Zelenetsky, about his visit with the late Dosto-
evsky. Zelenetsky is a confirmed atheist till this visit, but he is transformed to a
believer after the short discussion with Dostoevsky that he records. Makrakis
offers a long comment on the talk, touching on topics like the influence of
Dostoevsky on young people, Dostoevsky’s advice to Zelenetsky in relation
to The Brothers Karamazov, social revolution compared to a religious one,
Dostoevsky contra Tolstoy, and the Russian Christ. A book of confessional

theology.
M. G.
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Muiyddng MAKPAKHSE, H dvtpwrisf 0dvauy Tov wévov otyy {wif xeu 7o pyo Tov
Duévrop Nrooroyiépor [Mikhalis K. MAKRAKIS, The Redemptive Power of Suf-
fering in the Life and Works of Fyodor Dostoevsky. In special reference to bis last
work The Brothers Karamazov] (A8fva: Amootoliky Awxovia, 1984), 334 pp.

This book is a PhD dissertation that was submitted in the Theology School of
Athens for the position of assistant professor. Makrakis contrasts the idea of re-
demption in Tolstoy with that of Dostoevsky. As Makrakis writes in the English
summary of the book: “Whereas for Tolstoy the search for redemption is seen
as an attempt at liberating oneself from death [...] for Dostoevsky the search for
redemption is not an attempt at liberation from suffering but an attempt at lib-
eration through suffering, which may be the result not only of physical but also
of moral evil”. Since for Makrakis the redemptive power of suffering always works
in relation to one’s own life, the introductory chapter is purely biographical. It
is based upon Dostoevsky’s recollections from his incarceration in the prisons
of Siberia. The second chapter discusses Dostoevsky’s philosophical view of suf-
fering and its relation to evil and freedom. In the third chapter, the Augustinian
distinction between freedom as choice and freedom as adherence to the good is
employed in order for a shift to be made from philosophical freedom to religious
redemption. In the fourth chapter, Notes from the Underground is discussed,
which contains Dostoevsky’s basic philosophy on “suffering as a unique case of
conscience”. In the fifth chapter, which is devoted to Zbe Brothers Karamazov, the
religious significance of suffering is examined, namely the idea of joy as it springs
from suffering. In the sixth chapter, the religious and theological significance of
suffering in The Brothers Karamazov are compared with similar ideas of Kier-
kegaard, Santayana, Strindberg and Faulkner. The concluding chapter compares
Dostoevsky’s ideas of suffering with other authors.

Let us add that the three books on Dostoevsky written by Makrakis repre-
sent a typical approach to Dostoevsky by the theologians in Greece. Dostoev-
sky serves his confessional purposes. The tension and multi-layer character of
his novels are diminished, for the sake of a Dostoevsky who is reduced to an
apologist for Christianity and specifically for Orthodoxy. Neither is Dostoev-
sky’s idiosyncratic version of Christianity discussed. To conclude, besides a glo-
rification of Orthodoxy, the Greek theologians like Makrakis failed to engage
creatively or be influenced by Dostoevsky as was the case with other theologi-
ans of the other denomination of Christianity like the Protestant Karl Barth
and the Catholic Hans Urs von Balthasar to name two seminal ones, for whom
their contact with Dostoevsky was a watershed for their work.

M. G.
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Mytoog AAEEANAPOTIOYAOE, O ueydlos auaptwids. O Nrootoyiépan xar ta
tepd Tov Tépare. Myirropyuarixy Bioypapie [Mitsos ALEXANDROPOULOS,
The Great Sinner. Dostoevsky and His Sacred Monsters. A Fictional Biography)

(ABMva: Kédpog, 1984), 489 pp.

The Great Sinner: Dostoevsky and His Sacred Monsters is the third book in M.
Alexandropoulos’ series, which explores the biographical elements of key Rus-
sian literary figures through a fictionalized lens. Following his previous works
on Maxim Gorky (Bread and the Book, 1980) and Anton Chekhov (More Free-
dom, 1981), this book continues Alexandropoulos’ mission to deepen the explo-
ration of Greek-Russian literary relations.

Alexandropoulos has emerged as a key mediator of Russian literature in
Greece during the latter half of the 20th century. His trilogy exemplifies his
years of dedication to bridging the cultural and literary lives of Russia and
Greece. Noting a gap in the Greek-language bibliography on Russian literature,
Alexandropoulos remarked in 1977 that there was “no clear understanding of
what has been written or translated into our language” (Russian Literature,
Athens: Kedros, 1977). This realization inspired his extensive research on fig-
ures like Gorky, Chekhov, and now, Dostoevsky.

In The Great Sinner: Dostoevsky and His Sacred Monsters, Alexandropou-
los focuses on cight key moments in Dostoevsky’s life, dedicating a chapter
to each. The title, inspired by Dostoevsky’s unfinished novel, sets the tone for
an intimate exploration of the writer’s struggles — ranging from madness and
money to his personal relationships, health issues, and his complex relationship
with death. These themes are not only biographical but often veer into creative
territory, as Alexandropoulos incorporates fictional elements into his portrayal
of Dostoevsky’s inner world.

The book occupies a unique space between genres, functioning neither as a
novel nor as a conventional biography, but rather as a “fictional biography”. Al-
exandropoulos constructs his narrative on well-documented historical facts, but
also takes artistic liberties, particularly when exploring Dostoevsky’s thoughts
and monologues. While crafting a humanized portrayal of the Russian writer, he
primarily relies on the correspondence with his family and social circle.

In The Great Sinner: Dostoevsky and His Sacred Monsters, the utilization of
correspondence occurs on three levels. First, the letters serve as the most reli-
able source of information for Alexandropoulos. Second, excerpts from letters
or entire letters are employed as part of the argumentation in the attempt to
outline Dostoevsky’s personality. Third, a portion of this correspondence is
included as an appendix to the book. Specifically, 66 letters from Dostoevsky



Books on Dostoevsky in Greece: an Overview 189

and six from his second wife have been translated to provide readers with di-
rect access to the material that underpins the fictional biography. The emphasis
placed on correspondence relates to its nature as a resource conducive to un-
derstanding the Russian author as a person. It constitutes an authentic material
that preserves the genuine expression of Dostoevsky’s personality, imbued with
lyricism, sarcasm, humility, aggression, despair, and lamentation.

As for the abovementioned creative additions in the book, they are subtle
and primarily related to the author’s attempt to revive the human side of the
Russian writer. The biographer’s fictional instincts are activated in those mo-
ments where he seeks to reveal Dostoevsky’s character in a more personal light.
According to Alexandropulos’ words, his goal was to present him in his own
way — not as a philosopher, political thinker, or even a novelist per se, but as a
complex human being. Although Dostoevsky might seem strange, paradoxical,
or even impossible to us today, Alexandropoulos argues that he was perhaps
“the most human of the great literary figures”.

He describes him as clumsy, suspicious, demanding, and impatient. In his
depiction of the young Dostoevsky, he emphasizes the Russian author’s unusual
appearance, which was accompanied by a profound and intense inner world.
Alexandropoulos also highlights the writer’s struggles with his nerves, frequent
boredom, epilepsy, and recurring headaches. He stresses that Dostoevsky’s
character was full of highs and lows, and in his inner world, he identifies the
presence of a “divided man”. Despite these hardships, Alexandropoulos notes
that Dostoevsky’s boredom and physical and mental numbness had a strange
clement of action, as if they encourage his creativity.

Furthermore, he explores Dostoevsky’s fears, obsessions, rivalries, friend-
ships, and loves, painting a picture of a man who was both honest and brave in
the courtroom, but also envious of certain fellow writers. One of biographer’s
goals was to give readers some typical examples of Dostoevsky’s behavior. In
particular, he sheds light on how Dostoevsky lived his life — the struggles of his
work, and the personal and professional challenges of his time. He is especially
interested in the human, professional, and social aspects of Dostoevsky’s every-
day problems, which, he suggests, carry such intensity and interest that they
alone could form the basis of a first-rate novel.

In his effort to describe Dostoevsky’s personality, the author of the fictional
biography avoids focusing on his philosophical or political ideas. He does not
analyze Dostoevsky’s works in depth but provides valuable comments on the
formation of his literary personality and the conditions in which he worked,
such as his struggle to get his already completed books published and his at-

tempts to pre-sell books that existed only as ideas. The author also examines
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Dostoevsky’s creative intentions and the significance his works held in his life,
notably describing The House of the Dead as a “bridge between Siberia and Rus-
sia”. Additionally, Alexandropoulos occasionally explores Dostoevsky’s writing
method, noting, for instance, that writing actually was an interruption of his
inner work — a process of articulating thoughts and ideas still in the process of
unfolding, not yet fully formed.

Furthermore, despite not critically engaging with Dostoevsky’s political ideas,
Alexandropoulos follows their genesis or, better put, their transformation. He
underlines that, starting in Semipalatinsk, Dostoevsky began formulating a pa-
triotic belief that he would develop further in his articles. He observes significant
changes in Dostoevsky’s views on religion, the people, Russia, and Orthodoxy.
Alexandropoulos points out that the patriotic line of Dostoevsky’s thought
would eventually become highly developed and critically influence his entire
spiritual and political activity. He asserts that Dostoevsky’s monarchist views
went further than even some staunch monarchists of his time. As a leftist intel-
lectual, he also highlights the tension between Dostoevsky and the other Russian
intelligentsia — the democratic and liberal factions, as well as the European ¢mi-
grés. He informs Greek readers that Dostoevsky was under secret surveillance
until his final years, thus casting doubt on the sincerity of his patriotic beliefs.

In conclusion, The Great Sinner: Dostoevsky and His Sacred Monsters suc-
ceeds in offering a refined, humanized portrait of one of literature’s most
contradictory figures. Its author skillfully combines facts with fiction, creating
a work that encourages readers to see the Russian writer not merely as a monu-
mental literary figure, a contradictory political thinker, or an inspiring philos-
opher, but as a human individual. Alexandropoulos’ portrayal is both factually
based and imaginative, filling gaps left by traditional biographies and bringing
to light aspects of Dostoevsky’s life that have been overlooked by previous
scholarship.

Z. 8.

Kwotyg TTAnIATIOPTHE, Nrooroyiépox: [Kostis PAPAGIORGIS, Dostoevsky]
(ABYva: Kaotaviotg, 1990), 385 pp.

