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Abstract

The question of Dostoevskii’s affinity with the Slavophiles has been
remarked upon by many critics, but hitherto has not been explored in sufficient
depth. It is proposed that an examination of his engagement with ideas central to
Slavophilism offers a new understanding of Dostoevskii’s ideological stance, of
the key concepts of his fiction, of his faith, and of his artistry. This study selects
the thinkers Khomiakov and Kireevskii as the proponents of the strand of
Slavophilism to which Dostoevskii was closest; it focuses on sobornost’,
tsel'nost’, wholeness and fragmentation as the essential concepts that have
resonances in Dostoevskii. Dostoevskii’s career as a thinker is examined through
the medium of his non-fiction, in order to establish where he stood in relation to
contemporary thinkers and to determine his own interpretation of Slavophilism.
Next his fiction is studied, and it is found that Khomiakov’s scheme of a tension
between the positive and negative categories of Iranianism and Kushitism may
be mapped onto Dostoevskii’s fiction, and that the principles of these categories
correspond to fundamental principles shaping his work. Moreover, the emphasis
in Iranianism on unity and brotherhood allows for a fresh perspective of
Dostoevskii’s faith and its position with regard to Orthodoxy. Finally, attention
turns to Dostoevskii’s artistry, so as to establish the manner in which unity and
wholeness manifest themselves in the structure and composition of his works. It
is found that by positing the existence of a Slavophile aesthetic, an alternative
definition of form is possible according to which Dostoevskii’s works, both
fictional and non-fictional, are shown to possess a unity of form and idea. It is
concluded that Dostoevskii is an important successor to the Slavophiles and that
he developed their ideas in a more consistent fashion, thus broadening their

moral and spiritual concerns into a more universal message.
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Note on Transliteration and Transcription

Throughout this thesis, Russian words, names, titles and phrases are
transcribed from the Cyrillic according to the Library of Congress transliteration
system without diacritics, except in citations from critical works that use an

alternative system; in these cases the alternative system is kept.

Where a citation is made from a Russian text printed using the old
Cyrillic orthography, for the sake of consistency I have transcribed the text into

modern Cyrillic orthography; such instances are indicated in the notes.



Introductory Chapter

The critic and publicist Nikolai Strakhov reminisces about Dostoevskii:
‘rJIaBHOE-Xe€ TYT ObLIO TO, YTO OH YXe caM, o ckjlaay yOexIaeHHi,
BOCIIUTAHHBIX B HEM COJIMKEHHEM C HapOAOM H BHYTPEHHHM IIOBOPOTOM
MbICsiei, ObUT Gecco3HaTeJbHBIM claBsHOpuoM.” Whenever he would
remark to the novelist that the Slavophiles had also expressed an idea of his,
Dostoevskii would reply that he did not know that.! Dostoevskii’s relationship to
the Slavophiles and their philosophy was always ambivalent and in my view,
extraordinarily complex. In the early 1860s through his journals Vremia and
Epokha he entered into debates and polemics as much with the Slavophile camp
as with the Westernisers. But as Dostoevskii grew older, it appears that he
gradually realised that there was a growing affinity between his ideas and those
of the most prominent figures of early Slavophilism, especially Aleksei
Khomiakov and Ivan Kireevskii. This engagement with the Slavophiles in fact
began remarkably early in his career and lasted all his life, continually growing
in importance long after the movement itself had died out. However, he refrained
from any outright declaration of allegiance. His writings tease us with the
elusiveness of such ironic pronouncements as ‘Priznaniia slavianofila’ from
Drevnik pisatelia (an article to be studied in more depth in this study),? so that,
as is typical of Dostoevskii, we are unable categorically to fix a label upon him.
We may not call Dostoevskii a Slavophile, although many of his contemporaries,
like Strakhov, may implicitly have regarded him as such. And yet the latter was
right that there is much that echoes Slavophilism in Dostoevskii’s works. Whilst
I would seek to avoid the issue of derivation of ideas, toward which Strakhov’s
appellation would tend to point, I believe that a great deal is to be gained by
applying as it were a lens of Slavophilism to Dostoevskii’s works, for it may
bring into sharper focus some of the fundamental issues with which Dostoevskii
was concerned. Therefore the aim of my study is to examine the areas where
correspondences between Dostoevskii’s ideas and those of Khomiakov and
Kireevskii can be discerned, and to demonstrate the way these correspondences
lead to a more complete understanding of Dostoevskii’s ideas and artistic
purpose. In particular, an examination of Dostoevskii in the light of Slavophilism

is useful in offering a new perspective on the writer’s concerns with unity and



brotherhood, and in my view such an undertaking sets these concerns at the
forefront of his world view. In addition, by discussing the aesthetic and artistic
aspects of Slavophile thought with regard to Dostoevskii’s artistry, I believe that
it is possible to bridge what I perceive to be a gap existing between studies of the

writer’s moral-spiritual universe and studies of his poetics.

In my thesis, I take an approach that makes use of more than one
discipline, beginning with intellectual history, progressing through traditional
literary criticism to the exploration of theories of poetics. The direction of my
thesis moves from an account of statements that actively profess an engagement
with Slavophilism, whether sympathetic or hostile, toward an investigation of the
more subtle and intricate involvement found in Dostoevskii’s artistic works. My
first chapter charts the development of Dostoevskii’s interaction with the
Slavophiles within the milieu of Russian intellectual society. I use his private
letters and notebooks in order to establish a background chronology of his views.
This work is then followed by a study of Dostoevskii’s journalistic works, which
for argument’s sake I take at face value as an expression of his beliefs, so as to
provide a contrast with my analysis of journalism as a problematic literary genre
in the final chapter. Placing an emphasis on Dostoevskii as a thinker at this stage,
I show where he distanced himself from the Slavophiles as well as where he
sympathised with them. My thesis then goes on to explore the question of the
extent to which Dostoevskii’s fiction supports or contradicts the face-value
evidence from the letters, notebooks and journalism. I discuss the dramatisation
of Dostoevskii’s views in his fiction, focusing on Dostoevskii as an artist, but
restricting the discussion to themes and motifs. In this section of my thesis come
into play such concerns as rootlessness, fragmentation, faith and the lack thereof,
egoism and humility. In my final chapter, I turn my attention to the way
Dostoevskii’s views are translated into artistic technique and form, so as to
suggest that he wrote in a Slavophile way, as well as about Slavophile matters.
The points of similarity between Dostoevskii and the Slavophiles are in my view
as much to be found in Dostoevskii’s artistic technique as in the content of his
works. I propose the existence of a Slavophile aesthetic in Dostoevskii’s fiction;
in my opinion the moral importance for the Slavophiles of organic unity in works

of art was upheld by the writer both in his theories of art and in his literary



practice. Here I return to key journalistic works such as Drnevnik pisatelia as
something less straightforward, taking into account the role played by irony and
other artistic devices. I examine the role of art, the nature of beauty and the
variety of genres present in his oeuvre. My thesis concludes with an attempt to
balance the superficial evidence with the more elusive picture presented by

Dostoevskii’s artistry and demonstrates how the two inform each other.

To begin with, I would like to clarify what for the purposes of this study
is to be understood by the term ‘Slavophilism’. It has sometimes been used as a
blanket term, both by commentators contemporary with the movement and by
later critics, to describe various generations of nineteenth-century Russian
conservative nationalist thought, beginning from the so-called Moscow
Slavophiles of the 1840s and 1850s, down to the more chauvinist derivatives
such as the Pan-Slavism of later decades. Nicholas Riasanovsky acknowledges
the problem:
“Slavophilism” was at times stretched to cover all the Pan-Slav friends of Ivan
Aksakov, all champions of Russian superiority over the West, such varied
contributors to Russian culture as Danilevskii, Dostoevskii, and Leontiev.
These inclusions were based on confusion, on the assumption that certain

striking and often superficial resemblances to the Slavophile doctrine were
sufficient to make one a Slavophile.’

Indeed, Dostoevskii himself was aware of this loose usage and the negative
associations that sometimes accompanied it, hence his ironic use of the term in
his ‘Priznaniia slavianofila’. Leaving aside the problems of interpretation
associated with Dostoevskii’s Dnevnik pisatelia, it can be said from the
aforementioned article that Dostoevskii would prefer, at least publicly, to align
himself not with the retrogressive element, nor with the Pan-Slavist element of
Slavophilism, but rather with the moral and Orthodox roots of the movement.
The writers who best match this definition are the acknowledged founders of the
movement, Khomiakov and Kireevskii, whose work may be said to constitute the

essence of Slavophilism. Accordingly, I shall restrict my analysis to their ideas.

The question of what Dostoevskii actually read of the Slavophiles, and
when he read what he did, is difficult to establish. Most of the books in his
library were lost during his prolonged travels in Europe between 1867 and 1871.
His wife Anna Grigor'evna made lists of those publications he collected from



then on, and these have been edited and published by Leonid Grossman.*
Scholarly opinion, however, suggests that as these catalogues number fewer than
a thousand publications, they may not represent all the books he must have read.’
Therefore we must reconstruct what we can, given the data in Anna
Grigor'evna’s catalogues, references Dostoevskii made in letters, notebooks and
creative works, and supported by reminiscences of his contemporaries. Another
useful indicator is the date and place of publication of key works by the
Slavophiles, which we may use in conjunction with what is known of
Dostoevskii’s life and the availability of literature to him at various times. There
is little to indicate with any degree of certainty that at the time of his debut on the
literary scene in the mid 1840s, in St. Petersburg where progressive thought from
Europe was dominant, Dostoevskii had much direct contact with ideological
works written by the early Slavophiles, Aleksei Khomiakov, Ivan Kireevskii,
Iurii Samarin and Konstantin Aksakov. His letters of this time make more
mention of foreign writers. He would on the other hand have been familiar with
contemporary opinion on the ideas of the Slavophiles, and would have probably
read about their works through critics such as Belinskii. The references to the
Slavophile movement in Dostoevskii’s pre-Siberian work do not name specific
authors or works, so there is no way of clarifying what he read himself or what
he learned second-hand, although we do know that he was always a voracious
reader, particularly of journalism. This has led Robert Belknap to assert that ‘it is
safer in any given context to assume that Dostoevsky knew the writings of his
contemporaries in Russia or France than to assume he did not.’® Nevertheless, 1
believe it is possible to make certain qualified judgements regarding
Dostoevskii’s reading of the Slavophiles. For a start, of course, one must take
into account the fact that between the end of 1849 and 1854, he was denied
access to all literature. It was also during his imprisonment and exile in Siberia
that such central works for the Slavophile movement as Khomiakov’s ‘Quelques
mots par un chrétien orthodoxe’ trilogy, and Kireevskii’s ‘O neobkhodimosti i
vozmozhnosti novykh nachal dlia filosofii’ were published; the former were
published in France in 1853, 1855 and 1858, and the latter in Russia in 1856.
Dostoevskii’s letters from Siberia bemoan the difficulty in obtaining current

literature in such a far-flung corner of the Russian empire, and it is highly



unlikely that the aforementioned works were available to him, had he required

them.

What is certain is that Ivan Aksakov’s Slavophile publication Den' was
launched in October 1861, and it published posthumously articles by
Khomiakov, Konstantin Aksakov and Kireevskii.’ Dostoevskii read Den’ avidly,
as he did newspapers and journals in general, and more specifically because it
was a rival publication with which he could polemicise. So we know that at least
from 1861 onwards, he was reading the Slavophiles firsthand. However,
Vladimir Viktorovich suggests that Dostoevskii initially based his active
acquaintance with the Slavophile movement solely on the content of Den'; he
argues that because of the political interpretation given by the journal to the
cultural and philosophical ideas of Khomiakov and Kireevskii, the impression
Dostoevskii formed of their ideas was not accurate.! Wayne Dowler also
concedes that the Dostoevskii brothers and their fellow pochvenniki made little
distinction in the pages of Vremia between the early Slavophilism of Khomiakov
and Kireevskii, and the later Slavophilism of Aksakov,” an assertion that
supports my view that at this time Dostoevskii’s personal experience of these
writers was minimal. It is not until 1863 that the most definite indication of direct
reading appears; in a letter to his brother dated 8" September 1863, Dostoevskii
writes: ‘Ckaxu CTpaxoBy, YTO S C IPHJIEXKAHHUEM CJIaBIHOPUIIOB YHTAIO, H
Koe-4To BbluHTa Hosoe’ (XXVIIl/ii, 46). The editors of the Academy edition
note here that by ‘the Slavophiles’ Dostoevskii meant the works of Khomiakov
as well as Den’ (XXVIIl/ii, 385). Ten days later, he wrote to Strakhov himself
and gave a guarded appraisal of what he had read, proclaiming that the
Slavophiles had pronounced a new word (XXVIIl/ii, 53). From this point on, in
accordance with what I believe to be a more thorough knowledge, Dostoevskii’s
appreciation of the Slavophiles becomes more positive. The final clue is that in
Grossman’s catalogue of his library is recorded volume one of Khomiakov’s
Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, edited by Ivan Aksakov, published in 1861, volume
one of lurii Samarin’s Sochineniia, published in 1877, and Narodnye pesni by
Petr Kireevskii, published from 1860-1872, although nothing by Ivan
Kireevskii.' The dates of publication of these works are notable only in that they



show how early they were available to Dostoevskii, and should not be assumed

to be necessarily the years in which he purchased them.

My first task is to set out the specific areas of Slavophilism that are most
relevant to Dostoevskii’s thought and on which I shall be focusing. I shall be
tracing a series of abstract concepts and principles from the work of Khomiakov
and Kireevskii through Dostoevskii’s oeuvre, and these require a few words of
explanation. Several studies of Khomiakov and Kireevskii exist.'! For a full

account of their philosophy reference should be made to works such as these.

The Slavophile movement developed in opposition to the so-called
Westernisers at a time when the Russian intelligentsia felt a pressing need to
assess Russia’s identity and her future both on the domestic plane and in the
global community. Whilst the Slavophile-Westerniser debate had run its course
by the beginning of the 1860s, the issues they had been concerned with were still
very much of the essence, though addressed in different ways by the succeeding
generations. Dostoevskii too was deeply concerned with the question of Russian
identity and his manner of approaching the matter was largely similar to that of
Khomiakov, Kireevskii and their fellow like-minded thinkers. Their works all
show a broad, underlying opposition between Russia and the West, with
predominantly positive principles associated with Russia and negative ones
associated with the West. Of course, at a more detailed level, complexities save
both Slavophile thought and Dostoevskii’s ideas from the intransigence of black
and white divisions. Indeed, Kireevskii in particular strove to acknowledge
positive and negative qualities on both sides of the Russia-West spectrum. He

wrote in ‘V otvet A. S. Khomiakovu’:

Ckonpko OH Mbl HM ObIM BparamMM 3amafHOro INpOCBELLEHH,
3anagHeIx OOBIYaeB M T. MOMA.; HO MOXHO JiH 0Oe3 cyMacllecTBHS
IyMaTh, 4YTO KOraa-HuOyadb, KaKOIO-HHOyAbL CHUJIOKO MCTpeOHUTCH B
Poccud maMsaTh BCETO TOro, 4YTO OHa MNoJyYdnaa oT Esponel B
NpoJoJDKeHne ABYX coT JieT? MoxeM JIM MBI He 3HAaTh TOTO, YTO 3HAEM,
3a0HITh Bce, uTOo yMeeM? Ele MeHee MoxHO ayMmarth, 4to 1000-nmetne
Pycckoe MOXET COBEpLIEHHO YHHUYTOXHTHCA OT BJIMSHUS HOBOIO
Esponeiickoro. ITotoMy, ckoyibko O6bl MBI HH Xe€ajau BO3BpallleHUS
Pycckoro uiM BBefeHHMS 3anmagHoro ObiTa, — HO HH TOro, HH APYIoro
HCKJIIOYUTEJIbHO  OXUIATb HE MOXEM, a IOHEBOJIE JOJDKHBLI
npeamnoyiarath 4TO-TO TPEThE, [OJDKEHCTBYIOUICE BO3HHUKHYTH U3
B3auMHOI1 G0pBOHI IBYX BpaXIyIOLIMX Haya,'>



Khomiakov also spoke out on the subject;'* and Dostoevskii too took this tone,
for example in his Dnevnik pisatelia for 1880 (this will be examined later in this
study). Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that one of the common elements in
Slavophile thought and Dostoevskii’s work is a polarity between principles
aligned with Russia and the West. This makes itself felt throughout the more
abstract concepts of Slavophilism which I will be looking at in Dostoevskii.