Kostis Papagiorgis (1947-2014) has a unique place in Modern Greek Letters.
He was self-taught (he did not have a single university diploma), and he be-
came the most well-read writer of his generation. His readings spread across
many disciplines and genres including philosophy, novels and history. His
erudition gave him the ammunition to become the most prolific and probably
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the best essay writer of Greece after 1974. He emerged on the scene with mono-
graphs on philosophy (Plato, Heidegger, the Bible). In the decade of the 1980’
he abandoned philosophy in order to turn his attention to the human vices. He
wrote monographs which built a corpus of what could be called a morbid phil-
osophical anthropology (the resentful, the alcoholic, the envious, the violent,
the flatterer, the sycophant, the bully etc.) These essays consisted of “an anthro-
pology of the negative” as Dimitris Karabelas labeled them. The novel seen as a
rich reservoir of the human condition would be his main source rather than the
abstract ideas of philosophy.

Through these lenses he turned his attention to Dostoevsky with the book
under examination, published in 1990. It is, then, totally understandable that
also in this book on Dostoevsky, he burned his bridges with any theological
or philosophical approach to the Russian writer. Although in this book on
Dostoevsky, he links Dostoevsky’s work with the broader question of Rus-
sianness, he distances himself from any historical or sociological approach.
What interests him is predominantly the novelistic world. It is taken as an
autonomous domain whose merit cannot be traced outside of it. As he would
say in one interview: “If we read the ‘what’ through the ‘how’ [...] there re-
mains an ocuvre that was born as if due to a miracle and which discards any
context” (cited in: Dimitris KARABELAS, “Kostis Papagiorgis and the Antin-
omies of the Spiritual”). Papagiorgis would also assert: “The writer can be
religious but does not owe to religion his literature” (ibid.). These statements
can be understood as programmatic statements against any ideological (phil-
osophical or theological) approaches to Dostoevsky, such as the following: “If
the great novels could be interpreted based on their ideas, as the works of the
theoretician, then for what reason the novel?” (p. 12) Or “The creator [Dos-
toevsky] succeeded not to defeat — this would be catastrophic — but rather to
seize and finally to make his own, the ‘believer’ and ‘ideologue’ Dostoevsky.
Because his books did not become classic as a vindication of some ideas, but
as renowned vindications of themselves only” (pp. 238-239). He would even
speak scornfully about “the scaffold of ideology and theological interpreta-
tion” (p. 14).

It is true that Papagiorgis focused on the novelness of Dostoevsky’s works,
that is to say the creative process rather than the abstract ideology. For example,
he devoted many pages on the decisive switch from first-person narration to
the third in Crime and Punishment, that leant an aura of omniscience to the

2 Anpntpne KaraMnEeaas, “O Kwotig Iamayibpyns ket ot avtvopieg Tov wvevpaticod’, New
Eotia, T). 180/1872, MapTiog 2017, 0. 53.
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author. But, since his universe was the human vices, he would reduce Dosto-
evsky’s creative impulse to morbidity, a sine qua non not only for Dostoevsky
but also for his reception from his readers. More precisely, morbidity is reduced
to only one vice: Resentment. The recurring mantra of Papagiorgis’s reading is
the humiliation that Dostoevsky underwent in his youth in the circle of Belin-
sky. According to this reading, resentment became the sole creative factor and
also the most important interpretative tool in order to approach Dostoevsky’s
novels. Speaking about Dostoevsky’s rift with the Belinsky circle, Papagiorgis
would assert: “[This incident] became a permanent nidus of infection in his
life — because he never overcame it — but it deeply influenced his life. Resent-
ment and the syndrome of fliterary retaliation’ that tormented him in all his
life, were born that period” (p. 137). In an interview characteristically he said:
“Every great literary work knows that it explicitly or tacitly makes agreements
with the kingdom of the devil”?

It is true that this line of interpretation works in the early novels of Dosto-
evsky that form the second part of the book (7he Double, Notes from the House
of Dead, Notes from the Underground). (The first part consists of an inspired
sketch of Russia and the question of Russianness that was posed de facto from
the time of Peter the Great and thereafter, and in Russian letters with the case
of Gogol). Papagiorgis’s philosophical underpinnings will enable him to dedi-
cate inspired and exquisite pages on these three novels, which are approached
through the lenses of inter-subjectivity. (One has the feeling that what is lying
beneath is “the Look” from Sartre’s Being and Nothingness). Interestingly, he
distances himself from Girard. But as he proceeds with his reading in the third
part of the book which is dedicated to later novels of Dostoevsky (Crime and
Punishment, The Idiot, Demons, The Adolescent, The Brothers Karamazov), one
has the feeling that this line of interpretation is exhausted and also reductive,
that it cannot address the broader issues that are posed in these novels. (It is in-
dicative that the chapter on Zbe Idiot is — in my view — the weakest).

Papagiorgis was probably the most important (and prolific) essay writer of
Greece after 1974. This was due to his unparalleled erudition across many dis-
ciplines, and also to the unique style that he mastered. Both erudition and style
enable him to capture the essential in a short succinct phrase: “The phrase out-
balances the meaning’, he would assert in one interview (cited in KARABELAS,
p- 41). Nevertheless, this almost — one could say — fetishism with the phrase is
what enables him to crystallise in an aphorism the crux of the matter. In addi-
tion, his equally personal style that he cultivated, his idiom that borrows freely

3 Cited in KAPAMITEAAS, 0. 51.
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from all the multi-layers of Greek language (formal, informal, archaic, vulgar,
slang, usage of proverbs, sayings, metaphors or even the language of sports),
made possible renderings of the following — see on Dermons: “In the small pro-
vincial circle, the event have a bigger impact like a gun-shot in a small room”
(p- 302). Or “Myshkin’s figure is like a white thread in a black weft” (p. 239).

Notwithstanding any objections that I expressed, it is Papagiorgis’s erudi-
tion and exquisite style that grants to this book on Dostoevsky (as most of his
books) bravado and makes it a pleasure to read.

A well-informed, idiosyncratic, succinct, captivating and beautifully written
book on Dostoevsky.

M. G.

Mytoog AAEEANAPOIIOYAOS, Aaluovs xar Aewwoviouévor. Emartpopés orov
Nrooroyiépoxt [Mitsos ALEXANDROPOULOS, Demons and Possessed. Returns to
Dostoevsky) (ABfve: Aehdivt, 1992), 180 pp.

Alexandropoulos’s personal reading of Demons cannot be read independently
of the author’s life as it is interwoven with it. Alexandropoulos (1924-2008)
was part of the Resistance movement during the period of the Nazi occupa-
tion of Greece (1941-1944). He followed the trajectory of most of the young
people that joined the resistance: partisan in the Greek Civil War, member
of the Greek Communist Party, political exile in the USSR till 1975 when de-
mocracy was restored in Greece, and he was granted a permit to return to his
homeland.

Alexandropoulos studied Russian literature in Moscow. He was the one that
introduced Russian literature to Greece with monographs on Chekhov, Gorky,
Tolstoy, Dostoevsky (his monograph on Dostoevsky Zhe Great Sinner is here
reviewed by Zorka Sljivan¢anin), Mayakovsky, Mandelstam as well as an author-
itative three-volume History of Russian Literature. With these books and also
his classic translations of seminal works of Russian literature, Alexandropoulos
basically brought Russian literature to the fore in Greece (he was awarded the
Pushkin medal for his contribution on the study of Russian literature).

The “adventure of Communism’, as he called it, in his life and readings,
took the form of a life-long engagement with Russian culture, “the spiritual
history of these People” (p. 6). What started as a partisan engagement with
Communism continued as a delving into Russian culture. It is noteworthy that
he chose Demons (usually deemed as an “ultra-conservative novel”) in order to
pose the question of what was — at the bottom line — Communism just a few
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years after its Fall (1992). He takes Demons not as an anti-nihilist novel but
rather as a dystopian one. Interestingly he compares Demons to Zamyatin’s We.

Alexandropoulos would not hide his lineaments: He says that his work
“dovetails with my stance towards socialism, even towards this particular sys-
tem that I did not want to be destroyed but also I did not want to remain the
same” (p. 7).

Alexandropoulos uses Demons as a yardstick not only for the Russian radi-
cals but also for their heritage — the regime that followed Tsarist Russia. What
is valuable in this novel is not only its criticism or even libel but also prophecy:
“Dostoevsky was vindicated in all his predictions, despite his exaggerations —
or rather thanks to them” (p. 22). “[Dostoevsky] fought socialism as an uncom-
promising heretic of tomorrow” (p. 22). “As he described [socialism] in that
way it became” (p. 5). “The truth is that Socialism passed from all the crossings
that Dostoevsky [had foreseen and it was as if ] he ambushed and waited for
[Socialism to fall into his traps]” (p. 104).

In addition, important adages are included in this essay. For example, when
speaking about the way in which the idea unfolds in Dostoevsky, he links the
idea with the precise man who incarnates it. The idea is always “an incarnated
feeling” (p. 39) interwoven with the novelistic story. Or when, contra to Bakh-
tin and prefiguring research on Dostoevsky that followed the publication of
Alexandropoulos’ work in 1992, he argues about the importance of what he
deems as “backstage’, that is, the link with what is told on the scene. Backstage
is what Dostoevsky in an authoritative way (quasi-monological to use Bakh-
tin’s terminology) has created, that determines for the reader the reception of
what is said in the scene (the voice). Or, when he stresses the role of the comic
in Dostoevsky, like in the following aphorism: “The ridicule in Dostoevsky is
one of the most important vicissitudes of the idea inside the human, or of man
from the idea” (p. 109). Or “Nothing strikes with such an annihilating force, as
the power of laughter” (p. 104).

There is a deeply humane strand in Alexandropoulos’s thoughts and writing.
For example he speaks about the possession of ideas in Demons and labels it as
“men from paper, men from a book” (p. 85). The incarnated idea is not only a
recurrent theme in this essay. It is moreover what prevents us from taking the
ideas in abstracto, as it is taken in abstract dialogue: “There do not exist abso-
lute ideas. There is only what comes into the fore from the crossing of the idea
with a singular man” (p. 90).

A deeply humane essay, from the hands of the most authoritative scholar of
Russian literature in Greece. A product of life-long reading of Dostoevsky and
personal engagement with his ideas. It manifests intellectual honesty, a gained
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wisdom attained from a life-long devotion to the cause that vehemently sup-
ported Dostoevsky’s enemies, like Alexandropoulos himself and that Dostoev-
sky lambasts in this novel. An apologia written in the aftermath of the Fall.

M. G.

Nédyxoq ANAPEAAHE, O HMASiwog Tov Nrogroyiépaxt xeu to undév o5 ypapis
[Giangos ANDREADIS, Dostoevsky’s The Idiot and the Zero of Writing] (Adyva:

IThéBpov, 1994), 141 pp.

Having as a point of departure Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, the writer examines the
enigma of writing. The Idiot — which Dostoevsky considered once as his high-
est achievement and once as a failure — is taken as a testimony to the mystery of
writing. For Andreadis, this novel is primarily a narrative on the art of narra-
tion. “The Idiot is a ruined masterpiece, its ruptures reveal the essence of writ-
ing in its totality: from the Gospels to Cervantes, Pushkin and Balzac. Its gaps
disclose horizons that exceed its monumental form” (from the back cover). The
subject-matter of this novel is nothing else than the act of writing: “The answer
to the enigma of writing is something more than that which we call reading.
It is the opening to danger, to ridicule, to embarrassment and — why not - to
idiocy. In what we call - a little bit with optimism — creation” (from the back
cover). Andreadis jettisons the analytic tools and arguments per se in order to
delve into this novel, to invoke the impression that it created on him when he
read it as an adolescent. But in this apparently impressionistic essay they are
found precious germs, rarely developed but rather taking the form of a succinct
aphorism. A post-modern essay on a liminal novel.

M. G.

Tévwng ITaNoY=HE, O Eyxdyuarioas aro épyo tov Nrooroyiépaxt. Ymo-ydéviog 7
vrép-avdpwroc? [Giannis PANOUSIS, The Criminal in the Work of Dostoevsky.
Underground Man or Superman?] (Abvva: Nopucr BiphoBin, 2012), 289 pp.

The author, Professor of Criminology in the University of Athens, in this book
examines the role of the criminal in the works of Dostoevsky. The main focus is
on Raskolnikov and Ivan Karamazov. Panousis describes the many facets of the
criminal in Dostoevsky (underground criminal, tragic criminal, irrational crim-
inal, existential criminal, superman criminal). Then he examines the criminal as
he is defined by the science of criminology. After that, the criminal in Dostoev-
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sky’s works is analysed through the lenses of criminology. A systematic study,
a contribution on Dostoevsky and criminology which does not downplay the
philosophical, theological and psychological dimensions that the criminal is
bestowed in the works of Dostoevsky.

M. G.

E\évn AAAIA, doxiue yiee Tov Nrooroyiépax: [Eleni LADIA, Essays on Dostoev-
sky] (ABfva: Apude, 2020), 232 pp.

Eleni Ladia is widely regarded as one of the most prominent female literary fig-
ures in contemporary Greece. Throughout her prolific career, she has produced
a significant body of work that includes novels, short story collections, poetry,
travelogues, and essays, many of which have earned her numerous awards. Be-
yond her contributions to literature, Ladia has conducted research in Classical
Greek studies and has also made notable achievements as a translator, with five
translated works to her credit, including Notes from the Underground.

Her recent essay collection, which spans nearly five decades, from 1972 to
2020, is a comprehensive assemblage of twenty-two essays, arranged chronolog-
ically by their original date of publication. Some of these essays had previously
appeared in anthologies or literary journals, while others served as afterwords
in her translations. Notably, a few of these essays are being made public for the
first time in this collection.

The opening essay, “Ordynov in The Landlady’, written during her youth, of-
fers insight into the defining features of Ladia’s critical approach to Dostoevsky’s
work. In this piece, she focuses on character analysis, with particular attention to
the emotional and psychological complexity of both primary and secondary fig-
ures. The essay explores the dynamics between two key characters, Ordynov and
Katerina. Ordynov, a dreamer consumed by bitterness, is marked by indecision
and passivity, while Katerina is depicted as struggling with conflicting emotions,
torn between romantic love and psychological dependence. Ladia’s application
of Jungian theory to interpret the character of Murin adds an interdisciplinary
dimension to the essay, enriching the analysis with psychological depth.

Stylistically, Ladia’s language is highly evocative, blending literary creativity
with analytical rigor. This stylistic approach, particularly evident in her early
work, allows her essays to engage in a creative dialogue with Dostoevsky’s texts,
transcending traditional critical frameworks. However, this literary-infused
essayistic style is less prominent in her later works, except for the concluding
essay in the volume, where this approach resurfaces.
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The second essay of the volume, written in the same year (1972), shifts to-
ward comparative literature, drawing parallels between Ivan Karamazov and Jo-
sef K. Here, Ladia explores the concept of “pre-existential guilt” as a key point
of convergence between Dostoevsky and Kafka, arguing that both authors
accept an a priori notion of guilt and original sin. This thematic exploration is
supplemented by references to philosophical authorities such as Kierkegaard
and Jean Wahl, which Ladia uses to clucidate the nature of guilt and its im-
plications for both characters. Despite identifying these similarities, she also
highlights significant differences: Ivan is portrayed as a tragic intellectual figure
detached from practicality, while Josef K. is weighed down by the mundane
struggles of a meaningless existence. The theme of love serves as another crucial
point of divergence between the two.

Ladias re-engagement with Dostoevsky after a thirty-year hiatus, likely
prompted by her translation of Notes from the Underground (Athens: Armos,
2003), reveals the evolution of her critical perspective. The essay “Long Live the
Underground! To Hell with the Underground!” — originally written as an after-
word to her translation — demonstrates her deepening analysis of Dostoevsky’s
characterology. In this essay, she uses the inversion of the Delphic maxim “know
thyself” (yvwbi cowtév) as a framework to analyze the underground man, who
initially embraces but ultimately rejects this ancient Greek principle. Moreover,
she emphasizes the underground man’s opposition to concepts like wholeness
and rationalism, highlighting his intellectual malice, masochism, self-sarcasm,
and jealousy toward the rational “positive man”. Ladia’s analysis also underscores
the underground man’s tendency toward self-doubt, self-analysis, and self-rejec-
tion, portraying him not as a static theoretical figure, but as an embodiment of a
restless, evolving spirit.

This integration of ancient Greek thought into Ladia’s interpretation of
Dostoevsky extends beyond this essay to several others in the collection, in-
cluding “The One, the Whole, and the Law of the Stronger (Callicles and Ras-
kolnikov)”, “Greece and Dostoevsky”, and “The Problem of the Fourth Brother
in The Brothers Karamazov”. Her interpretative approach can be organized
around two central axes. The first axis involves the tension between the indi-
vidual and the whole, explored through the ethical dichotomy of master-slave
morality, and linked to the Platonic figure of Callicles, Socrates” opponent in
the dialogue Gorgias. Callicles’ theory distinguishes between law and nature,
advocating for the supremacy of natural strength, while asserting that laws are
created by the weak masses. Ladia applies this framework in her analysis of Ras-
kolnikov’s character, as well as in her exploration of the philosophical intersec-
tions between Nietzsche and Dostoevsky.
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The second axis of Ladia’s interpretative approach concerns the notion of the
“Euclidean mind’, which Dostoevsky critically interrogates across a range of his
works, especially in Notes from the Underground, The Brothers Karamazov, and
Demons. Of particular note is Ladia’s analysis of Kirillov, whom she situates within
the tradition of ancient Greek hubristic figures such as Odysseus, Sisyphus, and
Niobe. Kirillov is represented as a modern embodiment of hubris, transgressing
the limits imposed by rational, Euclidean thought. Ladia posits that the psycholo-
gy of hubris involves arrogance, pride, and the violation of established boundaries.

The author’s attempt to align Dostoevsky’s characters with ancient Greek
traditions is also evident in the second part of her essay Greece and Dostoevsky,
published in 2012. In this piece, she offers a critical examination of Dostoev-
sky’s ideology, focusing on his views regarding Russia’s claim to Constantinople
following the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire. Drawing from A Writer’s
Diary, Ladia critiques Dostoevsky’s assertion that Russia should inherit Byzan-
tium’s legacy, positioning herself in opposition to his Pan-Slavist stance.

However, the essayist’s engagement with Dostoevsky’s ideology is somewhat
problematic, likely due to her limited access to 4 Writer’s Diary, the texts of
which were translated into Greek only years after the publication of her essay.
Specifically, she focuses on two articles from the journal, despite the fact that
Dostoevsky, through fifteen articles, offers a detailed analysis of the Eastern
Question, providing a comprehensive overview of the political landscape of his
time and the intentions of the major powers regarding Constantinople.

The author’s limited access to key texts may account for her oversight of
Dostoevsky’s more nuanced views, particularly his affiliation with “pochven-
nichestvo”, a movement that distanced him from the core of Pan-Slavism.
Moreover, Ladia’s essay forms part of a broader intellectual tradition in Greece
that has engaged with Dostoevsky’s ideology since 1877, when the first refer-
ence to the Russian writer appeared in the Greek newspaper Efimeris (May 3,
1877). Within this tradition, Dostoevsky’s political ideas have often been per-
ceived as antagonistic to Greek national interests, particularly the long-stand-
ing vision of reclaiming Constantinople.

In conclusion, Eleni Ladia’s critical engagement with Dostoevsky’s work is
marked by a deep, evolving analysis that draws on both classical Greek thought
and comparative literature. Her early focus on character analysis has developed
into a broader interdisciplinary approach that integrates philosophy, psycholo-
gy, and ancient Greek ethical frameworks. Ladia’s ability to merge creative and
analytical styles has made her a distinctive voice in Dostoevsky scholarship,
particularly within the Greek intellectual tradition.

Z. 8.



Books on Dostoevsky in Greece: an Overview 199

Kwotag AESTIOINIAAHE, dasuoviauévor xeu undeviorés. O molminds Nrooroy-
épont [Kostas DESPINIADIS, Possessed and Nibilists. The Political Dostoevsky)
(ABva: TTovomtikdy, 2023), 158 pp.

The merit of this book is that it is published by the editor of a publishing house
that expresses the culture of anarchism. Having as a point of departure De-
mons, Despiniadis tries to examine the political ideas of Dostoevsky. He knows
sufficiently the realia of the Russian revolutionary intelligentsia and identifies
(somehow in a simplistic and questionable way) the characters of the novels
with actual members of the intelligentsia (Pyotr Stepanovich Verkhovensky
with Nechaev, Stavrogin with Bakunin etc.). Moreover, he pays attention to
the revolutionary past of the young Dostoevsky and stresses the way in which
censorship might have influenced the writing of the novel. This will legitimize
him to assert that although the mature Dostoevsky (as it appears in Demons)
has significantly departed from the socialism of his youth, something from this
partisan period is reflected in this novel. And although somebody might have
some objections with parts of his perspective (for example regarding whether
this novel can be interpreted in a Bakhtinian reading, as Despiniadis proposes),
what is valuable is that Despiniadis treats Demzons not as an ultra-conservative
novel but rather one that manifests that Dostoevsky takes his opponents (the
“nihilists”) seriously and is interested in discussing their ideas. An essay on
Dostoevsky from an anarchist who extracts himself from the prevailing Greek
Christian confessional reading.