The notion most important to Slavophile thought, it could be said, is
unity: what true unity means and how it may be achieved on a personal, societal
and spiritual level. Khomiakov and Kireevskii believed that true unity could only
arise organically; it could not be manufactured by man but had to develop freely
and naturally. They applied this idea in all aspects of their thought and
subscribed to an organic view of creation; they saw all creation as an organism
composed of parts, which could not stand separately from the whole and each of
which had its own role to play in a collective existence. Within this whole they
included human society in all its complexity of organisation, and they asserted
that it too should develop along organic lines in order to maintain true wholeness
and unity. Kireevskii, considering the application of European ways of life in
Russia, emphasised the importance of preserving organic development rather
than promoting artificial changes through the application of ready-made
formulas: ‘Momnonoii ny6, kOHEYHO, HHXE OJHOJIETHEH C HMM pAaKHTHI,
KOTopas BHAHA H3Jajieka, PaHO AaeT TeHb, PaHO KaXeTcs [EPEBOM M
roautcs Ha aposa. Ho BEl KOHEYHO He yCITyxuTe AyO0y TeM, 4TO NPHBLETE
k HeMmy pakuty.’'* Christoff remarks that such views are reminiscent of the
nature-philosophy of Schelling, although the Slavophiles endeavoured not to
borrow philosophical ideas from the West but to establish an Orthodox

15 Nevertheless, there is a clear element of

philosophy of Russia’s own.
Romanticism in the emphasis on organic unity. Alex de Jonge, writing on the
eighteenth-century Enlightenment and nineteenth-century Romanticism, notes:
‘[...] where the eighteenth century used mechanical models to describe creativity,
the nineteenth used organic ones based on biological images such as plant

growth. In the mean time, mechanical terms became pejorative.”'®

Khomiakov and Kireevskii’s theories on human thought were similarly

holistic: they considered reason, so clearly at the forefront of Western



philosophy, to be but one of many parts of the human cognitive faculties.
Kireevskii’s doctrine of tsel'nost’ dukha, or wholeness of the spirit, asserted that
reason was subordinate to faith, and that truth could only be understood when all
spheres of understanding — spiritual, instinctive as well as rational — acted
together. He expressed disagreement with the Western notion that philosophy
and religion were incompatible and that reason and faith contradicted each other.
Instead he asserted that it was wrong to compartmentalise the human cognitive
faculties. Reason should serve as the path to finding true faith, which operated on
a higher level of consciousness, and only a synthesis of all man’s powers of
understanding could lead to the truth. He wrote, in his essay ‘O neobkhodimosti i
vozmozhnosti novykh nachal dlia filosofii’:
Ho, 4TO0H coryiiacuTh pa3yM ¢ Bepolo, JJIsi IPaBOCIaBHOMBICIIALLIETO
HEeIOCTaTOYHO YCTPOMBATh Pa3yMHbIE IOHATHA COOOPA3HO MOJIOKEHHAM
Bepbl, M30MpaTh COOTBETCTBEHHBbIE, MCKJIOYATh NPOTHBHLIE M TaKUM
0o0pa3oM o4ulIaTh pa3yM OT BCEro nportuBopeuaiiero Bepe. [...] Ho B
TOM-TO M 3aKJIIOYaeTCA IJIaBHOE OTJIMYME NPABOCJIABHOIO MbIIUICHHS,
4TO OHO HIIET He OTHAeJbHblE MNOHATHA YCTPOHTH COODpa3’HO
TpeOOBaHUAM Bephl, HO CaMbli pa3yM INOAHATL BHILLE CBOEro
OOBLIKHOBEHHOTO YPOBHS, — CTPEMHUTBLCSA CaMBIH MCTOYHHK pa3yMeHMH,
caMnlii cnoco0® MBIIUIEHHsI BO3BBICUTH A0 COYYBCTBEHHOTO COIJIACHS C
Bepoto. IlepBoe ycnoBue U1 TAKOIO BO3BBILICHUA pa3yMa 3aKIoyaeTcs
B TOM, 4YTOOBI OH CTpPEeMHJICA coOpaTh B OAHY HEJeJIMMYIO LEJBLHOCTH
BCE CBOM OTACJbHBIE CHMJIBI, [...] 4TOOB! NMOCTOSAHHO MCKajl B IJTyOuHe

AYLIM TOTO BHYTPEHHETO KODHS pa3yMeHHS, Ille BCe OTZHEJBHbIE CUJIbI
CJIMBAIOTCA B OJHO XHBOE M LIEJILHOE 3peHHe yMma.'?

As a consequence of this attitude to cognition, the Slavophiles felt that Western
Europe’s emphasis on abstract thinking, logical theories and rationalism had
destroyed any organic wholeness there and that this was one of the root causes of
the problems of sterility and fragmentation they identified in the West.
Rationalism at the expense of the other facultics was perceived as a negative
quality, and was to be avoided in Russian life. Again, it is Kireevskii who best
summarises the subject in his essay ‘O kharaktere prosveshcheniia Evropy i o
ego otnoshenii k prosveshcheniiu Rossii’:
Ho 4yBcTBO HeIOBOJBCTBA M Oe30TpafHOll MYCTOTHI JIETJIO Ha Cepale
mofefl, KOTOPHIX MBICIb HE OrPaHHYMBAJIACh TECHHIM KpPYrom
MHHYTHBIX HMHTEpPECOB, HMEHHO MOTOMY, YTO CaMO€ TOPXECTBO yMa
EBponeiickoro  0OHapyXuJIO OJHOCTOPOHHOCTH €ro  KOPEHHBIX
crpeMienui [...]. MHOroBekoBo# XOJIOAHBIH aHANM3 pa3pylLIMJl Bce Te

OCHOBHI, Ha KOTOpBIX CTOUI0 EBpomeiickoe npocBellieHHe OT CaMoOro
Hayanma cBoero passutus; [...] Mexay TeM Kak INpAMOIO



COOCTBEHHOCTHIO €ro OKa3ajics 3TOT CaMBIi pasp?/umnmuﬁ ero KOpHH
aHaJIM3, 3TOT CAMOJBIKYIIMIiCA HOX pa3yMa [...]."°

Organic unity and wholeness, then, could be preserved in the individual through
tsel'nost’ dukha, and the latter principle also contributed to maintaining organic
unity in society. However, the Slavophiles focused on another concept, known as
sobornost', in stressing the way in which human civilisation should develop.
Sobornost', a word used predominantly in a theological context, and with no
direct translation in English, meant to the Slavophiles principally that which
united and informed the true Christian Church; but it also held great significance
for society as a whole, because of the organically inseparable role of the
Orthodox faith in Russian life. For the Slavophiles, social, economic and
political issues could not be separated from religious questions, and therefore,
what appears to be only a theological consideration in fact applies throughout
Slavophile thought. Sobornost’ embodies the concepts of free unity, mutual love,
and voluntary submission to the whole. Khomiakov in particular concentrated on
this principle in his writings. Since he wrote many of his theological works in
French, direct references to his view of sobornost’ are difficult to find, but the
principle is the subject of a letter to the editor of the French periodical L ’Union
Chrétienne in 1860. Here Khomiakov reacted to an article by the recently
converted Jesuit, Prince Gagarin, who criticised the use of the word sobornyi to
translate ‘catholic’ in the Nicene Creed. Khomiakov argued that the original
Greek katholikos did not stand for ‘catholic’ or ‘universal’, in the sense of
geographical spread or per capita majority, and he proceeded to define the

concept as follows:

[CnaBsHCKHE NepBOYYUTESIM] OCTAHOBHJIMCh Ha CJIOBE COGOpHbIil, co6Op
BEIpaXaeT HAEI0 coOpaHMS HE TOJBKO B CMBIC/IE NPOSBJIEHHOTO,
BUIAHUMOIO COEIWHEHHsT MHOTHX B KakOM-JHOO MecTe, HO M B DoJiee
o6111eM cMBbICIIe BeerfalliHed BO3MOXHOCTH TAKOTO COeAMHEHHS, HHBIMH
CJIOBaMH: BBIpaXaeT HIeI0 eduncmea 60 muoxcecmse. [..] llepkoBb
KaTojmyeckas ecTh llepkoBb no écemy, wiu mno eduncmsy ecex, |...]
LlepkoBb CBOOOAHOTO €AMHOAYIINS, €AMHOAYIUMS NOJIHOTO, LlepkoBb, B
KOTOpOH HCYe3JIM HApOJHOCTH, HET HH TIDEKOB, HHM BapBapoB, HET
pa3ymyuii 0 COCTOSHMIO, HET HU pabGoBaenblLes, HU pa6os [...]."°

This passage contains some of the key elements associated with sobornost’,
particularly the idea of freedom, congregation and the elimination of class or
racial differences. But it is especially the notion of mutual love that is important

in sobornost; in his theological essay from 1858, the third in the series
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‘Quelques mots par un chrétien orthodoxe’, Khomiakov described the Church as
‘boxecTBeHHas peaJbHOCTh — CaM bor B OTKpPOBEHMHM B3aUMHOM
mo68u’.2 This would appear to be the very essence of sobornost'. Moreover, its
spiritual element cannot be overemphasised. S. Khoruzhii writes that after
Khomiakov, ‘sobornost’ was steadily profaned with increasing force and
potency, and lost its content of grace, only to be reduced to a mere social and
organic principle. In one sense, this process may be considered to be the very
essence of the ideological evolution of Slavophilism.”*' I shall demonstrate in
this study that Dostoevskii returned to the spiritual interpretation of sobornost'.
The presence of sobornost’ in Dostoevskii’s thought has been explicitly noted by
more than one critic, including A. Boyce Gibson, and V. A. Nikitin, who asserts:
‘B coeAMHEHHH COGOPHOCTH C NMOYBEHHHYECTBOM IPOSBMJIOCH, HAa MOii

B3IJI81, CBoeoOpa3ue npaBociaBus lIocmele.cxcoro.’22

The way in which sobornost’ was present in Russian life was partly due
to the Orthodox Church, but also thanks to the age-old peasant way of life that
had existed even before Christianity arrived in Russia. The traditional Russian
peasant commune, or obshchina, with its regulating assemblies, was organised
around the same principles of organic unity, congregation, tradition based on
collective decisions and voluntary submission to the whole. So alongside
sobornost', Khomiakov and the other Slavophiles placed the idealisation of the
obshchina and emphasised the almost family nature of the whole societal
structure. This idealistic view is well captured by Nikolai Zernov in his book on
Khomiakov, Dostoevskii and Vladimir Solov'ev:

Russian life was permeated from top to bottom by the family idea. It was
expressed through the universal custom of addressing people only by their
Christian names; by the open hospitality of Russian homes, where shelter and
food were offered free to strangers; by the meetings of the rural community,
the Mir, at which both the general and the domestic problems were discussed;
by the Skhod, or popular assemblies of the freedom-loving Cossacks; by the
moral authority of the National Assemblies; by the willing obedience given to
the elders, Starosta, who managed the affairs of the Artels, self-governing
fraternities of artisans; by the name “Father” given to the Tsars; and by the

widespread conviction of the equality and mutual responsibility of all the
children of the great Russian motherland.?®

The idealisation of the Russian peasant commune was fundamental to the

Slavophile philosophy of society, and formed the basis of the their hopes for
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Russia and of their criticism of Western society. Thus it went hand in hand with

sobornost’ for Khomiakov and Kireevskii. Christoff explains how the two

principles are linked:
To be sure, sobornost’ was a Christian principle whereas ob§cinnost’ was first
characteristic of pagan Russian society. However, to the Slavophils it was
nothing short of providential that the Russian obs¢ina possessed the virtues of
organic unity and mutuality, and in general was characterized by socially
oriented self-abnegation. This was what, they maintained, prepared the way
for Christianity and sobornost’ in Russia. And when it came, what did it find?

Not proud pagan individualism as in Rome, but the commune, pagan yet so
close, and so congenial to Christianity.?*

At this point it is necessary to indicate that Khomiakov and Kireevskii were not
guilty of advocating the resurrection of Russia’s past at the expense of her
present, a charge many later critics, including Dostoevskii, levelled at the
Slavophile movement. V. A. Koshelev explains Khomiakov’s stance, for
example:
B crarbe XomMsakoBa [«O cTapoM U HOBOM»] HET H HaMeKa Ha TO, YTO
«CcTapoe» Jydllle «HOBOro», — [JlaBHas 3afaya QopMysupyeTcs MM
NpUOM3UTENILHO Tak: B «CTAapOM» €CThb TO, Yero HET B «HOBOM», M
Hetoxo OBl moryiyGxke y3HaTh 3TO  «CTapoe»: MOXHO JIM
NepCcneKTHBHbIE Hayajia, B HEM COJAEpXallMecs, OCYHIECTBUTb B
«HoBomM»? IlpuBHeceHHE 3JIEMEHTOB «CTaporo» He TOJILKO He CHejiaeT
3TO «HOBOE» XyXe, HO YKPEMUT ero Ha JIelCTBUTEJILHO pPa3yMHBIX

OCHOBAHMSAX, BbLIPaOATHIBABIIMXCA NpEJKaMH Ha NPOTSXKEHHH BEKOB M
Y[aYHO HJIM HEYJaYHO 3aMEHEHHBIX HayajlaMH NpOLLTLIMH. >

Thus they were not the blinkered nostalgists they were sometimes accused of
being, but sought to enrich the present with elements of the past such as the

principles of the obshchina.