M. G.

Nwpyos KreParoTHE, O avowtds xdouos rov Nrooroyiépas [Giorgos KITHRE-
OT18, The Open World of Dostoevsky (ABva: Apudg, 2023), 253 pp.

This monograph proceeds from the claim that the West has misunderstood
Dostoevsky. The introduction and first chapter (“The Reception”) consist, ac-
cordingly, of citations evincing the difficulty of interpreting Dostoevsky in the
West. In response to the chapter’s tendentious character — an example of the
anti-Western current in modern Greek theology — one could object that the
author’s sources, for the most part, go up only to 1950s. Sources from after this
date are few and highly selective.

The root of the misunderstanding and distortion of Dostoevsky, according
to the author, lies in a lack of engagement with distinctive formal aspects of
Dostoevsky’s works that stand in sharp opposition to the aesthetics of the re-
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alistic novel of the West. The second chapter (“Persons”), in secking to redress
this misunderstanding, deals with the philosophical anthropology informing
Dostoevsky’s characters. The author stresses the notion of absolute freedom
and a conception of personality that is open to the “other”, in contrast to
(Western) individualism. Bakhtin, of course, underpins this reading (and is
cited extensively). With the emphasis on Orthodox theology, however, one
notices the absence of any mention of the influential work of the Orthodox
theologian John Zizioulas, Being as Communion: Studies in Personhood and the
Church (Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1997).

The third chapter (“Time”) examines the depiction of time in Dostoevsky’s
work. What is stressed is the open character of the Dostoevskian plot (again in
sharp distinction to the deterministic character of Western novels), that guaran-
tees the characters’ freedom. Instead of a closed plot, we have choice. The under-
pinning of this chapter is Gary Saul Morson’s book Narrative and Freedom: The
Shadows of Time (Yale: Yale University Press, 1994), which is cited extensively.
The fourth chapter (“Image”) approaches Holbein’s painting in The Idiot as a
quintessential anti-icon. The ekphrasis of this anti-icon points via negativa to
what is missing: a depiction of Christ in the way of Byzantine icons. In the beau-
tifully written fifth chapter (“Space”), the author focuses on the depiction of
space in The Gambler, showing that space is defined as a way rather than a locus.

The book is well informed and employs a non-Greek bibliography (English
and French), which is a rarity in Greek books on Dostoevsky. And here is the
irony: if an anti-Western current permeates this book, its merit also lies in its
creative usage of a Western bibliography that is totally unknown to Greek read-

ers. A significant contribution to the Greek bibliography on Dostoevsky.
M. G.

Avtptag TTaNTAZOTIOYAOS, H moMimixnij Ty¢ avnmposdmevoys. Nrooroyi-
épont, Tamadiopudvrys, Kévroylov [Andreas PANTAZOPOULOS, The Politics of
Representation. Dostoevsky, Papadiamantis, Kontoglou] (Abfva: Apudg, 2024),

190 pp.

In the preface, the writer, an Assistant Professor of Political Science at the
University of Salonica, states that the scope of his investigation is to trace,
amidst the crisis of political trust and political representation of Western
Democracies, the pre-conditions of another more authentic and representa-
tive politics. In his “critical representation” of the political thought of these
three Orthodox writers, he examines “the more political” of their works, as a
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way out from the crisis of democracy and liberalism. Taking for granted that
“Orthodoxy cannot, neither wants and also must not have any relation with
politics” (p. 11), the author secks in these three Orthodox authors the contours
of politics differentiated from the Western Catholic and Protestant paradigm.
This engagement is offered for fruitful discussion against the “general recent
tendency of a post-modern communal renovation of Orthodoxy” (p. 11) - a
hint probably to the influential work of the Greek theologian John (Ioannis)
Zizioulas, which is taken outside Greece mostly for granted, as the standard
manifestation of Orthodoxy nowadays.

The 40 pages that comprise the essay on Dostoevsky (pp. 13-53) are en-
titled “The Political Spirit of Dostoevsky. A Sketch for Further Thought”
Dostoevsky’s works that are used by the author are The Diary of a Writer, The
Brothers Karamazov and to a lesser extent Demons. In the first of seven brief
sections Ivan’s poem on the Grand Inquisitor from Zhe Brothers Karamazov
is examined as an exposition of Dostoevsky’s political theology. The spectre
of Carl Schmitt is visible here and in sections that follow. But Pantazopoulos,
besides posing Dostoevsky as a possible forerunner and interlocutor of Carl
Schmitt, draws sharp contrasts between the two. Contrary to Carl Schmitt’s
vision of the Church as the quintessential institution which has the power
to represent and is able to reconcile opposites, in the “Grand Inquisitor”
we have precisely an absolute rejection of the secularism of the Church.
Pantazopoulos offers a forceful condemnation of the Church seen as an in-
stitution and its concomitant legal aspect, since these features of Occidental
Catholicism historicizes the eschatological promise. However, trying to coun-
ter-propose a positive image of the Church, a “de-politicized” Church, Panta-
zopoulos discerns the vague, mystical, spiritualistic character of the Church
envisioned by Dostoevsky, concluding that paradoxically there is a humanistic
flavour in Dostoevsky’s catechism pointing to a limited “Western” humanistic
influence of the author. Here Pantazopoulos — rightfully — cites the almost
unknown in Greece Konstantin Leontiev. The second section on identity
examines the relationship between the people, the nation and God. Referring
to the views of Shatov in Demons, Pantazopoulos deems them as a form of es-
sentialism against an abstract Universalism. In the third section, which bears
the title “The religion makes the nation”, the writer examines Shatov’s con-
ception of the need for a single God that underpins every particular nation.
Pantazopoulos deems this stance as “a theologically inspired pre-political
identification of the people with the nation taken as the precondition of the
political” (p. 31). For Pantazopoulos what is offered by Dostoevsky as a theo-
logical and messianic foundation of the national imaginary is but a bunch of
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“mystical ideas”. Interestingly, Dostoevsky’s and Schmitt’s particularism seem
to converge.

Without a doubt Pantazopoulos engages in a fruitful dialogue with Dosto-
evsky. His text succeeds in offering “a sketch for further thought”, which is the
subtitle of the chapter on Dostoevsky. He posits Dostoevsky squarely in the
theological political discussion that blossoms nowadays in the West. He takes
Dostoevsky mostly as a potential interlocutor of Carl Schmitt and secondarily
of Leo Strauss (the primary and secondary bibliography on them is taken from
French). The brief size of this chapter (merely 40 pages of small size) obliges
the author to offer short but important comments, which are precious germs
for a further discussion. The most important is that this short chapter is one of
the very few that exist in Greek (the other — in my view — is the work of Mitsos
Alexandropoulos) that manifest the author’s thoughtful engagement with the
work of Dostoevsky, that provokes a thoughtful discussion with him, instead of
eliminating him to a confessional exponent of Orthodoxy or relying on a limit-
ed foreign bibliography taken, most of the time, uncritically.

M. G.

Journals’ issues dedicated to Dostoevsky

diafdlw [Diavazo], vol. 103, 1984

Zvvaéy [Sinaxi], vol. 160, 2021

Zréme [Stepa], vol. 18a & 18b, 2021

Iewpains Exxyoin, [Piraiki Ekklisia, vol. 224, 2024.

v v vy

Books with Collections of Articles on Dostoevsky.

» Nrogroyiépaxt, Exaré Xpdvia and tov Sdvard tov [Dostoevsky. One hundred
Years from his Death), (ABYva: EvBivy, 1981).

» Muyddye MaxpakHs (Exd.), Zmovdy orov Nrooroyiepox: [Mikhalis
Makrakis (ed.), Study in Dostoevsky] (Abvvo.: Imago, 1982)
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Thomas Gaiton MARULLO, Fyodor Dostoevsky — The Gathering Storm
(1846-1847): A Life in Letters, Memoirs, and Criticism (Ithaca: Northern
Illinois University Press, an imprint of Cornell University Press, 2020) (=
NIU Series in Slavic, East European and Eurasian Studies), 251 pp. ISBN
978-1-§017-7021-0

In the pantheon of Russian realist writers, Fyodor Dostoevsky is the one whose
life and literary career developed the most unpredictably. Lacking the financial
support from a landowning family, which formed the background to Ivan Tur-
genev’s and Leo Tolstoy’s rise to literary fame, he made matters worse for him-
self by turning down the personal security that government service provided to
other writers such as Ivan Goncharov for pursuing his artistic interests. Con-
sciously, if not instinctively, Dostoevsky opted for a career path dependent up-
on the constant need to promise, bargain, and deliver, which inevitably also in-
cluded breaking up with former patrons and partners, as well as running away
from creditors in his more mature years. In view of the rather mercurial circum-
stances of the early stages of Dostoevsky’s development as a writer, in Fyodor
Dostoevsky — The Gathering Storm (1846-1847): A Life in Letters, Memoirs, and
Criticism, Thomas Gaiton Marullo claims that existing studies of the young
writer “do not discuss adequately [...] people, places, and events that influenced
Dostoevsky in this period” (p. xii).

This publication follows Joseph Frank’s lead in breaking up Dostoevsky’s
complex ceuvre into various periods, represented by separate volumes. How-
ever, in terms of contents, Marullo adopted an approach entirely different
from Frank’s, as his book is essentially a popular digest of excerpts from docu-
ments highlighting Dostoevsky’s thorny path to literary recognition from both
Dostoevsky’s own point of view and from the perspectives of his contempo-
raries. In addition, it includes passages from memoirs of relatives and people
acquainted with the writer in later years of his life. The author divides this ma-
terial, which has not been published in English translation in one single vol-
ume so far, into three chronologically defined sections that indicate the course
Dostoevsky’s career and personal maturation took (“Pride before the Fall”, “Ha-
vens from the Storms”, “The Psycho-Spiritual Turn”), prefacing each of these
chapters with a short round-up of biographical background information about
the people involved and their relationship with Dostoevsky. Complete with a
preface, a general introduction, and a conclusion, the book also contains an ap-
pendix consisting of four parts: “Directory of Prominent Names, “Notes, Source
Notes”, and “Index” (italics used by Marullo).
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If Frank presents all of Dostoevsky’s life up to his deportation to Siberia in
one volume,' Marullo focuses on a much shorter period of time. This text is the
second volume out of three published by the author so far, and it deals with the
two years following the unexpected success of Dostoevsky’s first novel, Poor
Folk, stopping short of the events that led up to Dostoevsky’s conflict with the
Tsarist regime in 1849, a consequence of which was being exiled to Siberia for
almost a decade. The “gathering storm” referred to in the title of the book is
Marullo’s gloss for the interval when several of the fledgling writer’s well-con-
nected patrons, most prominently Vissarion Belinsky and Nikolay Nekrasov,
turned away from the former object of their guardianship, whom they increas-
ingly perceived as putting on airs and steering away from the course they ex-
pected young Russian writers of their day to follow. Marullo seems to be right
in suggesting that if Dostoevsky had cared more about the advice of his erst-
while benefactors and less about his own artistic experiments and hard-earned
experience in 1846 and 1847, “he would not have become the national and in-
ternational figure he would be twenty years later” (p. 204).