The values of the commune and the sobornost’ of the Orthodox faith
were significant to Slavophile thought not only because of the natural, organic
unity they enabled, but also because that unity was based on freedom. To the
Slavophiles, unity was worth nothing if it was not achieved freely and
voluntarily., Khomiakov especially focused on freedom in his meditations on
Orthodoxy, where it has ramifications for every aspect of his philosophy. He
disagreed with the Western political concept of individual freedom, seeing it as
sterile and impotent without the voluntary unity of sobornost'. In other words,
for Khomiakov the individual meant nothing on his own and only found

meaning in his individual existence as part of an organic whole. He argued:



12

Ilecuunka, melCTBUTENILHO, He MOJy4aeT HOBOro OBITHA OT IpyIsl, B
KoTopyro 3abpocuit ee cayyaii [...]. B LlepkBu, B ee LesocTH, ABJseTcs
nosHota cBoboasl B Mucyce Xpucre; saBiaseTcs cBobojaa, co3Haromas
ceOs BCerga HEMOTPELIMMOIO, B HACTOALUEM, KaK M B NpoOIUCALIEM, H
yBepeHHas Bceraa B cebe camoif u B napax yxa Boxus. B otaessHoM
JIMue ABJISETCA CMHpPEHHE CBOOOIBLI XPHCTHAHHHA, KOTOPHIH, OyayuH
cusieH yOexaeHueM, 4to i llepkBu 3aluyxacHHe HEBO3MOXKHO,
IIPUHOCUT CBOIO JlaHb B oll1iee [eJ10, MOYUTaeT ceOa Bceraa HHXKe CBOUX
OpaTheB, MOKOpSET MM CBO€ COOCTBEHHOE MHeHHe M mpocuT y bora
TOJILKO CIIOJOOGHTE €ro HOCITyXHTh OPraHOM Bephl Beex.”

This passage is notable for its emphasis not only on the freedom found in
voluntary self-renunciation, but also on the importance of humility, which is an
clement that is prominent in Dostoevskii’s thought, as I shall show. Berdiaev has
examined the role of freedom in nineteenth-century Russian religious thought; he
identifies both Khomiakov and Dostoevskii as the main proponents of the notion
of organic freedom within the Orthodox tradition, and explains how voluntary
organic unity allows for freedom:
IlepBoe, uTO yTBepXKAasa pycckasd peMruo3Has MbIciab XIX Beka, 3TO
— XpHCTHaHCKylo cBobony. U oHa cpenana 3To B ¢opme, ellie He
ObiBIEH B HCTOPHM XPHUCTHAHCKOTO CO3HaHHA. XOMSKOB U
JlocToeBckuid OBUIM y HAac IJVIaBHBIMH IJlallaTassMU XPHUCTHAHCKOH
cBobonrl. [...] Korna unausuayyM opranuveckd xuseT B llepkBu, TO

LepkoBr He MOXeT OBITb IS HErO0 BHELIHUM aBTOPHTETOM.
XpHcTuanckas cBo601a OCyIIECTBISETCA B COGOPHOM XH3HMU.

The principles of tsel'nost’, sobornost', freedom and the idealisation of
the peasant commune as laid out above are the central ideas permeating
Slavophile thought, and which will be traced in Dostoevskii’s oeuvre. They
represent the positive end of the polarity between Russia and the West common
to Khomiakov, Kireevskii and Dostoevskii, and all three thinkers also held that
the Orthodox faith preserved these elements in the greatest purity, thus imbuing
the whole of traditional Russian life with them. At the other end of the polarity,
they saw directly opposing principles. Khomiakov and Kireevskii considered the
cultural development of the West in contrast with Russia; they identified the
precedence of rational analysis as the factor responsible for shaping the
directions taken by the Roman Catholic Church and Protestantism, and stressed
the influence of these religions in ordering Western societies. Where in Russia
they saw tsel'nost’, in the West they saw rationalism and fragmented cognitive
processes; whilst there was sobornost' and organic unity in Russia, in the West

there was either forced unity maintained by external coercion, or atomisation and
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isolation; where Russia had the freedom of voluntary submission, the West

displayed either tyranny or chaos.

Kireevskii set out his ideas on the cultural development of Europe in
terms of three fundamental influences, namely the residue of rational and logical
values of the classical and pagan heritage, the absorption of these into the
Western Christian Church and its subsequent role in organising civilisation, and
the fact that Western political organisations had arisen not through peaceful
unanimity and consensus, but through conflict and violence.”® Particularly
interesting is his treatment of the subject of chivalry. He blamed Western
Christianity for sanctioning the tyrannical actions of warrior knights and
identified the alliances between rival knights, motivated by seclf-interest, as
examples of the development of Western political structures. Chivalry, he
argued, was a specifically Western structure, and had not arisen in Russia
because of the purity of Orthodoxy:

Huuero He 6b110 ObI Jierye, kak Bo3OYAMTb Y Hac KpeCTOBBIE NOXOMI,
npuyncaus pasboiiHukoB k crayxurtensMm lLlepkBu u obewaB uM
NpollleHHe I'PeXoB 3a yOueHHe HeBEpHEIX: BCAKHUIA nouies Obl B 4ECTHBIE
pa36oiinuku. KaToauumsM Tak M AefiCTBOBAJT; OH He MOJHAJT Hapoabl 3a
BEpy, HO TOJIbKO OpoAMBLIMX HampaBUJl K OOHOH liesiM, Ha3BaB MX
ceaTeiMH. Hama llepkoBb 3TOro He caenajia, M NOTOMY Mbl HEe HMeEJH

phIIapcTBa, a BMeECT€ ¢ HHM M TOrO apHCTOKPAaTHYeCKoro KJjacca,
KOTOPBIi GbUT [JIaBHLIM 3JIEMEHTOM Bcero 3ananHoro obpa3osanus.”

In Kireevskii’s opinion, the role of the chivalric order, together with the
adoption from pagan Rome of rationalist principles, allowed the Roman Catholic
Church to shift from a spiritual presence to a temporal power, following the
Schism. He argued that it was Western rationalism that caused the Schism over
the addition of the ‘filioque’ clause to the Creed. In deviating from the purity of
the original faith, the Roman Church had violated the wholeness of the Universal
Church, and thereafter was not only defenceless against the dominance of
rationalism, but was bound to give rise to the Reformation, which was also based
on logical premises.’® Therefore, for Kireevskii, Christianity in the West was no
longer a free consensus of true faith, but a secular organisation, held together out
of necessity by external forces and teaching its subjects to seek God with their
intellect:

OuyeBuaHO, 4YTO Ta Xe HpaBCTBCHHAsg INIpPHYHHA, TOT XKC IEpEBEC
JIOTHYEeCKOi OOHOCTOPOHHOCTH, KOTOleﬁ [NpON3BCJI YYCHHE O
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HeoOXO0IMMOCTH HapyXHOro eadscTBa LlepkBH, JoJpkeH ObLT NOPOJUTH
U y4YeHHE O HEeNOIpelaeMOCTH ee BUAUMOU riasHl. [...] IToToM, no Toi
XK€ JIOTMYECKOH NpUYMHE, NOJDKHO OBLJIO MOJIYJyXOBHOE BJIAJBIYECTBO
nansl pacnpoCTPaHUTECS Hal BCEMM NMpaBHTEIMH 3allaja U MOPOAUTH
BCE YCTPOWCTBO, Tak Ha3biBaemoii, Csaroit Pumckoii Umnepuu [...]; u
Kak OyXxoBHas BJIacTb llepkBH McKanla ceOe OCHOBAaHHUS B CHJIC CBETCKOM,
TaKk OyXOBHOEe yOexAcHHE yMOB 3amaJHbIX HCKaJo ceOe OCHOBaHHA B
paccyA0YHOM cHIUIOrH3Me. ™!

Khomiakov’s views on the Church are very similar to Kireevskii’s. He
saw Christianity as the Universal Church, from which the Roman and Protestant
Churches had seceded after the Schism, and Orthodoxy as the remaining true
expression of the original faith. Here a point made by Christoff should be noted,
namely that Khomiakov thought of the Orthodox Church on two levels.
Although in most of his writings he would refer to Orthodoxy as the one true
Christian Church, this did not prevent him from acknowledging the existence of
shortcomings in the Church in Russia. However, he put the blame for these on
individuals and not on the Church as a whole.*?> The Orthodox Church was for
Khomiakov perfect sobornost’, a unity of men on Earth with each other, with
God and with those who had died or who had yet to be born. This unity was
brought about by the working of the Holy Spirit bringing people together
voluntarily in mutual love, and the resulting Church was a single indivisible

entity which alone could give meaning to the life of an individual.

Khomiakov took the same view as Kireevskii, that the Roman Church
violated the sobornost’ of the Universal Church by the addition of the filiogue
clause to the Nicene Creed. They both believed that God’s manifestation in the
holy tradition of the Church could not be understood by reason alone, but only
by the divinely inspired whole of the human spirit. In addition, the Roman See
had decided on a change of dogma without consulting its Eastern brethren, thus
breaking the bond of mutual love. Khomiakov also wrote extensively on the
differences between the Western Christian churches and what he saw as
sacrifices made by them in order to repair the damage of the Schism. In order to
preserve the unity broken by rational inquiry, Rome imposed upon its Church the
external authority of the Pope; decisions were made on a rational, utilitarian
basis, theories and formulas were devised through logic and applied from above;
they carried the force of judicial laws. In contrast, Protestantism again

questioned the established dogma of Rome, by rejecting the papal authority in
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favour of freedom of interpretation, but in doing so sacrificed the unity of its
Church. Hence Khomiakov also saw Protestantism as a natural continuation of a
movement away from the Universal Church begun by Roman Catholicism. He
described the two religions thus: ‘EouHCTBO BHelIHee, OTBepraroiee
cBoOony M TOTOMY HEACHCTBHTENbHOE — TakoB 3akoH Pomanusma.
Cpobona BHEWHAA, He Jampollas eJUHCTBA M INOTOMY  Takxe
HefleHCTBUTeNIbHAS — TakoBa Pedopma.’®® Only in the Orthodox Church, the
embodiment of the One True Church, could one find freedom and unity together,
liberated from the question of where the Church’s authority lay, thanks to the
principle of sobornost".
IlepkoBr He aBTOpPHTET, kak He aBTopuTeT bor, He aBTOpUTET
Xpucroc; n60 aBTOPHTET eCTh HEYTO JUIA Hac BHelHee. He aBTOpHTET,
roeopro s, a uctuHa! McrtuHa M B TO ke BpeMs XU3Hb XPUCTHAHHHA,
BHYTPEHHSIS XHU3Hb ero; oo bor, Xpucroc, llepkoBb xuBYT B HeM [...];

HO XHMBYT, NOKOJHKY OH CaM JHBET BCEJIEHCKOH XW3HBIO JIOGBH U
eIMHCTBA, TO ecTh XH3Hbo Llepky. **

Khomiakov’s ideas on the positive and negative attributes of Russia and
the West were influenced by his philosophy of history.” It was his belief that all
of world history had resulted from the everlasting struggle between the two
principles of freedom and necessity, which he saw as the essential underlying
driving forces of humanity. Khomiakov called societies based on the principle of
freedom Iranian, since he believed that their origins were in a race from the
Middle East; he identified their religions as being centred round the worship of a
single, freely creating divine entity. Conversely, those societies based on the
principle of necessity he designated Kushite, after the biblical name for Ethiopia,
Kush; these, he asserted, practised often pantheistic religions worshiping gods
who gave birth through necessity. On this point, V. I. Kerimov has an interesting
perspective that posits an echo of Khomiakov in Dostoevskii:

Khomiakov’s logic is simple: if the universal, freely creating principle is
acknowledged, then it is a guarantee of freedom in the world (Iranianism); but
if in a pantheistic key divinity is dissolved in the world (or conversely, in the
Indian manner, the world is dissolved in divinity), then everything is
subordinated to ‘organic necessity’ (Kushitism). In the first case freedom of
the will, responsibility, and morality exist; in the second there is place neither
for freedom nor for morality. Khomiakov’s thought may be illustrated by a

paraphrase of Dostoevskz: ‘If there is no free creative principle (God), then
everything is permitted.”
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According to Khomiakov, Iranian societies were characterised by their
organic societal structure, by their spirituality and creativity, and by their
preference for verbal forms in their religions. Iranians were not concerned with
physical matters and drew their strength from communal consciousness (here one
sees echoes of Kireevskii’s tsel’nost’ dukha). Kushite societies, on the other hand,
were characterised by formal, external organisation, hierarchical structures,
rationalist theories and the worship of graven images. The Kushite peoples were
mute, inert masses who venerated the body and often practised bloodthirsty
rituals.’” Their civilisations were mechanically constructed and could be broken
down and rebuilt without violating their wholeness, whereas Iranian societies,
like a living organism, could not be reduced to their constituent parts.
Khomiakov summarised his description of Iranianism and Kushitism as follows:

CpaBHeHHe Bep H NPOCBEIEHUS [...] NIPUBOAUT HAC K JBYM KOPEHHLIM
HayajlaM: K HpPaHCKOMY, T. €. JAYXOBHOMY IOKJIOHEHHIO CBOGOIHO-
TBOpALLIEMY OYXy WIH K NepBOOBITHOMY, BHICOKOMY €AHHOOOXHIO, U K
KYIIUTCKOMY — MpPHU3HaHUIO BEYHOH OpraHM4Yeckoil HeOOXOAUMOCTH,
NPOU3BOAAIIEA B CHJIy JIOTHYECKMX HEU30EXHBIX 3aKOHOB. [...]
KopeHHas ocHoBa  Bepbl  BbIpaxaeTcd OOIIMM  XapakTepoM
NpPOCBELICHASA, T. €. OOpa30BaHHOCTBIO CJIOBECHOIO, NHCBMEHHOCTBIO
IJIaCOBOIO, NPOCTOTOIO OOLIMHHOrO ObITa, AYXOBHOIO MOJIHTBOIO M
npe3peHHeM K TeJTy, BBIDaXeHHBbIM 4Yepe3 COXOKEHHEe WM IpeaaHue
Tpyna Ha CHeIb XHUBOTHBIM B HpPAHCTBe, H OOpa3’OBaHHOCTLIO
XyJOXECTBEHHOIO, IHMCbMEHHOCTBIO  CHMBOJIMYECKOIO,  YCJIOBHEIM
CTpOEHHEM T'OCYJapCTBa, 3aKJIMHATEIBHOIO MOJIMTBOIO M IIOYTEHHEM K

TeJly, BbIpaXeHHBIM HJIM 0aJIb3aMHUPOBKOIO, WM CheleHHEM MEpTBLIX,
WM JpYrMMH NOJOGHEIMH 0Opsazamu, B KylHTCTBe. ™

From these descriptions it is easy to see how Khomiakov’s view of world
history related to his opinions of Western Christianity, Orthodoxy and Russian
society. In his view Christianity derived from the Iranian principle; thanks to
obshchinnost' in pre-Christian Russia, the Iranian principle had been preserved in
its purest form in Orthodoxy. In contrast, pagan Rome, a Kushite state, had
contaminated Christianity in the West with its rationalism and formalism, and
hence Roman Catholicism, and by extension Protestantism, adhered to the
Kushite principle. Khomiakov saw the Slavic nations, in particular Russia, as
carriers of the Iranian principle, in spite of the Kushite characteristics of
rationalism, formalism and individualism that had unfortunately accompanied the
reforms of Peter the Great. As Riasanovsky remarks, Khomiakov believed that

Russia would return to her true Iranian principles.’® He held the view that
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Western cultures were dying as Kushitism reached its limits, and that Russia
would be their Iranian salvation, bringing Orthodoxy and sobornost" the East
would succeed the West just as one generation followed another. Thus one can
see an element of Russian messianism in his thought. However, this is not to say
that Slavophilism was a movement following predeterminist philosophies: this
would contradict the emphasis on freedom in their thought. Kerimov concurs:

But is there messianism in Khomiakov? Hardly. While he is very critical of

the past and the present of Russia, he eyes her future with hope, and only

hope. [...] By dint of historical factors, a nation may be called upon (but not

predestined!) to resolve a “universal task”. But whether it does so depends on
its courage and wisdom.*’

Many aspects of Slavophile thought have resonances in the work of
Dostoevskii. Their approbation of the doctrine of tsel’nost’ dukha and its related
issues of the limits and dangers of rationalism find expression in Zapiski iz
podpol'ia; the concept of sobornost’ and the ethics of Orthodoxy are taught by
Father Zosima in Brat'ia Karamazovy; the state-like authority of the Roman
Church is an important theme of ‘The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor’. Other
attacks on Roman Catholicism for its authoritarian structure and un-Christian
principles can be found in I/diot and Podrostok. The values of the obshchina are
clearly advocated in Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh along with a
vehement criticism of Kushite ideals in the West. These are but a few specific
examples; of course, these important interrelated themes are almost always
present to a greater or lesser extent in virtually all of Dostoevskii’s works.
Detailed examinations of the most salient examples of Dostoevskii’s engagement
with ideas of the Slavophiles will form the main body of this study.