It may well be that the fictional works written and published by Dostoev-
sky during the time period highlighted in Marullo’s monograph - i.e., the tales
A Novel in Nine Letters (written in 184s, published in 1846), Mr Prokbarchin
(1846), and The Landlady (1847) — will elicit less critical interest when com-
pared to the main body of Dostoevsky’s literary ceuvre as the historical distance
to their time of origin increases. However, the tale explicitly criticized by his
contemporaries, The Double, has spawned a steady flow of both critical and ar-
tistic reactions in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, thus proving Belin-
sky’s and others’ assessments wrong that this work was essentially a failure. If any
positive proof of this ongoing fascination with 7he Double is needed, it could be
seen in the fact that Italian composer Lucia Ronchetti (born 1963) has recent-
ly completed an opera adaptation of Dostoevsky’s novel that is currently touring
Germany and Switzerland. Marullo rightly points to the fact that some of the
protagonists featured in Dostoevsky’s early fiction reappear in later works by the
author that have a more justified claim to literary eternity. For instance, Golyad-
kin, the protagonist of 7he Double, displays features that became prominent in
the anonymous hero of Notes from the Underground, whereas “Prokharchin pre-
figures Alexey in The Gambler and Arkady in 4 Raw Youth” (p. 139).

The other, better-known piece from the period in question, the novel Poor
Folk, is mostly remembered as Dostoevsky’s literary debut today, and not be-

1 Sece Joseph FRANK, Dostoevsky: The Seeds of Revolt 1821-1849 (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1976).
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cause of the originality of its plot. Dostoevsky’s contemporaries could not yet
foresee what later generations would recognize as the unique features of Dos-
toevsky’s art. As can be expected, given the biographically-oriented approach,
in Marullo’s book, a lot of attention is given to reviews of Poor Folk discuss-
ing issues which have since become obsolete, as is the case in a review by a cer-
tain Eduard Guber who claims that Poor Folk “is a simple tale from genuine life
which is repeated, perhaps, every day in one of the dark back streets and corners
of our noisy, cold, and indifferent city” (p. 170). The social romanticism of the
critics of the Belinsky school, which was the dominant reading among Dosto-
evsky’s contemporaries and hence also in the reviews quoted by Marullo, high-
lights the writer’s indebtedness to the writings of Nikolay Gogol, Friedrich
Schiller, and E. T. A. Hoffmann. In light of Dostoevsky’s later fiction, however,
it was precisely his emancipation from these antecedents that turned the author
of Crime and Punishment into one of the forerunners of modernism. It is clear
that such far-sightedness cannot be expected from the writer’s immediate social
environment, which was more focused on interpersonal relations between re-
al people than on the intellectual originality of fictitious characters. As a result,
what Marullo’s collection of reminiscences and criticism, as well as of Dostoev-
sky’s responses to it, can do is allow readers to form their own understanding of
Dostoevsky’s often difficult relationships with the people around him. What it
cannot do is help them understand why his works continue to fascinate readers
and inspire creative people the world over up to the present day.

Additionally, Marullo’s choice of material is sometimes slightly confusing,
as it mostly follows chronological order. Although Marullo sometimes adds ex-
cerpts from sources published later, the text does not give any indications as
to why he chose the topics discussed or why certain people are quoted and re-
ferred to, while others are apparently omitted.* It might have helped the read-
er to add a few sub-headings to explain the thematic context of the sources in-
cluded in the book. Moreover, Marullo’s selection mixes texts which contain
clements of fictional writing with those that are clearly written in a critical
mode. For instance, it quotes from notes in which the Russian author adopts
the habit of speaking about himself in the third person about conversations he
had had with Belinsky years before. This is duly explained in a footnote, though
(cf. p. 46; p. 217, footnote 26).

On later occasions, however, the mode of speaking about the writer in Ae-
sopian language does not become sufhiciently clear, as lengthy quotations are

2 One of the people that could be mentioned in this context is Ivan Shidlovsky, Dostoevsky’s
close friend in his student years. Shidlovsky’s name appears in the “Directory of Prominent
Names” (cf. p. 212), but not in the book’s index.
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given from a spoof authored by Nekrasov lampooning Dostoevsky because
of his alleged pride and vanity. Based upon the first footnote referring to this
picce, it appears that some important information is missing (cf. p. 215, foot-
note 2). It is only many pages later that the reader learns that in his piece,
Nekrasov caricatured real-life figures associated with Belinsky’s circle under fic-
titious names: himself as Trostnikov, Belinsky as Mertsalov, and, least flattering
of all, Dostoevsky as a conceited literary novice named Glazhievsky (cf. p. 221,
footnote s4). An explanatory note would definitely have been helpful at the
first mention of Nekrasov’s disparaging tale, which is known under various ti-
tles (7he Stone Heart, as well as How Great am 1!, and On That Day at Around
Eleven O’Clock in the Morning) (cf. p. 10). However that may be, with the ben-
efit of hindsight, it may have been a lucky coincidence that Dostoevsky appar-
ently had no knowledge of the existence of this lampoon,’ and his creative tal-
ent could not be sidetracked by his irascible nature to engage in any retaliatory
reactions to Nekrasov’s covetous pasquinade.

After decades of steering away from any theoretical approach distantly rem-
iniscent of the “biographical fallacy”, western Dostoevsky studies are current-
ly witnessing a resurgence of interest in the writer’s biography.* Paradoxically,
this comes at a time when the Russian and western perspectives on Dostoev-
sky, which merged during three decades of globalization following the break-
up of the Soviet Union, are clearly drifting apart over the issue of whether Rus-
sia should be part of a universal system of values or whether the claim to being
able to create a value system of its own should be accepted in western countries,
as well (if any doctrine that follows primarily national interests can be called a
universally acceptable “system of values” at all, of course). Marullo’s book was
published in 2020 and reflects the state of affairs in Dostoevsky studies be-
fore the Russian attack on Ukraine, which caused many western scholars to re-
assess nationalistic tendencies in Dostoevsky’s writing’ As could have been ex-

3 See Huxonait H. HACEAKMH, Jocmoesckuti. Dnyuxaonedus (Mocksa: Aaroputm, 2003),
c. 656.

4 This tendency can be seen in the recent publication of a comprehensive new biography of
Dostoevsky in German. See Andreas GUSKI, Dostojewskij: Eine Biographie (Miinchen: C.
H. Beck, 2018).

s Until fairly recently, the discussion of chauvinistic aspects in his fiction had been only a
minor stream in the bulk of Dostoevsky studies, whose focus on antisemitism, as far as
English-language criticism is concerned. See Susan MCREYNOLDS, Redemption and the
Merchant God: Dostoevsky’s Economy of Salvation and Antisemitism (Evanston, Illinois:
Northwestern University Press, 2008). McReynolds puts Dostoevsky’s antisemitism down
to “cycles of debt and redemption [which] began when he resigned from the army in order
to pursue a career as a professional writer” (ibid., p. 61).
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pected, little can be felt of this scholarly and public debate in the publication
reviewed, where only some passages quoted from Dostoevsky’s early feuille-
tons published under the title 7he Petersburg Chronicle give some premonition
of the anti-western attitudes adopted in Dostoevsky’s later publicist writing (cf.
pp- 183-189). They may never have been deep below the surface anyway, even in
the writer’s pre-Siberian years.¢

Fyodor Dostoevsky — The Gathering Storm ofters a wealth of insights in-
to the formative years of Dostoevsky’s literary career to readers for whom
the original sources published in Russian are inaccessible. At a time when ar-
chives in the Russian Federation, as well as the collections of the writer’s mate-
rial heritage housed by the various Dostoevsky sites, are no longer within easy
reach for western researchers, it can be a helpful source of inspiration for an-
yone trying to approach the Russian realist through biographical documents.
However, since almost one and a half centuries after the writer’s demise have
passed, new discoveries in the field of biographically-oriented Dostoevsky
studies are less and less likely. If anything, they will likely only be possible on-
ly in Russia itself. Interested scholars outside the author’s home country will
have to focus on fictional texts and their intermediary and cross-cultural re-
verberation, rather than factual material, if they wish to understand why Dos-
toevsky continues to attract attention from a wide range of creatively-minded
people all over the world.

Daniel SCHUMANN
Universitit zu Koln

6 This is suggested by Sarah HUDSPITH, Dostoevsky and the Idea of Russianness: A new per-
spective on unity and brotherhood (London and New York: RoutledgeCurzon, 2004)
(= BASEES/RoutledgeCurzon Series on Russian and East European Studies 6), p. 17.
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Tine ROESEN, Dostojevskij: En introduktion [Dostoevsky: An Introduc-
tion] (Aarhus: Aarhus universitetsforlag, 2021). Paperback, 323 pp., in-
cluding Bibliography and Timeline. ISBN 978 87 7219 4417

This introduction to Dostoevsky by Tine Roesen, a scholar of Russian liter-
ature at the University of Copenhagen, was published in 2021, a year that, as
most readers of Dostoevsky Studies will know, marked the 200th anniversary of
the author’s birth. The book is clearly and eloquently written in the Danish lan-
guage, and it is aimed, as the author states at opening pages, both at a broad-
er public with the wish to become acquainted with Dostoevsky and at read-
ers, and perhaps even scholars, with a good knowledge of Dostoevsky, who
are hereby invited to a “renewed reflection” (p. 9) on Dostoevsky’s legacy.
Well-written introductions can be illuminating also for those who have studied
its topic for a longer time, as is no doubt the case here.

Roesen has a long experience as a Dostoevsky scholar. She wrote her PhD
on his early, pre-exile stories (University of Copenhagen, 2000), and she has al-
so translated several of his works into Danish. It is evident from this book that
she has a profound knowledge of Dostoevsky’s texts.

The book is divided into three parts: Dostoevsky’s carly works (1846-1849),
his middle works (1859-186s, ending with Nozes from the Underground) and his
late works, that is the “great novels” (1866-1881). She acknowledges that she has
devoted perhaps unusually much space for an introduction like this to his early
works, and she has done so not primarily because they represent “anticipations”
of later themes and techniques (though they do that to some extent as well),
but first and foremost because of the literary value they in fact possess.

In an introductory chapter, Roesen articulates her theoretical perspectives
on Dostoevsky. Mikhail Bakhtin is, not surprisingly, an essential dialogue part-
ner in this work, too, while a central thread going through this book is nar-
rative analysis, which often forms the starting point of her readings. She en-
gages in particular Wolf Schmid and John Jones, but also numerous other
well-known and lesser-known Dostoevsky scholars. Some attention is given to
Danish readings and reception. This reviewer was happy to see how produc-
tive it can be to explicitly engage research literature also in a book for a broader
public, throughout its discussions.

Even though this is an “introduction’, it is a book marked by close readings
and closeness to the texts. Roesen positions herself early on as a literary scholar
and in opposition to philosophical readings of Dostoevsky.
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Dostoevsky was not a philosopher, political thinker, or theologian, but a literary
writer, and we gain little or nothing by squeezing his works into philosophical,
political or theological schemes or reformulating them in a vocabulary drawn
from them. In fact, many of his works are about the danger and at the same time
impossibility of understanding life theoretically and schematically. Real knowl-
edge of Dostoevsky requires that his works are read as they are written, as close-
ly as possible to the original (p. 12, here and elsewhere the translation is the re-

viewer’s own).

Philosophical readings, Roesen suggests, tend to ignore the literary char-
acter of Dostoevsky’s works. And as she shows throughout the book, with its
persistent interest in narration and narrators, perspectives and points of view,
questions of narration are not just a formal matter for meticulous scholars, but
important for all readers secking to understand the very dialogical nature of
Dostoevsky’s fictional writing. Despite structural flaws that occasionally oc-
cur in some of his work (7he Idiot being the most famous example), Roesen ap-
proaches the Dostoevsky novel as a “thought-through literary construction and
a unity of form and content” (p. 25). Even articulations of belief are made with-
in a literary framework, from a character’s or narrator’s point of view.

For instance, Roesen highlights how the combination of a third-person nar-
rator and the fluctuation and zooming-in and -out of the mind of the main
character is one thing that makes Crime and Punishment such a successtul nov-
el. The interplay of form and content is essential also to her readings of The Idi-
ot and The Obsessed, be it the inherent meanings of the chaotic form of the for-
mer or the narrator’s presence as a character, if peripheral, in the latter. Let it be
noted, however, that Roesen is critical of The Humiliated and Insulted and The
Adolescent. Here, “the combination of a self-obsessed I-narrator and an exagger-
ated melodramatic plot” (p. 197) poses serious problems for the novels as such.

As for other examples, Roesen emphasizes how important it is zo# to take
the narrator’s voice in a story like White Nights at face value; rather, we must
take into account his own interests and role in the story he narrates, and that
this in fact is a work of retrospective, long-distance (in time) narration, as it
is revealed to the reader towards the end. In a similar fashion, 4 Faint Heart
demonstrates that “we cannot listen to what Dostoevsky’s characters say only
and let us be limited by the perspective bound to particular characters, we also
must see what Dostoevsky tells us” (p. 94, the author’s emphasis). In Notes from
the House of the Dead, which Roesen regards very highly, it is crucial to take in-
to account that the story is fictionalized, and that the genre is not one of per-
sonal recollections and hence not some authorial statement on suffering and
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salvation. Selective readings of Notes from the Underground as a philosophical
treatise without considering the underground man’s tragic experiences (for in-
stance in his childhood) are likewise deemed insufficient.

The question of genre is also at Roesen’s focus. She proposes a useful ty-
pology for his early works with regard to theme and narrator: “novels” of and
about an “I”; “notes” of “I” about others; and third-person “stories” (nosecmu).
By the way, “notes” as a genre and narrative technique reemerge in Notes from
the House of the Dead (cf. above). Other recurrent issues in this book are clas-
sic Dostoevsky themes such as “doubles” and family tragedies, and perhaps less
classic such as humor and Dostoevsky’s obsession with bodily details (toenails,
nosebleed etc.), all of which is encountered from his very first stories all the
way up to The Brothers Karamazov. Roesen takes seriously Dostoevsky’s real-
ism throughout the book, defined here as a self-imposed commitment to rep-
resent social reality (p. 14), but she also explores his use of melodrama. She
writes about the shift from the city as the main literary scene in his early works
to the periphery in the later ones. Roesen’s method of close reading is consist-
ent throughout the book, whereby she even involves the reader in linguistic de-
tails such as Dostoevsky’s conspicuous use of the particles vprochem (Bupouem)
and deskar’ (aecxars) in The Double or ved’ (Beap) in A Faint Heart. Again, de-
tails like these are not marginal, the book suggests; they are essential in order to
read and understand better.

Biographical information about Dostoevsky and his times is included to the
extent that it sheds light on his works, one example being his interest in trials
from the 1860s on, which is reflected in several of his major novels. First and
foremost, however, this is an introduction that focuses on Dostoevsky’s liter-
ary work — as literary constructions. Dostoevsky should, as Roesen concludes,
“never be taken at his word” (ikke bor tages pa ordet, p. 309). Utterances in the
novels must always be contextualized and interpreted within the framework
that the narrated story makes up.

Even though some sequences of the book may be particularly addressed to a
Danish audience, and Danish readings and reception are given some space in it,
a translation into English or any other language that would open this excellent
book up to an even broader readership beyond Scandinavia is hereby strongly
encouraged.

Kire Johan Mjor
University of Bergen / Western Norway University of Applied Sciences
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CALL FOR PAPERS

DOSTOEVSKY:
TEXT, TRADITION, TRANSLATION

AOCTOEBCKMHII:
TEKCT, TPAAULIUA, ITIEPEBOA,

DOSTOIEVSKI:
TEXTO, TRADICION, TRADUCCION

XIX Symposium
of the International Dostoevsky Society

June/Hions 16-20, 2026
Buenos Aires, Argentina

The XIX Symposium of the International Dostoevsky Society will take
place between June 16 and 19, 2026 at the Centro Cultural de la Cooperacién,
located in the center of the city of Buenos Aires. Address: Avenida Corrientes

1543.

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES OF THE SYMPOSIUM
Russian, English, Spanish, Portuguese.
Each speaker will have 20 minutes followed by § minutes for comments.

SYMPOSIUM THEMES

The Symposium will have two central axes:

» 150 years of the novel “The Adolescent’

» Dostoevsky in translation

Other axes:

» Dostoevsky’s reception in Latin America, his influence on literature and cul-
ture

» Russia — Europe in the work and thought of Dostoevsky

» Dostoevsky and cinema / theatre / music

» Current Issues in the Study of Dostoevsky
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SHORT FILM COMPETITION

The International Dostoevsky Society will organize a short film competition
(maximum length: 5 minutes) on Dostoevsky topics. Details will be provided
from March 1, 2025.

IMPORTANT DATES

Reception of papers: March 1 - August 31, 202s.
Acceptance of papers: October 1, 202s.
Program presentation: January 1s, 2026.

NUMBER OF SPEAKERS
The number of speakers will be limited to around 150.
Current IDS or ADS (Argentine Dostoevsky Society) membership is required

REGISTRATION COST
Speakers: $100.
Students (with certificate): $50.

CONTACT
Sociedad Argentina Dostoievski
Symposium Website: https://rusaires.wixsite.com/xix-simposio

Email: eventos@sociedaddostoievski.com

XIX Cummosuym MesxAyHapoAHOro o6mecTBa AOCTOEBCKOIO POHALT C 16
1o 19 mioHs 2026 ropa B Kyasryprom nenrpe Koonepanyuu (Centro Cultural
de la Cooperacién), pacnosoxennom B nentpe Bysnoc-Aiipeca. Aapec: Abe-
uupa Koppsenrec, 1543.

ODPHMINAADBHBIE SI3bIKHM CMUMITIO3UUYMA

Pyccxuii, ncmaHCKHi, aHTAMMCKUH, IIOPTYTaAbCKHH.

Ha poxaap OTBOAMTCSA 20 MHHYT BPEMEHH M § MUHYT AASl OTBETA Ha BOIPOCHI
CAYIIATEACH.

TEMATHUKA CUMIIO3UYMA

Ha Cumnosuyme 6yAyT IpeACTaBACHBI ABE OCHOBHBIC TEMBbL:
» 150 AeT pomany «IToapocTox>.

» AoOCTOEeBCKHI B IIEPEBOAE.


https://rusaires.wixsite.com/xix-simposio
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Apyrue Temsr:

» Bocnpustue AocroeBckoro B AaruHckoil AMepHKe, €ro BAUSHHE Ha AUTE-
paTypy U KyAbTypY.

» Poccus — EBpomna B pousBeACHUAX U MBICAH AOCTOEBCKOTO.

» AocTOoeBCKHI B KHHO, TEATPE, MY3BIKE.

» AKTyaAbHbIE BOIIPOCHI HCCACAOBAHH A\OCTOEBCKOTO.

KOHKYPC KOPOTKOMETPAKHBIX PUABMOB

MexayHapoaHOe 061ecTBO AOCTOEBCKOTO TaKXKe OPTaHU3yET KOHKYPC KOPOT-
KOMETPaKHBIX GHABMOB Ha TEMBI, CBA3aHHBIE ¢ MUpoM AocToeBckoro. Aau-
TEABHOCTb GHABMA HE AOADKHA IPEBBIIIATD § MUHYT.

I MapTa 2025 FOAQ IIOSBUTCS O0Ace AeTaAbHASI HHPOPMALIUSI O KOHKYpCE.

BAJKHBIE AATDBI

Perucrpanus u npueM AOKAQAOB: I MapTa - 31 aBIyCTa 2025,
Aara anpoGanuu AOKAAAOB: I OKTAOPsI 2025.

ITy6aukanust mporpaMmslL: 15 ssHBapsi 2026.

KOANYECTBO YYACTHHKOB

MaxcuMaAbHOE KOAUYECTBO YYACTHHUKOB - 150.