It is useful to situate my work in the range of material that already exists
on Dostoevskii’s views on the issues of unity, brotherhood and freedom. Since
Dostoevskii followed Khomiakov and Kireevskii’s essentially religious approach
to these matters, for general reading on his religious opinions one should consult
such standard works as Konstantin Mochulsky and Nikolai Berdiaev’s studies.
Mochulsky mentions in passing the Slavophile movement in relation to
Dostoevskii; he acknowledges a similarity between his thought and that of
Khomiakov, and talks of Dostoevskii’s ‘Slavophile dream of a Christian

empire’.!! Berdiaev also has a few comments on the subject. Early on in his
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book, he rightly remarks that it would be wrong to count Dostoevskii among the
Slavophiles, but then goes on to make what are in my opinion erroneous
assertions that his views differed in everything from the Slavophiles, including
their attitude to Western Europe.** More relevant to the questions I have chosen
to explore is A. Boyce Gibson’s work; this makes considerable mention of the
presence of the principle of sobornost’ in Dostoevskii’s fiction,*® but Gibson’s
concern is with sobornost' as a characteristic of Orthodoxy, and he does not
consider the role of the Slavophiles in promoting this aspect of the faith. There is
also a useful study by Nicolas Zernov, who looks in turn at the views of
Khomiakov, Dostoevskii and Vladimir Solov'ev on Russia’s spiritual future and
relation to Europe. Zernov argues that the thought of these three men ‘shows an
impressive convergence and development’ and that ‘they arrived at the same
conclusions about the destiny of Europe and of their own country.” But he
correctly asserts that Dostoevskii ‘could not be identified with either the
Slavophils or the Westernisers’; what is more, Zernov’s approach does not
concentrate on Slavophile thought per se, but on general philosophical
similarities.* Other works that cover Dostoevskii’s thought and that are
contiguous to my theme are the studies of Bruce Ward and Wayne Dowler.**
Ward deals with the West in Dostoevskii’s world view, approaching it from a
strictly philosophical perspective; he has cause to refer briefly to Slavophilism,
but his main concern is with Dostoevskii’s engagement with Western
philosophical and political ideas. Dowler looks at the movement of
pochvennichestvo and the central roles played by Dostoevskii and Apollon
Grigor'ev; he too shows how they stood in relation to Slavophilism, but he
focuses on the pochvennichestvo period of the early 1860s, and he makes only

brief mention of Dostoevskii’s fictional works.

As for specific examinations of Dostoevskii and the Slavophiles, these
are comparatively few in number. Studies from the Soviet era are limited in
scope; Vladislav Popov, for example, focuses exclusively on the treatment of the
obshchina by the Slavophiles and Dostoevskii, and indeed, considers it only from
the political and economic perspective.*® U. A. Gural'nik, by contrast, advances
the argument that ‘poMaHbl M moBecTH JlOCTOEBCKOrO OOBEKTHBHO

ONpOBEprajiM TeOpeTHYECKHE NOCTPOCHUS cnassnodunor’.’ A. L. Ospovat’s
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article, despite concentrating only on Dostoevskii’s statements during the trial of
the Petrashevtsy, is more useful in that it suggests an awareness in Dostoevskii of
Slavophile thought already at that time in his life, and it asserts that his
statements ‘TOBOPAT H O CEpbe3HOM TBOPYECKOM HHTepece MOJIOI0ro

nucaTeNs K UACOJOTHH PaHHEro claBsHodUILCTBA’ .8

Two more recent works, however, adopt the same stance that the current
study is to follow and have been helpful in determining its parameters. Vladimir
Viktorovich’s article is, in my opinion, the most comprehensive treatment of
Dostoevskii and Slavophilism. He addresses the matter from the spiritual point of
view and organises his material round three points of engagement: the first being
ideological questions discussed in Peterburgskaia letopis’, the second being the
interaction with Apollon Grigor'ev, and the third being a growing engagement
with Khomiakov on religious matters from the early 1860s onwards. His
conclusion, with which I agree, is that ‘pomanbl JlocTroeBckoro, moxaJyi,
caMoe 3HAUATEeJIbHOE 1O Ccel JeHb eoniowjenue CIABIHOPUILCKUX
meuranuii.’”*® Whilst I would concur with the majority of his arguments, in my
opinion his choice of focus, his omission of various subjects such as similarities
with the works of Kireevskii and the role of Dostoevskii’s imprisonment in
Siberia as a catalyst in the development of his views, together with his superficial
examination of the fiction, demonstrate the need for further study in this field.
Tat'iana Blagova’s monograph on Khomiakov and Kireevskii contains a chapter
on ‘heirs’ of the Slavophiles, amongst which she numbers Dostoevskii. (Abbott
Gleason also refers to Dostoevskii as being ‘the most famous figure who was
deeply marked by Slavophilism’; in addition, Riasanovsky includes a few
paragraphs on Dostoevskii in the section on the influence of Slavophilism, in his
monograph on the movement.’®) Blagova’s brief consideration of the issue
highlights not only the areas of similarity between them, but also the point at
which they diverge. She argues that where Khomiakov and Kireevskii wrote in
terms of man as he ought to be, Dostoevskii showed man as he is in his duality,
his capacity for good and evil. In her view, the Slavophiles avoided the issue of
the problem of evil, whereas Dostoevskii addressed it.*! From these assertions it
is possible to draw the conclusion that Dostoevskii applies to individual
situations set in ‘real life’ those ideas that in Slavophile philosophy had referred



20

to mankind in the abstract. Such a conclusion legitimises the examination not
only of Dostoevskii’s non-fiction, the area where one might expect to find most
correspondence with other writers of non-fiction, but also of his novels and short
stories. It is my intention to demonstrate the way in which Dostoevskii played
out scenarios affected by abstract ideas similar to those developed by the
Slavophiles, and indicated their consequences for individuals as well as for
society. Thus Viktorovich and Blagova’s works form the points of departure for
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Chapter One: Dostoevskii’s ideological position with regard to the

Slavophile movement,.

1.1: Introduction

The discovery of Dostoevskii’s first novel, Bednye liudi, by Nekrasov in
1845, was the springboard that launched a sensitive and idealistic young man
into the tumultuous world of Russian intellectual life. The initial extravagant
approbation of Nekrasov and Belinskii ensured the success of Bednye liudi even
before its publication, and was Dostoevskii’s entrance ticket to the literary salons
of St. Petersburg. It was here that he began a life-long career of debating the
condition of Russia, of seeking a way forward for her and of commenting on her
literature. It was to be a dramatic career during which he would try numerous,
seemingly very different stances as he sought to define his position. His
searching would cause him to be caught up in a revolutionary conspiracy; in
penal servitude and exile he would find spiritual renewal. Finally, with time he
would establish himself not only as one of the leading literary artists of his time,
but also as a moral authority on Russia and Russianness. But the ostensible
variety of Dostoevskii’s political views is not the mark of rootless or ill-
conceived convictions, or even simply of the maturation from left-wing naivety
to right-wing intransigence. Rather, it shows his persistence in trying to find the
right formulation for his passionate love for his rodina and the right solution — in
his eyes — to her problems. Dostoevskii never fully committed himself to
allegiance to any particular ‘party’ of intellectuals: it is a sign of his faith in the
ideas he was struggling to express, that he would not compromise them to remain
for any length of time in one camp or another. If the utopian socialism of
Belinskii’s circle made no allowance for faith in Christ, he would try a more
Christian blend with the Maikov brothers. If there were flaws in Slavophilism
and Westernism, he would join with like-minded individuals to found their own
ideological movement: pochvennichestvo. And if this movement were proven to
him to have inconsistencies, he would refine its principles into a more
independent viewpoint. Dostoevskii was the great assimilator: Jacques Catteau
writes of his ‘powerful ability to synthesise’!. He was able to select the positive
elements from many of the tendencies he investigated, find areas of common

ground between them, and at least appreciate the sincerity in the motivations of
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those with whom he could not agree. For this reason it is impossible to give a
name to Dostoevskii’s ever-evolving, intricate system of beliefs; equally it may
be the reason why there exist a range of critical opinions as to whether
Dostoevskii may or may not be called a Slavophile, as I mentioned in my

Introductory Chapter.

At this early stage, my aim is to set the scene, to provide a background of
factual information against which the details of the literary dramatisation of
Slavophile motifs may be clearly defined. Whilst some biographical information
will be necessary, I shall endeavour not to duplicate the work of such standard
biographical studies as those of Joseph Frank? and Geir Kjetsaa®. Rather, I intend
to chart chronologically the history of Dostoevskii’s engagement with such
themes of Slavophile philosophy as organic unity, sobornost’ and attitudes to the
West, as outlined in my Introductory Chapter. For the moment, I shall
concentrate on the evidence from Dostoevskii’s non-fiction, namely his letters,
general notebooks and also his journalism. Now there are grounds for caution
over the classification as non-fiction of such works as Zimnie zametki o letnikh
vpechatleniiakh, or Dnevnik pisatelia, given their mix of genres and frequent use
of narrative irony. However, by this ostensibly artificial exercise of taking at face
value the statements from Dostoevskii’s journalism, I plan to establish a
superficial overview of the development of the attitudes that emerge from such
works, on the assumption, justified by the consistency of views and their
reflection in Dostoevskii’s letters and notebooks, that they can be mapped onto
the author’s own beliefs. This overview will act as a gauge against which we
may determine where in the spectrum his fictional works are situated. It will
stand in contrast to the later examination of the works of fiction, together with a
re-examination of the journalism as artistic form. Thereby I hope to demonstrate
what is to be learned from each approach, and how much fuller an understanding

can be gained from going beyond a study of echoed themes.
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1.2: Early work.

We must begin with Dostoevskii’s first forays into the world of the St.
Petersburg intellectuals. At the outset it is important to note the location of his
debut: he was studying in the glamorous, highly Westernised capital, rather than
in the more traditional, longer-established city of Moscow, where the
conservative Slavophile movement flourished. Of course, there was no real
degree of alienation between the two principal cities, and ideas and publications
circulated freely between these centres of intellectual life. But Petersburg was
Russia’s ‘window on the West’, and later, Dostoevskii was on several occasions
to remark on its artificial, un-Russian atmosphere. This atmosphere may be one
contributing factor to Dostoevskii’s chaotic and troubled experiment with

socialist ideas, which marked his early career.

At this time, the division within the Russian intelligentsia into the
movements of Slavophilism and Westernism was reaching its height. As
Dostoevskii was in Petersburg, and as he enjoyed the patronage of Nekrasov and
Belinskii, he was soon drawn into circles that were concerned with liberal
ideologies. Dostoevskii himself was searching for an outlet for his own sense of
the injustice of society and love for humanity, that had been nurtured by the
practice of Christianity and by reading the idealistic Romantics Schiller and
Hoffman. As with many of his contemporaries who had been attracted to these
writers and others such as Schelling, his initial sentimental idealism and
preoccupation with the enrichment of human existence on a transcendental level
was soon tempered by acquaintance with writers such as Balzac, George Sand,
Hugo and Eugene Sue. They brought home to him the urgency with which social
problems needed resolving. At the same time, having been brought up in a
strictly devout Orthodox home, and having continued rigorously to practice
Orthodoxy at the Engineering Academy, Dostoevskii also attached great
importance to the figure and teachings of Christ. Thus it is fair to assume that
given Dostoevskii’s background, highly sensitive character and choice of reading
matter, he would have been looking for some practical application of

Christianity. This assumption is supported by Frank* and Leatherbarrow’,
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Dostoevskii began his intellectual journey from a stance that paralleled
the most prevalent views amongst the Russian intelligentsia before it fell into the
two broad camps of Slavophilism and Westernism. Both movements had in
common the notion, derived from the philosophics of Hegel, that Western
Europe — until then the source of all progress — had reached its peak of
civilisation and would eventually fall into decline. Philosophies following the
Hegelian school of thought, however, proposed that the movement of humanity’s
progression would continue, but from a new source. This was the cue for
educated Russians to believe that Russia was that new source and that she was
about to come into her own within world society. The division arose over how
this was to come about. The Westernisers advocated the cultivation of European
principles on Russian soil, whilst the Slavophiles sought to advance Russia by
developing her own natural strengths and resources. But it is important to
remember, particularly with regard to Dostoevskii, the common origin of the two
movements in a hope for a renewal of Russia and her ascendancy as a world
power on the moral and cultural plane. Let us consider Alexander Herzen’s
summation of the situation: ‘U Mbl, xax SIHyC MJIM Kak ABYIJIaBbl ope,
CMOTpEJIH B pa3Hble CTOPOHBI, B TO BpeMs Kak cepdye b6usoce 0ono’.b This
image might also be used to explain Dostoevskii’s apparent volfe-face after his
exile in Siberia: as I aim to show in my thesis, his heart always beat with the
same basic aspirations, although he looked in a variety of directions in order to
satisfy them. It may also be the key to understanding Dostoevskii’s call for the
reconciliation of the Slavophiles and the Westernisers after his return from exile;
for perhaps he, better than his contemporaries, was able to appreciate their shared

roots.

Initially Dostoevskii joined the literary circle that had formed around
Belinskii. Bruce Ward remarks how the passionate, ‘furious’ Belinskii passed
through several phases of attachment to socialism, first arriving on the basis of
Schellingian Romanticism at the utopian socialism propounded by Fourier,
Leroux and Saint-Simon, then becoming increasingly attached to the atheist,
materialist teachings of Feuerbach and Strauss. In this journey, Ward argues,
Belinskii represented a condensed form of the trajectory the Westerniser

movement was to follow into the 1860s.” His friendship with Dostoevskii lasted
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little more than a year, for the young writer clashed with him over the figure of
Christ. Dostoevskii recalls in Drnevnik pisatelia the views held by Belinskii at the
time:

— Jla 3HaeTe JIM Bbl, — B3BU3TMBAJ OH pa3 BeyepoM (OH MHOI/A KakK-TO

B3BHU3THBAJI, €CJIH OYEHb TOpAYWICA), OOpallasch KO MHe, — 3HAeTe Ji
BEI, YTO HeJb3d HACYUTHIBATL TIPEXH 4eJIOBEKY H OOGpEMEHAThL €ero
JOJITaMA M TOJCTaBHBIMHM JIaHUTaMH, KOTJa OOLIECTBO Tak MOMJIO
YCTPOEHO, YTO 4EJIOBEKY HEBO3MOXHO He JeJIaTh 3JI0JCHCTB, KOraa OH
5KOHOMMYECKH IPHUBECH K 3JIOJCHCTBY, M YTO HEJENO U KECTOKO
TpeGoBaTh C YeJI0BeKa TOro, Yero yxe MO 3aKOHaM NPHPOJLI He MOXeT
OH BLINOJIHUTH, €ClIM 6 Jaxe XoTell... [...]

Jla moBepbTe Xe€, HaAUBHBIA BLI 4YeJIOBEK, — HaOpOCHJICA OH ONATh Ha

MEHA, — MOBEPbTE Xe€, 4To Baml XpHCTOC, €cau Obl POAMJICS B Hallle
BpeMs, OB ObI CaMBIM HE3aMETHBIM H OOBIKHOBEHHBIM 4€JIOBEKOM; Tak
M CTyLIeBaJjICsl Obl NpU HBIHELIHeH Hayke M NpPH HEIHEHIHUX ABHraTelsix
yeaoBedecTBa. (XXI, 11.)

Elsewhere in Dnevnik pisatelia, Dostoevskii reminisces that the socialism
of the time was perceived as an improvement on, if not a correction of
Christianity (XXI, 130), but from the above extract it is clear that Belinskii was
rapidly moving beyond this thinking and was ready to embrace atheism. His
arguments show elements of what Khomiakov classified as Kushitism: they
emphasise external forces of necessity that determine a man’s behaviour, either
positively through the creation by science of a perfect system, or negatively
through the existing detrimental environment. When the two writers found that
their differences of opinion were too much, Dostoevskii joined the more
moderate, idealistic liberal circles led by the Beketov and Maikov brothers.
However, it would seem that he too was following a path of increasing
radicalism when at length he joined the Petrashevskii circle and fell under the
influence of the scheming Nikolai Speshnev. How much had Belinskii influenced
him?

We must be wary of assuming that Dostoevskii’s early association with
Belinskii led directly to his involvement with Speshnev, and yet Dostoevskii
himself appears to confirm that this is the case. In Dnevnik pisatelia he affirms,
with regard to Belinskii: ‘OH MeHs HeB3MIOOMJI; HO S CTPACTHO NPHHAT BCE
yyenue ero’ (XXI, 12). But many critics have evaluated this statement as a
deliberate exaggeration. Kjetsaa, for example, suggests that the trauma of penal

servitude caused Dostoevskii to remember his former activities with guilt and
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self-castigation.® Frank puts the exaggeration down to an artistic desire for
dramatic effect, an analysis that is just when one considers the problematic genre
of the ostensibly journalistic Dnevnik, and reminds us that these passages were
written out of a polemical aim to show the eventual incompatibility of socialism
and Christianity.” Leatherbarrow reflects on Dostoevskii’s personality, arguing
that his attraction first to Belinskii and later to Speshnev, was less intellectual
than emotional: both Belinskii and Speshnev were in their own way charismatic,
domineering personalities, whilst Dostoevskii was still very impressionable. It is
possible that such attractions eclipsed his own intellectual convictions at the
time.'® What is more, the memoirs of his close friend Ianovskii recount that
Dostoevskii owed money to Speshnev and felt beholden to him in every way,
likening him to Mephistopheles.!! In fact, Dostoevskii’s own recollections in
Dnevnik pisatelia bear out this explanation, for in their language they emphasise
the emotional content of his involvement. Comparing the Petrashevskii
conspiracy with the recent Nechaev affair, Dostoevskii talks of the manipulative
nature of such radical ringleaders, accusing them of knowing how to play on the
soul of youth as on a musical instrument. He goes on to liken his involvement
with socialism as an infection that most people were powerless to struggle
against:

[...] BCE 2TO OBUIM TakHe BJIMSHHA, KOTOPLIX MBI IPEOAOJIETh HE MOTJIH

H KOTOphle 3aXBaThIBAJIM, HANPOTHB, HAall¥ cepAla U YMbl BO HMS

Kakoro-to Bequkonywus. [...] Te U3 Hac Toraa euie He 3HaIM NPUYHH
0o0J1e3HH CBOeH, a NOTOMY M He MOIJIM €llle ¢ Heto 6opoTeea. (XXI, 131.)

Of course, in this extract we again find the same hyperbolic tone that is designed
for dramatic impact. Nevertheless, Dostoevskii is drawing attention to the
emotions that influenced him, rather than the content of the socialist arguments

themselves.

Ward, however, offers a further explanation of Dostoevskii’s profession
that he had embraced all of Belinskii’s teaching. He points to the writer’s
admission in Dnevnik pisatelia that in his youth he could have become a
Nechaevets type, given the right circumstances. In Ward’s view, this is
Dostoevskii’s recognition that his early liberalism contained the potential for
development into a more radical stance, that rather than being incompatible with

Speshnev’s radical atheism, it in fact left him more vulnerable to it."? Ward’s
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argument makes sense, particularly when we consider Dostoevskii’s novel Besy,
in which he showed how the moderate liberalism of the 1840s gave rise to the
radical materialism of the 1860s and 1870s.

After discussing the extent to which Dostoevskii was influenced by
Belinskii, it remains to establish exactly what were Dostoevskii’s views at that
time. One of the best sources to this end is his early journalistic work,
Peterburgskaia letopis'. This is a feuilleton, of which four instalments were
published in Sankt Peterburgskie vedomosti in 1847. This was around the time
when Dostoevskii was beginning to frequent the Petrashevskii circle, a year after
his break with Belinskii. The Jetopis’ therefore comes at a crucial moment in the
development of his views and helps to shed light on his engagement with
Westernism. It is quite surprising in that its tone is one of independence, with
criticism of both sides of the debate, and a few indications of the beliefs
Dostoevskii was to hold in later years. Most obviously, however, it illustrates the
differences between his early views and his post-Siberian ideas. One of the
things that stand out the most about Peterburgskaia letopis' is its exposition of
Dostoevskii’s attitude to the common people. After Siberia, the Russian people
became one of his major interests, and whilst he never overlooked their faults, he
was also a vociferous defender of their qualities. In the leropis’, however, he
gives little space to the people, and what there is looks only at their faults. He is
content not to refute the remarks of his educated Westerniser contemporaries
about the backwardness of the peasantry: ‘Ho ckaxyr, moxamyii: 4to xe
napoa? Hapon temeH u HeoGpa3oBaH, M yKaxyT Ha o0OluecTBo, Ha JroncH
o6pazoBaunsix’ (XVIII, 25). This statement indicates that, like the
Westernisers, Dostoevskii at this stage did not believe that the people were
capable of being a source of spiritual regeneration for Russia. Viktorovich
suggests that Dostoevskii’s pronouncements on the religiosity of the narod came
as a reply to the Slavophile camp, and I would concur that this is likely.l3 Indeed,
Dostoevskii depicts the Slavophiles with sharp satire as blinkered and out of
touch, as armchair intellectuals who cannot agree over their basic principles
because they are derived from a hazy past (XVIII, 25).

Kjetsaa identifies the letopis’ as an illustration of Dostoevskii’s

Westernism, pointing out his satirical treatment of the Slavophiles and his faith



30

in the intelligentsia as leaders of the people.!* But whilst these elements are to be
found in the letopis’, the overriding impression it gives is of Dostoevskii’s
dissatisfaction with talk and a desire for action, but without a firm idea of the
direction such action should take. At times he is critical of the intelligentsia as a
whole. In the first issue, of 27™ April, he describes Petersburg as ‘He 4To HHOe,
Kak coOpaHHe OrpOMHOro 4YuclIa MaJIeHbKMX KPYXKOB, Y KOTODHIX Y
KaXJOro CBOii yCTaB, CBO€ NpH/IMYHE, CBOM 3aKOH, CBOs JIOTMKA M CBOI
opaxky’ (XVIII, 12), and he bemoans the impotence of even the most sincere of
these circles. This is an early expression of what was to become a favourite
concern of Dostoevskii’s: the fragmentation of society, a theme that echoes the
Slavophile call for organic unity. The motif of the impotence and gradual
atomisation of the intelligentsia is most strongly continued in the final 15™ June
issue. Here Dostoevskii begs the educated classes to stop arguing about what the
most useful activities are and to unite society with a common goal:

[...] mokaxuTe HaM deso, a TJIaBHOE, 3auimepecylime HaC K 3TOMY Jely,

JaiiTe HaM cle/aTh €ro camum ¥ NMYCTHTE B XOJ Halle coOCTBEHHOE

HHOWBHAyaIbHOE TBOpYecTBO. CnocoOHBI BHEI CHOENAaTh 3TO Wb HET,

rocnoaa noHykateau? Her, Tak 1 oOBHHATL Hedero, TOJILKO HanpacHO
cioBo Tepats! (XVIII, 31.)

He goes on to show that the consequence of this failure to agree on a course of
action is the growing number of ineffectual, feverish dreamers, whom he calls
Petersburg’s nightmare. (At that time, the dreamer was also a favourite type used
in his fiction, and elements of the dreamer type can be found in much of his later
fiction.) These individuals withdraw into their abstract, intellectual dreams for a

better society, until they become completely isolated:

Hepenxo xe NeHCTBUTEJILHOCTh NPOM3BOJUT BIEYATJICHHE TSKeENOE,
BpaxacOHOe Ha CepAle MeYTaTess, M OH CHEWMT 3abuUTLCA B CBOM
3aBeTHBIH, 3010TOH YroJIoK, KOTOPHIl Ha CaMOM JieJle YacTO 3anblleH,
HeompsaTeH, Oecropsnoyed, rpsa3eH. Majo-noMajly NpoKa3HMK Hall
HayuHaeT 4YYXJAThCAd TOJMBI, YyXAAaThC OOLIMX HMHTEPECOB, U
NIOCTENEHHO, HENPHMETHO, HAYMHAeT B HEM MPUTYIUIATLCS TAJaHT
neiicteuTesibHOM XU3HU. (XVIII, 34.)

What the reader learns from these passages of the lefopis’ is that
Dostoevskii was already disenchanted with the arguments of his contemporaries,
and saw in them a crisis for society, in the form of disintegration. For this reason
I believe that at this time of his life, Dostoevskii can no more be called a
Westerniser than a Slavophile, in the sense that he could not fully back the
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educated classes as effective architects of Russia’s renewal, although it is true
that as yet he did not consider the narod as an alternative. But whilst we may
discern a certain distance from the main intellectual camps, the undercurrent in
the letopis' is one of communality of a socialist kind, as demonstrated by his
emphasis on the importance of common interests: here there is little of the post-
Siberian concern for respect for the peculiarities of the individual. On the other
hand, Dostoevskii calls for action and unity, but stops short of proposing radical
or revolutionary solutions. Of course, one must bear in mind the deterrent of
severe censorship under Nicholas I, but it is my feeling that at this point,
Dostoevskii was still unsure of his beliefs.

The fiction written by Dostoevskii at this time goes some way toward
substantiating the picture presented by Peterburgskaia letopis’. Leatherbarrow’s
analysis of two stories published either side of the letopis’ adds to the portrait of
a thinker who knew what he disagreed with, but was still searching for viable
alternative ideologies. His summation is that in Gospodin Prokharchin,
published in 1846, Dostoevskii rejects the impersonal, abstract humanism such as
propounded by Belinskii, which overlooks the rights of the individual in favour
of the collective good. Instead he offers the Christian humanist ethic of the
mutual responsibility of each individual for all.'® This is an element that is not
present in the letopis’. Then, in Slaboe serdtse, published in 1848, according to
Leatherbarrow’s analysis, there is a shift of views; here Dostoevskii is bidding
farewell to Romantic idealism and utopian socialism, and acknowledging that
humanism, be it Christian or socialist, is not enough to cope with the intricate
depths of the human psyche and bring about a harmonious society.l6 Another
story, Khoziaika, published in the autumn of 1847 and thus just after
Peterburgskaia letopis', depicts the unhealthy impotence of the dreamer. These
three stories underline Dostoevskii’s frustration with the inertia of his

contemporary intellectual circles and his growing desire for practical action.

More foreshadowings of Dostoevskii’s future views are to be found in
the descriptions of Petersburg in Peterburgskaia letopis’. He seems uneasy with
the concept of the city as the apogee of the Western ‘civilising’ influence in
Russia, and his images in places contradict each other. In the 1% June issue, after

his discussion of Moscow and Petersburg architecture, which was the vehicle for
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his critique of Slavophile retrospection, he praises the conglomeration of styles
found in Petersburg as a representation of Russia’s ongoing role in European
history. He goes on to applaud the city for being the fount of progress in Russia,
as a great idea still in development: ‘U no cux nop IletepOypr B nbuM u B
Mycope; [...] Oyayliee ero eme B Hjaee; HO Hes 3Ta NpuHaLIexuT IleTpy
I, oHa BoOILIOIIAETCS, PacTeT M YKOPEHSAETCHA C KaXAbIM JHEM HE B OJHOM
netepbyprckoM 6osiote, HO Bo Beeit Poccun [...]° (XVIII, 26). However, if
this passage is compared with descriptions of the city from the other issues, one
may draw the conclusion that here Dostoevskii is overemphasising the modernity
of Petersburg and its benefits, in order more strongly to refute the nostalgia for
ancient Rus and reverence for Moscow shown by the Slavophiles. For in the 27"
April issue he refers to Petersburg as an irritable, jaundiced spinster, worn out
and bitter from society balls and gaming tables (XVIII, 15-16), and in the 15"
June issue his comparison is with a sickly, submissive, weak and grieving girl.
Neither of these portrayals suggests a proud monument to Russia’s progress.
Rather, they suggest a power that is both spent and corrupted by materialism;
they bring to mind his later accounts of Paris and London. It is possible that these
representations in the lefopis’ prefigure his more Slavophile opinion of Europe as
having had its day, and that they are the precursors to later negative allusions to

the rootlessness of the city, such as to be found in ‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’.

There is additional evidence that in the years following Peterburgskaia
letopis', Dostoevskii drew a little closer to the Slavophile stance. Viktorovich
notes that his story Khoziaika contains elements, such as the spiritual state
experienced by praying together, which he was to explore in more detail much
later. In addition, the novella Netochka Nezvanova, as Viktorovich remarks,
shows signs of affirming the power of self-renunciation and humility to unite
people.’” What is more, both Viktorovich and Ospovat point to Dostoevskii’s
statements at the Petrashevskii trial as evidence that there had been a certain
progression towards Slavophilism in his views since the writing of the letopis', '}
In these statements Dostoevskii speaks of the unsuitability of Western-style
revolution for instigating change in Russia, due to the different paths of historical
development followed by Russia and the West (XVIII, 127). This indeed

suggests that he was aware of the early arguments of Khomiakov and Kireevskii
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on the subject, and that by 1849 he felt a growing sympathy with their views.
Therefore, the picture of Dostoevskii before his exile that the information set out
above gives us, is of an independent thinker who was committed to weighing up
the problems facing his country, who absorbed and assessed a wide range of
views in the ideological spectrum, and who was beginning to fashion his own
position in this spectrum. Now it is necessary to consider the way in which his

exile acted upon this foundation of views formed in his youth.
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1.3: Siberia.