O6s3ateapHo nMeTh akTyasusuposanHoe yacHcTBo B MOA nan B AOA (Ap-
TEeHTUHCKOM 061ecTBe AOCTOEBCKOTO).

CTOUMOCTD YYACTUA
AOKAAIHKH: 100 AOAAAPOB.
CryaeHTb! (¢ AOKYMEHTOM, TOATBEPKAAIOIIUM CTATYC): SO AOAAAPOB.

KOHTAKTbBI

Sociedad Argentina Dostoievski

Symposium Website: https://rusaires.wixsite.com/xix-simposio
Email: eventos@sociedaddostoievski.com



https://rusaires.wixsite.com/xix-simposio
mailto:eventos@sociedaddostoievski.com?subject=XIX Simposio de SID
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CALL FOR PAPERS
Humanness, Godness, and the Universe in Dostoevsky’s Work

International Conference in Athens, Greece
16th-18th October, 2025
(University of Athens, Panepistimiou 30, Athens)

Under the aegis of the International Dostoevsky Society, with the participation
of the Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures of the University of
Verona, Italy

This international conference aims to explore the profound themes of human-
ness and divinity as depicted in Fyodor Dostoevsky’s works. Scholars and en-
thusiasts are invited to discuss his philosophical and literary contributions in a
global context.

Abstract Submission

If you are interested in participating, please send an abstract (ca 200 words)
and a biographical note by 31* of January 2025 to: stefano.aloc@univr.it, sljiv-
ancanin.zorka@ucy.ac.cy, markosgalounis@yahoo.com

You will be notified of acceptance by 31 of March 2025.

Official Languages:
English, Russian, Greek

Participation Fee:

90 euros

Each presentation will last 15-20 minutes. There will be a discussion after each
panel.

Information about the publication of the proceedings will be announced later.

Cultural program

The following cultural activities are planned for conference participants:

» On Friday, the 17th of October, there is going to be a dinner in a tavern in
Athens. The participation fee is 35 euros per person.

» On Saturday, the 18" of October there is going to be a free guided tour of


file:///Users/typogrey/Dropbox/%e2%80%a2%20LAVORI%20IN%20CORSO/Dostoevskij%20Studies%2027/Originali\h
mailto:sljivancanin.zorka@yck.ac.cy
mailto:sljivancanin.zorka@yck.ac.cy
mailto:markosgalounis@yahoo.com
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the Acropolis and the Acropolis Museum. The fee for the tickets for both
sites is 5O euros.

On Sunday, the 19" of October there is going to be an optional guided tour
to Delphi. The participation fee which includes the guided tour, the tick-
ets for the archeological site and the transportation is 8o euros per person.
(Minimum number of participants: 10)

In the cinema theater “Studio” there are going to be screened films that were
inspired by Dostoevsky’s Works. The program of the screenings will be an-
nounced later. The entrance is free for the conference participants.

Organizational Committee:

>

Prof. Stefano Aloe (University of Verona, Italy, President of the Interna-
tional Dostoevsky Society)

Dr. Zorka Sljivancanin (University of Cyprus, Member of the International
Dostoevsky Society)

Markos Galounis (Member of the International Dostoevsky Society)
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Katherine BOWERS
University of British Columbia

News from the North American Dostoevsky Society

There have been some changes in the Society’s Executive Board during the past
two years. In 2023, we welcomed Katya Jordan (Brigham Young University) to
the Board as a new Member-at-Large. In 2023, Chloe Papadopoulos (Univer-
sity of Southern California) began a new role as Assistant Editor of Bloggers
Karamazov, the Society’s blog. In 2024, Papadopoulos was clected onto the
Board to replace Katherine Bowers (University of British Columbia) as Com-
munications Chair and Editor of Bloggers Karamazov. Bowers has served as
Communications Chair and Blog Editor for NADS since 2016 and was elect-
ed, additionally, Vice-President in 2019; moving forward she will continue to
serve as the Society’s Vice-President.

Bloggers Karamazov has featured a call for a student blog series on “Read-
ing Dostoevsky Today” this year. Entries in that series are published on the blog
as they are submitted and can be found on the blog site. So far posts from stu-
dents have included one on generative Al and Brothers Karamazov and one on
Dostoevsky and disability. This year, the North American Dostoevsky Society
has continued its work with students through its regular student essay contests.
In 2024, the Society ran both of its regular student essay contests, which in-
cluded entries for the period 2022-24. The 2024 Undergraduate Essay Contest
winner was Natalie Adderton (Pepperdine University) for her essay “The Re-
demptive Gaze in Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov”, with honorable men-
tions going to Jaden Rodriguez (Duke University) and Romi Vaturi (Rutgers
University). The 2024 Graduate Essay Contest winner was Anna Tropnikova
(Yale University) for her essay “Thresholds and Hands: Transgression through
Corporeal Space in Kurosawa Akira’s Idiot”, with an honorable mention going
to Alina Fiorella (University of Bristol). The winning essays will be included as
part of the NADS Graduate and Undergraduate Research Forum, to take place
online on 9 and 10 January 2025, respectively. The Forum is organized this year
by NADS President Kate Holland (University of Toronto), Sarah Hudspith
(University of Leeds), and Katya Jordan.

The North American Dostoevsky Society continues to support a virtu-
al speaker series that showcases members’ research and unites the community.
This series of events provides a mechanism for NADS to co-sponsor talks given
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or hosted by Society members. On October 11, Katherine Bowers spoke about
her recent book in the talk “Writing Fear: Physiological Petersburg, Dostoev-
sky, and the Rise of Gothic Realism” The event was hybrid, including both an
audience in-person at Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah and an audi-
ence of NADS members on Zoom. Thanks to Katya Jordan for organizing the
event. Information about working with the Society to co-sponsor a talk at your
institution is available on the Society’s blog.

As it does every year, the North American Dostoevsky Society organized
sponsored panels for the annual large North American conferences in 2024.
For the Modern Language Association (MLA) conference, held in Philadel-
phia in January 2024, Katya Jordan organized a panel on “Narratives of His-
tory in Dostoevsky: Past, Present, and Future” featuring papers by Chloé
Kitzinger (Rutgers University), Lindsay Ceballos (Lafayette College), and
Chloe Papadopoulos. For the 2025 MLA conference, to be held in New
Orleans in January, Melanie Jones (Independent scholar) has organized a pan-
el on “Dostoevsky and Disability” featuring papers by Melissa Miller (Colby
College), Ruth Levai (University of Miskolc), and Chloe Papadopoulos. For
the 2024 American Association of Teachers of Slavic and East European Lan-
guages (AATSEEL) conference, held in Las Vegas in February 2024, Katherine
Bowers organized a panel on “Dostoevsky and Gambling” with papers by Lynn
Patyk (Dartmouth College) and Kate Holland (University of Toronto). For
the November 2024 Association for Slavic, East European, and Eurasian Stud-
ies (ASEEES) conference held in Boston, Kate Holland organized a panel on
“Dostoevsky and Modernity: Economy, Society, Reading Public, Psychology”,
featuring papers by Jonathan Paine (Wolfson College, Oxford), Amy Ronner
(St Thomas University), and Sergei Motov (University of Illinois). Sergei Mo-
tov is the inaugural recipient of the Society’s Deborah A. Martinsen Graduate
Conference Travel Grant.

The Deborah A. Martinsen Graduate Conference Travel Grant was estab-
lished by the North American Dostoevsky Society in 2024 to honor our dear
friend Deborah Martinsen, who was instrumental in nurturing both the intel-
lectual and the human parts of our Dostoevsky studies community. By estab-
lishing this award, we hope to ensure that Deborah’s work in community build-
ing lives on through tangible support to graduate students presenting their
work on Dostoevsky at our conferences.
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William Mills Topp III
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk
(1937-2024)

It seems hard to believe that forty-four years have passed since we met in Ber-
gamo at the International Dostoevsky Symposium. As always with Horst-Jiir-
gen, there was no small talk, but rather lively discussions of Heidegger, her-
meneutics, Dostoevsky, and American popular culture, which I found that he
knew better than I did. I had read his book on 7he Raw Youth before we met,
and I had expected him to be at least a generation older. Little did I know
then that could write serious and profound books as rapidly as the rest of us
write reviews or articles. Indeed, he wrote over twenty books and edited a
number of multi-author volumes. The range of topics was more impressive
than the number, and the depth of critical and philosophical insight was most
memorable of all.

We would see each other at these IDS symposia every three years or so, al-
so when he came to America to visit friends and colleagues and to deliver lec-
tures in English on a great variety of subjects. Our conversations became no
less intense with the passing of years, and — on his part — no less witty and
playful. One of the most memorable was a few years ago when I was preparing
a dinner party for him (my wife was out of town) and, as I stirred the sauces,
we were discussing philosophical hermeneutics. He slipped, naturally enough,
into German, and I remember being challenged to keep pace without burning
our dinner.

Over the years I have taken many photographs of us all at these Dostoevsky
symposia. My favorite of Horst-Jirgen comes from Naples, 2010, in which he
is standing in front of an anarchist grafhito which says “Disobedience”. This
slogan unintendedly captures his salient scholarly and intellectual virtue, one
which his writings, talks, and conversations embodied in the best possible way.
It did not prevent him from being a wise and firm president of the IDS, diplo-
matically and creatively helping to bring us into the twenty-first century.

23 February 2024
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List of Illustrations:

Il 1/2
Horst-Jirgen Gerigk, Geneva IDS Symposium, 2004 (photos by William
Mills Todd III).

1l 3
From left to right: Ulrich Schimid, Horst-Jirgen Gerigk, and Robert Lou-
is Jackson, Geneva IDS Symposium, 2004 (photo by William Mills Todd IIT).

1l 4

From left to right: Slobodanka Vladiv-Glover, Herta Schmid, Horst-Jiirgen
Gerigk and Dmitrij Tschizewskij in Sankt Wolfgang am See, 1974 (from Slo-
bodanka Vladiv-Glover’s archive)

1l s
Horst-Jirgen Gerigk in Naples, 2010.

VA3

From right to left: William Mills Todd III, Horst-Jirgen Gerigk, Robert Lou-
is Jackson, Carol Apollonio, and Jackson’s wife in Capri, 2010 (photo by Graf
Aloysky).
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Christoph GARSTKA
Bochum

In memoriam Horst-Jiirgen Gerigk (1937-2024)

Prof. Dr. Horst-Jirgen Gerigk passed away in Heidelberg on February 9, 2024
at the age of 86.