The trial of the Petrashevskii circle and the eventual sentence of hard
labour and military service, brought to an abrupt halt Dostoevskii’s involvement
with liberal circles. The horrific cruelty of his mock death sentence caused him to
find a new joy and wonderment in life, and he faced his penal servitude with
stoicism and without bitterness. His time in Siberia was to be a genuine
enlightenment, an education that stood in stark contrast to the imported
ideologies from the West, which now began to ring false for Dostoevskii. In
prison he would find hard evidence grounded on real life to contradict the
theorics of utopian socialism that had so appealed to him. As he himself
acknowledged in a letter to Eduard Totleben in 1856, ‘nosaruit onwir, Taxenwli
H MYyYHMTEJILHBIH, IPOTPE3BUJI MEHS H BO MHOTOM NEPEMEHHJI MOH MBICIIH.
Ho Toraa — toraa s ObL1 ciiell, BepuJ B TeopuH U yronuu’ (XXVII/, 224).
The monotony of prison life belied a seemingly infinite variety of characters,
attitudes and crimes, and would convince Dostoevskii that blanket formulas, so
favourable with Western influenced intellectuals, would never account for every
facet of the broad Russian character that would henceforth become his
preoccupation. In particular he would have the opportunity to reassess his
opinion of the common people, and would learn from their example that the
moral solutions offered by the traditional Christian values of Orthodoxy were
superior to the social orientation of Christian humanism. During his
imprisonment, Dostoevskii combated his isolation by examining his past life
rigorously and sternly, and his harsh self-judgement enabled him to absorb his

new experiences into the construction of a new set of beliefs:

OnMHOKUI [OYyLUIEBHO, f NEpecMaTpHBall BCIO HIPOLLUTYIO XH3Hb MOIO,
nepebupan BCE JO MOCJCAHMX MeJjioyeH, BIAYMBIBAJICS B Moe
npoueee, CyaAHsI cebs 0THH HEYMOJMMO H CTPOTO H Jjaxe B MHOI yac
6,1arocyIOBIIAN CyALOY 3a TO, YTO OHA IOCJIAJIa MHE 3TO yeJHHEHHE, Ge3
KOTOPOT'O He COCTOSUIMCH OBI HHM 3TOT CyX Hal coGoM, HH 3TOT CTPOruii
nepecMoTp npexHeil xu3nd. M xakumu Hagexaamu 3abuiiock Toraa
Moe cepaue! S ayman, s pewnna, S kasicsa cebe, 4To yke He OydeT B
Moeif Oymyinei KH3HM HH TeX OIIMOOK, HU TeX MajeHui, KOTopule OLLIH
npexne. (IV, 220.)

This passage comes from Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, Dostoevskii’s lightly
fictionalised account of his prison years, written in 1859, five years after his

release, and published the following year. Transferring the narrative to the
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perspective of a nobleman, Aleksandr Petrovich Gorianchikov, sentenced to ten
years for the murder of his wife, Dostoevskii recounts experiences, observations
and feelings very similar to his own in a detached, objective tone that is unique in
his oeuvre. Apart from a makeshift notebook containing mostly disconnected
remarks and peasant turns of phrase, and a few letters after his release in which
he spoke of the appalling conditions and referred only vaguely to his state of
mind, Zapiski iz mertvogo doma is the only record Dostoevskii left of those
traumatic four years. From the evidence of memoirs of other prisoners and prison
records, it is possible to accept that the incidents he describes are by and large
biographically accurate.'” As regards the reactions of the fictional narrator to
these events, we must recognise that Dostoevskii included artistic and dramatic
embellishments in order to fashion bare facts into a work of art. Nevertheless, the
ideas expressed through this narrator in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma progress
logically into those found not only in Dostoevskii’s post-Siberian fiction but also
in his journal articles, letters and notebooks. This allows the reader to infer that
the observations of the narrator are consonant with the author’s own views. What
then, may we make of the narrator’s stern resolution to reform himself? Allowing
for dramatic effect, we may nonetheless surmise that Dostoevskii too appreciated
the solemnity of his punishment and sought to assimilate its moral implications.
The above excerpt does not specify the kind of mistakes and lapses Dostoevskii
swore to avoid. However, given the jolting evidence of day-to-day life with a
mainly peasant body of convicts, which challenged the naive, well-intentioned
views he had held prior to his imprisonment, it is fair to infer that this was a time
during which Dostoevskii actively and mercilessly put his former beliefs to the
test. Finding them wanting, he looked to his new experiences as one source from
which to build a fresh vision of life. It was to be many years before this vision
crystallised in his mind, but in Siberia, many new seeds were sown, and many

old, dormant values, such as traditional Orthodoxy, were reawakened.

The importance of the prison experience in Dostoevskii’s life, and of
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma in his literary oeuvre, must not be underestimated. An

examination of this time through the literary portrayal the author made of it is
essential to the present study, because in this purgatory, Dostoevskii found

reasons to reject the Westernised approach to solving Russian’s problems and
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was able to develop into stronger idea-feelings the doubts about utopian
socialism that had beset him in his early years. At the same time, Zapiski iz
mertvogo doma identifies on the creative plane the issues that would dominate
his post-Siberian works; these issues, as we shall see, closely parallel Slavophile
ideology. Slavophilism was, as I showed in my Introductory Chapter, a
movement concerned with predominantly moral solutions for Russia, as opposed
to the socio-political and scientific emphasis in ideologies inspired by Western
teaching. So too does Dostoevskii focus on a moral response to the question of
what it means to be Russian. Robert Louis Jackson makes the following
observation: ‘Dostoevsky, then, appeals in House of the Dead to the moral and
civic consciousness of Russia. [...] All roads in Dostoevsky lead to and from the
dead house. Here Dostoevsky explored the questions of freedom, alienation, and
rebellion from the psychological and ethical points of view.”®® This is a just
remark, for it points out with regard to Zapiski iz mertvogo doma matters that
were of great significance to the Slavophiles: freedom, unity, fragmentation and
its consequences. It also stresses the role played by the real life experience and
the artistic account that resulted from it in Dostoevskii’s subsequent life. The
writer himself was aware of how Siberia had shaped him both as man and as
artist, as he assured his brother upon his release: ‘a Tenepn B3gopy He Hanuy’
(XXVIII/, 172). In this chapter I shall concentrate upon the way that the events
of prison life affected Dostoevskii’s ideas; an examination of Zapiski iz mertvogo

doma as an artistic creation will be reserved for a later chapter.

Before setting off for Siberia, Dostoevskii consoled his brother Mikhail at
their farewell meeting with the optimistic observation that he would not be
encountering wild beasts in prison, but men who might even be better than him.?'
Frank’s just analysis shows how Dostoevskii’s remark was a formulation of his
hope, influenced by the humanitarian socialism of the Petrashevskii circle, that
he would find amongst the convicts comrades united in a common misfortune.?
In this hope he was sorely disappointed, for despite the official levelling effect of
penal servitude — the removal of civil rights, the shaven head and the enforced
communal living — he remained an outsider, shunned and often persecuted by his
fellow prisoners because of his noble status. Nevertheless, Dostoevskii’s words

turned out to be unwittingly prophetic, for by the end of his four years he had
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learned to ‘find the gold’ (XXVIII/i, 172) in these coarse people and to base his
hopes for Russia in the narod. His years in Siberia fundamentally altered his
opinion of the common people, for his daily painful contact with them forced

him to re-evaluate his previous notions.

We may recall Dostoevskii’s statement in the Peterburgskaia letopis' that
the people are obscure and ill educated, relying on the gentry for enlightenment.
Obscure and ill educated he certainly found them, brutish, foul-mouthed, at times
more like the wild beasts he had initially denied them to be. But their relentless
hostility to the prisoners from the noble classes made him realise several things.
Firstly, the peasants were not as limited and ignorant as he had supposed: they
clearly had a well-defined sense of the inherent corruption and injustice in
serfdom, and this was what gave rise to their innate resentment of the gentry.
‘Bul ABOpSIHE, XeJIe3HBIE HOCH, Hac 3akyeBasu. [Ipexae rocnoannom 6bL,
HapoJd MY4YWJ, a Telepb XyxXe MOcCJeqHero, Ham Opat cran’, Dostoevskii
recounts the convicts as saying, in a letter to his brother (XXVIII/A, 169). As
Frank points out, it was a common view among Belinskii and his followers that
the people had little socio-political consciousness and would live happily from
day to day so long as their most immediate needs were met.2 If Dostoevskii held
such a view, it was quickly refuted. He also found that far from being superior to
the peasant convicts, he was as a helpless child when it came to manual labour or
useful skills, and during the working day he would be thrown out of one work
group after another for incompetence, until the sergeant found him something
more suitable. He soon came to appreciate the convicts’ aptitude for handicrafts
and skilled trades of all kinds, which kept them busy during the long evenings
and even brought in some money; Dostoevskii knew only the skill of reading and

writing literature, and that was forbidden.

However, one incident more than any other brought home to Dostoevskii
the immensity of the gulf between the gentry and the narod. He found that not
even a well-intentioned offer of help and comradeship would make them accept
him. Zapiski iz mertvogo doma depicts the incident as follows. One day the
narrator Gorianchikov found some of the convicts lining up in the courtyard, and
assuming that there was to be a roll call, he fell in with them. But they turned on
him rudely, saying that he had no place to be there, and one of them had to lead
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him away. It turned out that the prisoners wanted to complain about the poor
food to the Major. Gorianchikov was hurt that he and the other gentry convicts
had not been allowed to make a show of solidarity with the plaintiffs, and he
even expected that he would be reproached for not doing so; later he asked
Petrov, a man with whom he was on speaking terms, why this was. Petrov’s
reply was a harsh lesson to learn.

— Ckaxure, [leTpoB, ~ cipocu s ero, — Baliu Ha Hac He cepaarcd [...]

3a TO, YTO MBI He BHIIUIM Ha npeTeH3uio? [...] Hy, 1 HaM Hago OnLio...
H3 TOBapHUIIECTBA.

— Ja... na xakoif xe BEI HAM TOBapHIll? — CIPOCHJI OH B HEJOYMEHHEM.

[...] A MOHAI, YTO MEHA HHKOrJa He MPUMYT B TOBapHILIECTBO, Oyab A
pa3apecTaHT, XOTb Ha BEKH BEYHEIE, X0Tb ocoboro otaesnenus. (IV, 207.)

From what we may infer to be just such an incident as this, Dostoevskii now
learned that his previous liberal conception of the noble classes as benefactors to
a grateful peasantry was unrealistic and false. He realised that it was because of
the peasants’ inability to recognise or desire solidarity from the nobles that the
convicts had no appreciation of the political crime for which he had been
sentenced. He suddenly understood that it was not the right of the gentry to
reform society according to what they assumed was best for the common people,
for such reform would never be accepted. He recognised that first, the great void
dividing his people had to be bridged, and for that to be possible, the gentry had
to earn the respect of the peasants. But how was this to be done?

In prison Dostoevskii encountered other convicts of noble status; many,
like him, were political prisoners. But others were guilty of crimes of great
cruelty and depravity, and none horrified him more than the informer Aristov.
Aristov was totally debauched and depraved, and Dostoevskii describes him as
what can result from the complete domination of the flesh over moral
sensibilities:

A—B CcTaJ 1 OB KaKUM-TO KYCKOM MsCa, € 3y0aMH U C XKeJTyAKOM U C
HEYTOJIMMOH KaXIOH HaurpyOeHIINX, CaMbIX 3BEPCKHX TEJECHBIX
HacjaxIeHui, a 3a YyOOBJETBOPEHHE caMoro MaJjeiiero #

NPHUXOTJIMBEHINEro M3 3THX HaCJaXOeHHH oH crocoGeH GbuT XjaaHo-
KpoBHeHHM o6pa3oM yOuTh, 3ape3aTh, CloBOM, Ha Beé [...]. (IV, 63.)

All these dreadful characteristics were somehow made worse, in Dostoevskii’s

opinion, by the fact that Aristov was clever, handsome, educated and well bred.
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No amount of education or social comfort had stopped him from his chosen path.
The revulsion and moral outrage expressed in Dostoevskii’s depiction of Aristov
shows that the writer found him by far the most evil of all the convicts. Aristov
had a profound effect on him. He found himself judging all the prisoners by
Aristov’s standards, and he became filled with hatred and contempt for them.
This bitter, spiteful state of mind tormented and dismayed him, as he wrote later
to Madame Fonvizina (XXVIII/i, 177), and it is likely that the example of
Aristov stimulated him to search for the positive qualities in the men around him.
He was also surprised to see that in the moral vacuum of prison, the peasant
convicts did not see the same depth of depravity in Aristov, and many were
friendly with him and looked up to him. It is possible that this circumstance
helped to impress upon Dostoevskii the importance of the moral example that the
gentry should set the peasantry, for it was after his time in Siberia that
Dostoevskii began to advocate moral reform of the nobility as a means to heal

the rift between them and the narod.

However, it was also in prison that Dostoevskii saw positive cases of the
gentry winning over the peasants, and these instances also contributed towards
the formulation of his new view. He noticed that there were certain officials
whom the convicts respected and even loved. There was for a while a prison
governor, Lieutenant Smelakov, of whom the convicts were very fond, despite
his administration of the most merciless floggings. They also positively adored
an engineering commander, G—v, although Dostoevskii notes that he appeared
to have abysmal moral standards. What these two men had in common was an
ability to communicate with the convicts on their own wavelength, without
condescension or lordly magnanimity. They treated the convicts with respect and
trust; they neither tried to exaggerate their own status, nor attempted to terrify the
convicts, nor sought to be chummy with them. Dostoevskii stresses that the
convicts admired those who were not afraid of them and approved of
commanders who acted in a manner fit for their posts, in other words, men who
carried themselves with dignity and did not try to elevate or demean themselves.
He writes:

He Gpe3r/mMBbl OHM, HE Ta/UIMBE K NOJYHHEHHOMY Hapojy, — BOT TIe,

Kaxercd MHe, mpuuuHa! bapyoHka-Oesopydkd B HUX He BHAATh, AyXa
f6apckoro He CIbBIXaTh, @ €CTb B HHMX KakoH-To 0COOeHHHI
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IPOCTOHAPOJHBIN 3anmax, MPUPOXKIEHHBIA UM, U, 60Xe Moii, kKaK 4yTOK
HapoJ kx 3ToMy 3anaxy! (IV, 150.)

By observing the prisoners’ reactions to these men, Dostoevskii came to
believe that the common people did not desire a radical reconstruction of society,
but instead a parity of simple humane treatment between the classes as they
stood: they would respond to a respect for their humanity with similar dignified
esteem. On one occasion the narrator finds himself in just such a positive
situation with his fellow convicts. He was attending the stage show that the
convicts had designed and performed by themselves, for their Christmas
entertainment. Suddenly, instead of the wusual dismissive, contemptuous
treatment, the convicts showed him deference and politeness, ushering him to the
front of the makeshift theatre and making room for him to have the best place.
He realised that they recognised his worth as an educated, literary man who knew
more about the dramatic art than they; they respected his superior knowledge and
were eager for his opinion. What is more, the convicts sensed that he had come
to the show out of genuine interest and would not offer an opinion based on
preconceptions. The reciprocity of respect had for a short while allowed the class
divisions to be overcome. Dostoevskii recalls how such events impressed upon
him the innate sense of justice in the common people, their genuineness and lack
of pretensions, and he appreciated, perhaps for the first time, that they had
valuable gifts to offer society:

Briciuas ¥ caMas pe3kasi XapakTepHCTHYecKas YepTa Haulero Hapoja -

9TO YYBCTBO CIPaBeUIMBOCTH M xaxna ee. [leTymmHoll ke 3aMamiku
OLITh BIEPENH BO BCEX MECTaX U 60 ¥mo Obl mo Hu cmaao, CTOMT JIH,

HeT JIM TOrO YeJIOBEK, — 3TOro B Hapojde HeT. CTOHT TOJILKO CHATH
HapyYXHYIO, HAaHOCHYKO KOpY H IIOCMOTpPETL Ha CaMo¢ 3¢pHO
NnoBHUMaTeNbHee, Nobike, 6e3 NpeApacCcylkoB — W HHOH YBHAHT B
HapoJile TakH€ BCLUH, O KOTOpbIX M He mnpeayraneiBan. Hemuoromy

MOTIYT Hay4uTh Hapoa MyApeusl Haid. laxe, yTBepaUTEILHO CKaXYy, —
HANpOTHB: CAMH OHH €llE NOJDKHHI y Hero noy4urbes. (1V, 121-22.))

As the four years passed, Dostoevskii began to see more and more
positive qualities in his fellow inmates. To do so often required conscious effort,
because, as has already been mentioned, he felt compelled to suppress the
instinctive disgust and bitterness that were his initial, involuntary reaction to

these terrible criminals, for fear that it should twist him into a worse creature

than they. In Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, the reader finds the narrator’s
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perspective gradually broadening, as he moves from highlighting among the
fearsome crowd sympathetic individuals such as Alei and Nurra, to picking out
worthy attributes in the majority of convicts. Finally he reaches the admission
that here perhaps was ‘camMblii JapOBHUTHIH, caMblii CHJIBHEIA HapoJ M3 BCero
Hapona Hamtero’ (IV, 231). The characteristics that Dostoevskii the artist
chooses to focus on are designed to make the reader appreciate the humanity of
the convict. He takes great care to show how men who have stepped beyond
society’s legal and moral boundaries nevertheless still show signs of adherence
to a just and true morality. For instance, on feast days when donations of money,
fine foods and cakes are brought to the prison, the convicts do not squabble
selfishly for the best piece: they divide everything equally so that each man has
the same. Here Dostoevskii was witnessing a freely chosen, self-regulated
respect for equality, which thrived without the need for the imposition of
phalanstery rules, and he must have been able to guess at the motivations that
united the peasant commune so idealised by the Slavophiles. Of course, the
perspective of Dostoevskii as a political prisoner is deliberately masked in
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, and in it there is no comment on the political
implications of the things he observed, but the significant contrast between the
peasants’ instinctive behaviour and his previous convictions would not have been
lost on him.

Dostoevskii also emphasises any display of kindness, however small, on
the part of the convicts, such as their tending to men who had been flogged,
either by having ready wet towels for his back, or by keeping a sensitive
distance. They were, he also notes, kind to animals, and he recommends contact
with animals as a means of nurturing the fragile shoot of humanity that crime and
the brutality of prison have trampled down. On many occasions his depictions
encourage the reader to view the convicts as being like children; he mentions
their references to their parents and their need for a parental authority figure,
shown by the almost filial affection they showed for the good commander G—v.
Most poignant is the scene of the death of the consumptive Mikhailov, whose
dying agony impresses the other convicts in hospital with a sense of their own
mortality. One convict pays tribute to the humanity of his dead comrade with the

simple words: ‘Toxe Beab MaTh Onlia!’ (IV, 141). By encouraging the reader
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to see the child in the convict, Dostoevskii points to the fundamental core of
humanity in each of them, for Dostoevskii regarded children as the purest
members of society, as his fiction consistently shows. This part of the convicts,
he came to believe, was still there, maybe buried under layers of ignorance,
barbarism and brutishness — but it was there nonetheless, and it needed to be

cherished.

However, the reference to the childlike, pure kernel of the convicts also
has a religious facet. For it is Christ’s teaching that ‘unless you change and
become like little children, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven’
(Matthew 18, 3). Dostoevskii, in recognising the child in the convict,
acknowledges not only his humanity, but also his connection with God. The
image of the child in man is also the image of Christ, without which salvation is
impossible. Thus Dostoevskii demonstrates that the convicts are not damned, not
simply the refuse of society, but hold something of immeasurable value. Time
and again he mentions their respect for religion, for the Old Believer who would
stay awake all night praying, their solemnity in preparing for the feasts of
Christmas and Easter. He emphasises how the prisoners’ participation in
religious ceremonies makes them feel part of society again, united in worship
with the universal human brotherhood:

ApecTaHT O€cCO3HATENILHO OILUyLIAJ, YTO OH 3THM CcoGIofeHHEM
npa3fHMKa Kak OyJITo conmpukacaeTcs CO BCeM MHPOM, YTO He COBCeM

e OH, CTajlo ObITh, OTBepXeHell, NOrubIMii 4esOoBEeK, JIOMOTh
OTpe3aHHBIi, YTO U B OcTpore To xe, 4To y mojei. (IV, 105.)

This spiritual brotherhood is felt especially strongly during the Easter
service, in which the convicts respond with instinctive humility to the words: ‘no
sxo pasboiinuka Msa npuiimu’ (IV, 177). Here they are made aware that even
the lowliest sinner is capable — and worthy — of redemption. However, their
humility in this instance seems curious when one takes into account
Dostoevskii’s frequent insistence in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma that in general the
prisoners feel no internal suffering, remorse or pangs of conscience for their
crimes. How is the reader to reconcile the genuine recognition of their sinfulness
at Easter with Dostoevskii’s assertions that they are unrepentant? The question is

further confounded when one considers Dostoevskii’s later reflections on his
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Siberian years in Dnevnik pisatelia, where in the chapter called ‘Sreda’

(environment), he directly contradicts his earlier statements and claims:

Hu oauH u3 HUX He MHHOBAJ JOJITOro AYIIEBHOTO CTPaJaHHs BHYTPU
cebq, caMOro OYHILAIOLIEro M YyKpeIUiAowero. SI BUOAT MX OJMHOKO
3aJlyMYHBBIX, S BUOAJT HX B LIEPKBH MOJIALUMXCA Tepe MCIOBEALIO; [...]
0, NOoBepbTe, HUKTO K3 HUX HE CYMTAJ ceOS NMpaBbiM B Aylle CBOEii!
(XX1, 18-19.)

Of course, one must not overlook the possible spin Dostoevskii may have
attached to both works for the specific artistic purpose of each; this may account
in part for the contradiction. However, it is my belief that as the painful memory
of the prison camp faded, and as Dostoevskii’s views of the Russian people
crystallised, he came to readjust his former pessimistic opinion. At the time of
writing Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, the shocking memory of the convicts’ lack of
repentance for their specific crimes was still uppermost, but he was nevertheless
able to convey their deeper, broader awareness of being sinners, of being flawed,
weak, erring humans. But fifteen years later, whilst debating the effect of the
environment on the causes of crime, he focused on this deeper awareness. In
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma he had stated that many criminals were in prison
because they had rebelled against their environment, sometimes more brutal than
prison life, but in Drnevnik pisatelia he was now able to appreciate the
significance of the convicts’ awareness of sinfulness in general. For it was
indicative of a sense of personal responsibility, that their crimes, committed for
whatever motivation, were indeed crimes that had damaged the pure image of
Christ within them. Thus Dostoevskii refutes the argument that there is no crime,

only disorder as a result of poverty and social disadvantage.

There was one event of Dostoevskii’s prison life that Frank stresses as
fundamental to the change in his attitude to the common people.?* Dostoevskii's
narration of this event does not come within Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, but many
years later in Dnevnik pisatelia, where he recounts it not through a fictional
narrator, but as autobiography. Frank speculates that this may be because it is a
deeply personal piece, containing a great deal of psychological exposure;
Dostoevskii may not have felt able to relate it for a long while, or he may have
decided that it did not fit together with the controlled, objective tone of the
former work. Additionally, Frank suggests that Dostoevskii held back in Zapiski
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iz mertvogo doma because he was not yet able to speak with complete freedom
about his experiences as a political prisoner.?’ The event in question is the story
of the peasant Marei. One day during an Easter holiday, when the convicts did
not have to go out to work and were engaged in drinking, gambling and brawling
in the barracks, Dostoevskii escaped the violent atmosphere to walk along the
prison walls. There he met a Polish political prisoner, doubtless outside for the
same reasons. The Pole muttered to him, “Je hais ces brigands!” and passed on.
Suddenly struck by the black bitterness of the Pole, he returned to the barrack
and there lay down, pretending to be asleep so that he could think undisturbed.
Frank surmises that the Pole’s remark must have echoed his own feelings and
shocked him into realising ‘the extent of his alignment with the Poles against his
fellow Russians’.2® Dostoevskii was by nature xenophobic, and he disliked Poles
for their apparent air of superiority at belonging to a more Europeanised society
than Russians. Again he was confronted and disturbed by the poisonous
sentiments in his own heart, and whether consciously or unconsciously, his mind
led him to a memory that soothed the terrible bitterness.

The memory was of a time in his childhood, when, exploring some woods
on his father’s estates, he thought he heard the cry of “Wolf!” In panic, the young
Dostoevskii ran out into the fields towards the first adult he saw, an elderly
peasant called Marei, ploughing with his pony. The grizzled old man comforted
the frightened boy with gentle smiles, quiet words and the tender touch of one
earth-covered finger on his trembling lips, then sent him home, making the sign
of the cross over him and promising to watch over him on his way. Dostoevskii
never spoke to Marei again after this incident, and never told anyone of the
encounter. He reflects on the peasant’s actions and writes that although anyone
would have comforted a child, Marei had treated him as lovingly as if he were
his own son. Nor could it have been to his advantage, as nobody had seen the
kindness of the serf towards his young master and he would not be rewarded for
it. Dostoevskii marvels at the hidden qualities of the humble peasant:

Tonbko 60r, MOXET, BUAET CBEPXY, KAKHM ITyGOKMM M NPOCBEIIEHHEIM
yeJIOBEYECKHM YYBCTBOM M KaKOIO TOHKOIO, IIOYTH XEHCTBEHHOIO
HEXHOCTBIO MOXET OBITh HANOJIHEHO cepjle MHOro rpydoro, 3BepckH

HeBEXECTBEHHOT'O KPENOCTHOIO PyCCKOro MYXHKa, €llle M He XKAaBllero,
He rajiaBlLiero Toraa o csoeit ceodone. (XXII, 49.)
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Coming out of his reverie, Dostoevskii realised that he was now able to view his
fellow convicts with less judgement and more compassion. The recollection of
the tenderness shown by one representative of the people he had formerly
supposed to be obscure and ill-educated made him believe that any of these
brawling, fearsome-looking men could conceal deep within them the same
capabilities as Marei. ‘Beap 1 ke He Mory 3arjsHyThb B ero cepaue’, he
concedes (XXII, 49). Later, on meeting the Polish prisoner again, he felt sorry
for him that his perspective was so narrow, that he would forever be tormented

by his inability to see further than the coarse exterior.

The revelatiori caused by the remembrance of the peasant Marei, coming
as it did at Easter, is linked to Dostoevskii’s rediscovery of traditional
Orthodoxy. His insight into the essential goodness of the common man is a
glimpse of the image of Christ, compassionate and tender to all, within the
brutish peasant. He emphasises the transfiguring aspect of his encounter by an
almost iconic portrayal of Marei, as Jackson has noted: Marei’s image is fixed in
the young Dostoevskii’s mind as smiling maternally, one finger outstretched to
caress and bless, in imitation of the Madonna.2” (The importance of the icon in
Dostoevskii’s poetics will be discussed in a later chapter.) Dostoevskii’s
subsequent refusal to judge the narod according to how they appeared may be
linked to another moment of supreme spiritual significance in his life. Before he
was sent to Siberia, at the staged execution, before it was his turn to ascend to the
scaffold, Dostoevskii felt an overwhelming desire to make peace with his
comrades; he wrote to his brother of his need to seek forgiveness from people he
had wronged. At this moment he felt the ultimate consolation of mutual
forgiveness and Christian love, which, as Frank observes, sounded as a truth in
response to the most traumatic event of his life?®; ‘Het xemuu u 3710661 B ayIme
Moeii, XOTeJIoCh Obl Tak JIIOOUTHL ¥ OOHATH XOTh KOro-HMGYAbL U3 MPEKHUX
B 3TO MrHOBEHHe. OJTO OTpaja, s MCHLITAJl e€e CerofHs, NPOLIAsCh C
MOMMH MHJIBIMH nepen cMepTuio’ (XXVIII/A, 164). So too, as he looked with
opened eyes at the convicts, he remembered Marei’s love, and was able to heal
the laceration of his own bitterness with the same love. Frank further illuminates
the story of Marei with his comment that, in acknowledging the peasants’

participation in the circle of mutual love and forgiveness, Dostoevskii grants
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them an all-important role in Russian society: ‘It was now they who had acquired
the right — a right he recognised as fully justified by their long history of

suffering — to pass judgement and to forgive.’?®

As I have already mentioned, Dostoevskii gained a special insight into the
convicts’ attitude to their own crimes, and found if not active repentance, at least
a sense of personal responsibility for their actions. The Siberian experience as a
whole taught him many things about the importance of the individual, about
freedom and responsibility, that contradicted the theories of socialism in which
he had previously shown an interest. Already before prison, he showed a grasp of
these concepts, as he wrote to his brother in his farewell letter: ‘IToane MeHs
OyayT JIIO[H, U OBITh Ye106eK0M MEXIY JIOABMH M OCTaThCS MM HaBCerna,
B Kakux Obl TO HM OBLIO HECYaCThfX, HE YHBITHb M He NAacTh — BOT B YeM
*KH3Hb, B YeM 3aJlaya ee. S co3Has 5T0. DTa UAesd BOULIA B IUIOThH M KPOBb
Moo’ (XXVIII/, 162). This may perhaps be an indication that socialism had not
effectively taken root in his outlook. However, there was no better environment
than the penal colony for providing direct experience of the task of maintaining
one’s humanity in the face of dire misfortune. The convicts, having once
disfigured their individual humanity by their crime, now struggled to preserve it
through their sense of individual responsibility, through their participation in
religious ceremonies and through their strictly observed codes of equality. In
addition, the ever-present example of Aristov was definitive proof to Dostoevskii
that it was possible for the most ignorant peasant to have a greater moral
sensibility than a well-educated nobleman, as we have seen. The Christian
conscience, then, was what could save a man from becoming little better than an
animal, and the reader of Zapiski iz mertvogo doma can sense Dostoevskii’s
satisfaction whenever he encountered glimmerings of this conscience in the
bestial convicts. It is true that he came across as many if not more instances of
the dehumanising effect of the brutal environment and the cruelty of the penal
system; this, however, only served to convince Dostoevskii of the necessity of
striving to keep alive one’s sense of responsibility towards another human being.
He stresses the violation of the sacred image of humanity in both the victim and

the perpetrator in cases of tyranny and violence (the italics are my own):
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KTo ucneiTan pa3 3Ty BJacTh, 3TO Oe3rpaHH4YHOE TOCNOACTBO Hajn
TEJIOM, KPOBBIO M [yXOM Takoro e, Kak caM, YejloBeKa, TaK Xe
CO3[IaHHOTO, Opama no 3akony Xpucmosy, KTO HCHBITAJl BJIAacTb M
IIOJIHYI0 BO3MOXHOCTb YHHU3UTb CaMbIM BBICOHAHIIMM YHHXXEHHEM
Jpyroe CyllecTBO, HocAawee Ha cebe obpa3 60xucuii, TOT yXKe IOHEBOJIE
KaK-TO JeJIaeTCsl He BJIacTeH B CBOMX oluymeHusax. (I1V, 154.)