The famous German novelist Martin Walser referred in one of his novels to
a certain Professor in Heidelberg, who is known as a profound expert on Dos-
toevsky. He meant of course Horst-Jirgen Gerigk. When a literary scholar
himself becomes a literary figure, reality and fictionality intermingle in such an
astonishing way that the scholar himself can only understand it as a great hon-
our, especially when he has spent a lifetime as a researcher repeatedly draw-
ing attention to the “poctological difference” between what is visible and what
is invisible in a work of art in terms of fiction and non-fiction. Even though
Horst-Jirgen Gerigk was born in Berlin and attended grammar school in the
Ruhr region, his time as a student and his entire teaching and research activi-
ties are inextricably linked to Heidelberg and its university, from which he has
never been able to part. For many years, it was as much a part of the Heidelberg
cityscape as the castle and the Old Bridge to see a man striding quickly from
Handschuhsheimer Landstrafe to the Slavic Institute in the Old Town with
his hair blowing and his coat open, briefcase in his right hand, often stopping
on his way to greet his many acquaintances from the university and the city’s
cultural scene and to share his latest findings, insights and projects with them.

In the supplement to the Bulletin of German Slavic Studies for 2015, the ed-
itors have printed the programme of the very first German Slavic Studies Con-
ference in Heidelberg in 1965, at the official residence of the association’s chair-
man at the time, Dmitrij Tschizewskij. Under the heading “Announcement
of speakers and topics of the academic sessions’, the following reference can
be found in second place: “Dr. H.-]. Gerigk, ‘Dostoevskij und die Sprachlich-
keit der Sprache’ ” (Dostoevsky and the linguistic nature of language). Nearly
6o years after the lecture by the then newly graduated Slavic scholar, it is fair to
say that two constants of an extremely productive academic career have already
been revealed here: firstly, the connection to the “cosmopolitan village on the
Neckar”, to the old university, which has created a small, idyllic town around it-
self, and secondly, the focus on the “tricky” Russian writer Dostoevsky and his
work, which Gerigk embraced as a specialty and rendered more accessible to a
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broad, particularly non-academic audience in German-speaking countries and
far beyond through his work.

Horst-Jirgen Gerigk was born in Berlin in 1937. At the end of the 1950s,
he began studying Slavic Studies, Philosophy and English/American Stud-
ies in Heidelberg, which he completed in 1964 with his dissertation Versuch
iiber Dostoevskijs “Jiingling” (Essay on Dostoevsky’s ‘A Raw Youth”, published in
1965) and a doctorate under Dmitrij Tschizewskij. Two years earlier, his first
longer essay on “Vsevolod M. Garsin als Vorlaufer des russischen Symbolismus”
(Vsevolod M. Garsin as a forerunner of Russian Symbolism) had already ap-
peared in the journal Die Welt der Slaven. This was the diploma thesis for what
he himself described as “an interpreter’s examination taken on the side, so to
speak, with the subjects Russian, English and German constitutional law”." He
was therefore well prepared when Tschizewskij almost casually informed him
in the summer of 1964 that he would have to give a proseminar called “Ein-
fithrung in die Literaturwissenschaft” (Introduction to Literary Studies), in
the coming semester; he was already on the course catalogue. Many more “in-
troductions” were to be given, which, however, never followed a monotonous,
once-designed pattern, but always sought to introduce the young students to
Russian literature in new and original ways. I remember a very reading-inten-
sive and perhaps for this very reason extremely fruitful introduction based on a
comparison of various common Russian literary histories. Gerigk worked as an
assistant to Tschizewskij until his habilitation in “Russian Literature and Gen-
eral Literary Studies” at the Faculty of Modern Languages at the University
of Heidelberg in 1971. He himself labelled his habilitation thesis, Entwurf ein-
er Theorie des literarischen Gebildes (Outline of a theory of the literary structure),
as the “mother text” for everything he wrote later in the field of literary studies,
and he can also best summarise what he was concerned with: “Autonomy of the
literary image on the basis of the peculiarity of the created thing, both in rela-
tion to the subjectivity of the reader and in relation to the subjectivity of the
author, whose artistic intelligence must obey the thing if his work is to endure
over time”.*

Some time was to pass before he was appointed Professor of “Russian Lit-
erature and General Literary Studies” at the University of Heidelberg in 1974,
which was put to good use: Gerigk was one of the co-founders of the Interna-
tional Dostoevsky Society in Bad-Ems in 1971 and was later elected its president

1 Horst-Jurgen GERIGK, Die Spur der Endlichkeit. Meine akademischen Lebrer. Vier Por-
traits: Dmitrij TschiZewskij, Hans-Georg Gadamer, René Wellek, Paul Fussell (Heidelberg:
Winter Universititsverlag, 2007), S. 64.

2 Ibid., p. 14. All translations from German are by the author.
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and finally appointed one of its honorary presidents in 2004. From 1998 to
2018, he was also the editor in charge of the “Journal of the International Dos-
toevsky Society”: the Dostoevsky Studies.

Gerigk’s fields of work were so wide-ranging that it would be difficult to
list them meticulously. At the very least, they included Russian, American and
German literature, literary and narrative theory, Hollywood film and the his-
tory of aesthetics from Kant to Heidegger. This compilation can be continued
with multiple ‘and’ connections: Literature and music, literature and film, lit-
erature and philosophy, literature, medicine and psychopathology (together
with the medical historian Dietrich von Engelhardt and the psychiatrist Wolf-
ram Schmitt, he founded a productive working group on this in 1983), and in
his comparative orientation, he always included Russian and German, English,
American, French, etc. literature. After the publication of his habilitation the-
sis in 1975, fourteen years passed until the publication of his next monographs.
However, starting in 1989 and then even more so with his retirement from ac-
tive teaching at the beginning of the new millennium, one can speak of a ver-
itable explosion of independent studies, which must be regarded as the result
of long-lasting and profound reflections. They all show us a practitioner of in-
terpretation and a theorist of interpretation at the highest level of reflection.
It would be almost a sacrilege to pick out just a few and praise them here, but
it is nevertheless worth pointing out four works that have become very impor-
tant for his own academic training. Firstly, there is the major comparative study
on Russians in America’? Not only is the immense influence of Russian authors
of the 19th century on American literature, predominantly of the 20th century,
presented here in a remarkably broad framework, but there is also a clearly for-
mulated and pointed characterisation of the poetics of such Russian classic au-
thors as Dostoevsky, Tolstoy, Turgenev and Chekhov, which was very helpful
to teachers of Russian literature in the subsequent period.

The quintessence of what was eagerly written in Gerigk’s Heidelberg litera-
ture seminars in the 1990s can be seen in the “workbook” Lesen und Interpre-
tieren (Reading and Interpreting), first published in Gottingen in 2002, third
edition in Heidelberg in 2013. Gerigk places the concept of “poetological dif-
ference”, which he coined himself, at the centre of his considerations. This re-
fers to the distinction between inner and outer fictional realities when reading
a work of fiction. If science involves the ability to abstract, then literary stud-
ies should impart the ability to distinguish between inner-fictional or psycho-

3 Horst-Jurgen GERIGK, Die Russen in Amerika. Dostojewskij, Tolstoj, Turgenjew und Tschechow
in ihrer Bedeutung fiir die Literatur der USA (Hiirtgenwald: Guido Pressler Verlag, 1995).
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logical reasons for an event and extra-fictional reasons, which make it possible
to gain an insight into the poet’s workshop and his world view. Szate and Rev-
olution in the Russian Novel of the 20th Century, 1900-1925 (Heidelberg 2005)*
has also gone through a long “preliminary course” in academic teaching. Using
well-known novels by five authors with completely opposing political views,
Gerigk unfolds a broad panorama of Russian not only literary, but also cultur-
al and political history between “legality and underground” at the beginning
of the formative 20th century. The literary mastery of the writers is congenially
traced here, but Gerigk must also note, with a touch of bitterness, that politics
has inadmissibly nested too far into aesthetics.

The ideological appropriation of the literary work of art, as it was prac-
tised on the other side of the Iron Curtain (and especially in the 1970s on this
side too), was always alien and repugnant to Gerigk. When I happily informed
him at the beginning of 1992 that I had received a scholarship for St Peters-
burg University and wanted to study there for two semesters, he just looked at
me in complete amazement and asked: “What do you want there?”. A glance
at the latest edition of the Falk city map, which was still sold under the name
“Leningrad” at the time, could have made his scepticism more understand-
able: the university was still listed as “Zhdanov University”. Even if his mis-
trust of the state-controlled Russian academic establishment has been so hor-
ribly confirmed in recent years, it is nonetheless a source of satisfaction that no
small part of Gerigk’s works is now available in Russian translations. This in-
cludes the fourth of the books to be highlighted here, namely the quintessence
of his research on Dostoevsky, published in paperback by Fischer in 2013 under
the title Dostojewskijs Entwicklung als Schrifisteller (Dostoevsky’s Development as
a Writer), translated into Russian as Aumepamyproe macmepcmeso Aocmoescxozo
6 passumuu (Cankr-Iletepbypr, 2016). But it’s hard to keep up: a book on Tur-
genev (Heidelberg 2015) and another introduction to literary studies, Lesendes
Bewusstsein (Reading Consciouness, Berlin/Boston 2016) were published short-
ly afterwards. Even if no more monographs followed in his later years, the num-
ber of projects had not diminished: in 2020, a brochure on Nabokov’s Prizn
was published, which he immediately wanted to be understood as a “draft of a
philosophy of emigration”

In view of these extraordinarily rich and varied results of a long academic ca-
reer in research and teaching, not only Slavists can be relieved that the fears ex-
pressed by Tschizewskij at the first German Slavists’ Conference in Heidel-

4 Horst-Jurgen GERIGK, Staat und Revolution im russischen Roman des 20. Jahrhunders,
1900-1925. Eine historische und poetologische Studie (Heidelberg: Mattes Verlag, 2005).
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berg in 1965 did not materialise. When, after Gerigk’s lecture on Dostoevsky, a
church historian from the University of Tibingen expressed outrage and indig-
nation, Tschizewskij commented succinctly: “If you carry on like this, one day
you'll be shot at the lectern”

Gerigk was an inspiring teacher who not merely fascinated his students with
his captivating style of lecturing, but also a non-academic audience time and
again. With deep gratitude and sincere admiration for his enduring life’s work,
his students, colleagues, a large community of Dostoevsky researchers and nu-
merous friends of his always alert and immeasurably creative spirit bid him
farewell.
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