Frank comments further on this passage with the remark that Dostoevskii later
became such a stalwart opponent of the radicals less because of their socio-
political aims than because he believed that there was no place in their doctrines

for the importance of the Christian conscience.*

The concept of individual responsibility is intertwined with that of
freedom of the individual. In prison, the importance of this principle for
preserving one’s human dignity was brought home most forcefully to
Dostoevskii. His early fiction shows that he was already concerned about the
question of individual freedom in the face of socialist theories, but now he found
hard evidence that it was a fundamental principle for distinguishing mankind
from animals. He came to realise that the most disheartening aspects of penal
servitude were not the threat of corporal punishment, the gruelling work or the
rude, insanitary conditions, but the enforced nature of the work and the almost
total eradication of individuality in the compulsory communal living. Early on in
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma he comments on the absence of solitude:

Hanpumep, s Obl HHKaK He MOI MpPEJICTaBHTh ceOe: YTO CTPAUIHOroO M
MY4YHTEJILHOTO B TOM, YTO S BO BCE JAECATH JIET Moeil KaTOPru HU pasy,
HH OJHON MHHYTHI He Oyay oauu? [...] Bnocneacreuu s nous, uro,
KpOMe JIMILIEHHS CBOGOIBI, KPOME BLIHYXIEHHOW pabOTEI, B KATOPXHOM

KH3HH eCTh ellle OJJHa MyKa, YyTh JIM He CHJLHeWIIas, YeM Bce Apyrue.
3t10: binyHcOeHHoe obuee concumeavcmeo. (IV, 11, 20-22.)

With regard to the work, he concedes that although it was arduous, tasks such as
making bricks, breaking up barges for salvage or clearing snow had a purpose
and a value. The convicts could sometimes take a liking to the work and aim to
do it better or faster. But the fact that the work is enforced is what weighs on the
spirit, and Dostoevskii asserts that he is certain the peasant in freedom readily

works much harder and longer.

Therefore, in order to have some escape from the compulsory everyday
labour, and so as to distinguish oneself in some way from the other inmates,

many prisoners had their own private skill or trade at which they worked in the
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evening. Although in many instances this work brought in a little money for the
convicts’ personal use, it was performed mostly to give the worker a sense of
identity and self-worth. Some were jewellers, others bootmakers, others cooks; a
wide range of trades from the most basic to the most skilled are mentioned.
Dostoevskii is quite clear about the vital importance of private work, which was
officially forbidden in the prison but allowed to take place to keep the peace. He
points to the behaviour of those who did not have a personal trade: they were the
ones who indulged most in drunkenness, gambling and fighting. If no work at all
were permitted, he writes, the result would be disastrous: ‘be3 Tpyma u Ge3
3aKOHHOH, HOPMAaJIbHOM COOCTBCHHOCTH 4YeJIOBEK HE MOXET JKHUTh,
pasppamaercs, obpamaercs B 3Beps. [...] Pabora xe cmacana ot
npecTyIUIeHHii: 6e3 pabOTH apecTaHTHI noesu Obl APYTr Apyra, Kak Naykd B
ctioigake’ (IV, 16-17). Once again the motif of preserving the image of
humanity is dominant. It must be noted that Dostoevskii also refers to the
possession of private property as having the same value as private work. Buying
their own possessions, whether it be something as simple as a red shirt or a
teapot, was another way in which the convicts maintained a separate identity in
the herd-like existence of prison. Thus Dostoevskii saw incontrovertibly refuted
the theories of utopian socialism on organising society according to the law of
the commune or phalanstery. And any interest in their humanitarian motivations

that he had previously held, was now discarded.

Anything that allowed the convicts to escape the monotony even for a
moment was valuable, sustained in them their hopes for eventual liberty and
allowed a modicum of temporary freedom. Self-expression of whatever kind kept
alive the sacred image in the convicts and was a means of their redemption.
Participation in the Christmas stage show was yet another example of such self-
expression. Whether an actor, a musician, a builder of scenery or a stagehand,
each man involved gave of his best and struggled to outdo his fellows. Even
those who were just spectators gave vent to their enthusiasm in their own way. It
is in his depiction of the Christmas show that Dostoevskii sums up the essence of
the matter and calls it a truth: the difference such freedom makes is a moral one:
‘TonbKO HEMHOrO NO3BOJIMIK 3THM OelHBIM JIIOASAM MOXHTH I0-CBOEMY,

MMOBECEJIMTLCA NO-JIIOACKH, IPOXHTh XOTh 4Yac HE NO-OCTPOXHOMY — H
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YyeJIOBeK HpPaBCTBEHHO MEHSETCS, XOTH OBl TO OBIJIO HA HECKOJLKO TOJILKO
munyT’ (IV, 129-30).

Dostoevskii’s years in prison confirmed for him many of the doubts he
had held about socialism whilst he had taken part in the progressive St.
Petersburg circles. The essential importance of individual freedom and
acknowledgement of individual responsibility now made clear to him the danger
to man’s humanity from organised systems for society, based on theories and
abstractions. In his statement to the trial of the Petrashevskii circle, Dostoevskii
admits to admiring Fourierism for its peaceful, compassionate motivation, but
argues that it is an unrealisable Utopia and harmful by virtue of being an artificial
system. He also asserts that no system or theory would be effective in solving the
problems of the disadvantaged proletariat in Europe (XVIII, 133). Whilst we
must be careful of taking these statements at face value, due to the highly
delicate circumstances that required their being written, it is unlikely that
Dostoevskii would have made claims to any belief that was very far from his
actual convictions, and it is fair to accept that the artificial nature of systems was
for him a point of contention with regard to socialism. Now, in the penal colony,
Dostoevskii found himself in the clutches of just such a rigid system that
disregarded the necessary peculiarities of the individual. It was not just the
inflexible and forced communal life that horrified him. He reflected on the nature
of crime and on the response of the authorities to it in all its many forms, and
found the punishment limited in scope and in many cases inappropriate. In
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma he considers some of the various motives for murder,
comparing the hypothetical case of a cold-blooded killer who is ready to slit a
man’s throat for the slightest reason, and an otherwise peaceable man who kills
to defend a loved one from evil. In each case the penalty is penal servitude, with
possibly a slight variation in the length of sentence. He also discusses the
reaction of different men to their punishment: some waste away, their
consciences inflicting on them greater suffering than any prison sentence; others
take to the prison life as if it were a light burden, maybe because their existence
in freedom was twice as brutal. Dostoevskii contends that the one generic
punishment cannot be tailored to take into account the circumstances of each

case, and that in this respect the system fails. Indeed, given the numerous moral
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dangers in prison, ready to dehumanise a convict at every turn, one may even
infer that the system may be positively harmful. Dostoevskii admits that the
problem may be insoluble, but, he stresses, ‘Uro xapaxrep, To M Bapuauus’
(1v, 43).

It is ironic that in a place where every effort was made to treat all men the
same, to reduce them all to the lowest common denominator and to quell all
rebellious self-assertion, Dostoevskii found that the infinite variety within human
nature manifested itself all the more strongly. Towards the end of Zapiski iz
mertvogo doma he brings himself up short for offending the individual integrity
of his fellow inmates by attempting to impose his own system upon them. In the
short passage that follows, one can discern in essence the philosophy that was to

underpin all his later moral and social ideas:

BnpoyeM, BOT A Tenepb CHIIOCh NOJABECTH BECh HAll OCTPOr MNOA
paspalsl; HO BO3MOXHO JM 3T0? JleHCTBHUTEJIBHOCTh OECKOHEYHO
pa3HooGpa3Ha CpaBHHUTEJILHO CO BCEMH, JlaXe U CAMBIMH XHTpPeHIIMMH,
BLIBOJAMH OTBJICYEHHOH MBICIIM M He TepIUT pe3KUX M KPYNMHBIX
pa3mueHud. JIeHCTBUTENILHOCTL CTPEMHTCS K pasapobnienuto. JKu3Hb
cBosi ocobeHHas ObLIa M y Hac, XOTh Kakas-HUOyab, 1a BCE xe Oblia M
He ojHa odulMaIbHasd, a BHYTPEHHAS, CBOA COOCTBeHHas XH3Hb. (IV,
197.)

Here we find respect for the individual by not categorising him;
acknowledgement of the limitations of abstract theories and systems;
appreciation of the diversification of real life; and finally, insistence on the
importance of the individual’s own inner life. All of these principles inform to a

greater or lesser degree his post-Siberian fiction and journalism.

However, there is a negative side to the diversification of reality that
Dostoevskii also experienced in prison, although he does not analyse it in the
manner of the above passage in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma. Nevertheless it is
reasonable to conclude that his later consideration of this negative side has its
roots in Siberia. The notion in question is that diversity may also be
fragmentation, atomisation. Dostoevskii was rejected and pilloried for being
different from his fellow convicts, and though he was never alone for a minute in
prison, he would never be more isolated. The external imposition of convict

status was no unifier, and there seemed to be no inner common ground between

him and the majority of the prisoners, that might create a bond between them.
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Indeed, the impersonal prison system was not responsible for any kind of
comradeship amongst the inmates. Dostoevskii often remarks in Zapiski iz
mertvogo doma that the convicts only tolerated each other’s existence, and
seemed to get along in an atmosphere of contained irritability. Instead it was their
own moral codes of justice and solidarity that enabled them to forge any
relationships at all. Prison proved to Dostoevskii that just as artificially
constructed systems that attempted to level society could not account for each
individual manifestation of humanity, so unmitigated diversity and self-assertion
would drive men apart. One might argue that he had first-hand experience of the
failings of the kind of Kushite society described by Khomiakov. Thus, like
Khomiakov, he reached the same conclusions. Only freely given, mutual
Christian love and forgiveness would unite men. The Marei revelation had taught
him not to judge the convicts; it had shown him what the common people mean
when they call crime a misfortune and criminals ‘unfortunates’. The misfortune
lay in the suffering resulting from degrading the image of Christ in oneself;
Dostoevskii learned to have compassion for this suffering. In addition, his own
overwhelming desire to love and seek forgiveness just before his mock execution
indicated to him that he was also a sinner in need of the same compassion, and
that all sinners are equal in the eyes of God, a truth that the convicts glimpsed in
the Easter service. He witnessed the beneficial effect of respect and trust in the
convicts by the prison doctors and the commander G—v. If these grim, hardened
characters were given the opportunity to express themselves in their own way, in
an atmosphere of mutual trust and dignity, away from the rigidity of the prison
regime, how might they have flowered! I believe that this is what Dostoevskii
has in mind when he writes:

M CcKOJIbKO B 3THX CTeHax norpebGeHo HalpacHO MOJIOJOCTH, CKOJIBKO
BeJIMKMX CHJ moru6io 3neck aapom! Beas Hano yx BcE ckasaTh: Bedb
3TOT HapoA HeoOBIKHOBEHHBIA ObLT Hapod. Beab aTo, MoxeT ObIThb, M
ecTb CaMblif apoBHTBIH, CaMbli CHJIBHBIM HapojJ M3 BCEro Hapojaa
nawmero. Ho nmorubsu aapoM Moryuyue CH/bl, MOTHOJHM HEHOPMAJIBLHO,
He3akoHHO, 6e3Bo3BpaTHO. A kTo BUHOBAT? (IV, 231.)

Although he does not reply to his question, the answer is that all are to blame. All
are to blame for creating a house of the dead, anywhere that the sacred image of
humanity has to struggle to survive: criminals, prison officials, free men, gentry,
peasantry. Surely here is the seed of Dostoevskii’s future teaching that each is
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responsible for all, and the real beginning of his new view of life that was to take
him so close to the Moscow Slavophiles.

It would be a mistake to assume that Dostoevskii left prison with a fully
formed new set of beliefs. He still had to serve a term as a soldier and start the
long process of catching up with developments in literary, political and
intellectual circles. It would not be until the 1860s that he would be allowed to
resume journalistic activities and try out his gradually forming ideas in debates
with new opponents. It must also be remembered that the views expressed in
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma were formulated with five years of hindsight. But this
is not to deny the fundamental significance of the prison years as the time in
which Dostoevskii was cured of the ‘infection’ of Western-influenced radical
socialist thought. It was a time in which every doubt he had felt about
progressive Westernism was confirmed, and his old attachment to traditional
Orthodoxy reasserted itself in response to his quest for humanitarian solutions for
society. The lessons he learned in Siberia prepared the ground for his later
development of philosophies strikingly similar to Slavophilism. And, most
importantly of all, in prison he established the basis for his faith in the narod as
Russia’s hopes for the future. David McDuff refers to Dostoevskii’s political
crime as a crime against the Russian people, and the writing of Zapiski iz
mertvogo doma as his atonement.®' It is indeed likely that as each of the
convictions that had led to Dostoevskii’s involvement with Speshnev were
overturned, he appreciated the meaning of his crime for the people and was
prompted to formulate a new opinion of them. Having paid his debt, Dostoevskii

now had to learn to build a new life around his nascent beliefs.
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1.4: Vremia, Epokha and pochvennichestvo.

Dostoevskii was allowed to return to European Russia in 1859. His older
brother Mikhail had for some time been planning to start a literary journal, and
once the enthusiastic Fedor had obtained permission to recommence journalistic
activities, the new publication, Vremia, was announced and subscriptions invited
in late 1860. The main editorial board consisted of the Dostoevskii brothers, with
the more practical Mikhail chiefly responsible for business concerns, and the
critics Nikolai Strakhov and Apollon Grigor'ev. Between the four of them, they
devised and promoted through Fremia a new ideology that became known as
pochvennichestvo. The name derives from pochva or ‘soil’; the movement was
intended as a middle way between Slavophilism and Westernism, based on the
need to reconcile the common people and the gentry by the return of the
intelligentsia to their ‘native soil’. By this, the adherents to the movement, or
pochvenniki, meant not simply abandoning Western learning in favour of home-
grown traditions, but recognising that each could inform the other in order to
enable Russia to contribute positively to universal development in her own
unique way. In his adherence to pochvennichestvo, Dostoevskii had the chance to
express the ideas he had developed in Siberia and to situate them in the
intellectual debates of the time, in which the Slavophiles and Westernisers still
played a significant, though less prominent, role. In doing so, he also found the
opportunity to learn more about his opponents and to begin to familiarise himself
with the works of Slavophiles past and present. Thus his work on the journals
shows a definite assignation of importance to those themes he had in common
with Khomiakov and Kireevskii, namely the role of the Russian people,
oppositions between Russian and Western culture and religion, and the

significance of voluntary organic unity.

It is fair to say that Grigor'ev was the key figure in pochvennichestvo. He
had for some years been working on ideas similar to those being born in
Dostoevskii in Siberia, and he had remained stubbornly independent from the
fiercely divided Slavophiles and Westernisers, although Frank contends that he
found far less to quarrel over with the former than with the latter and advocated a
more open deference for Slavophilism in Vremia.** In addition, whilst the

question of influence is frequently difficult to determine, it is probable that in
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Grigor'ev Dostoevskii found a like-minded partner for dialogue, which enabled
him to refine and consolidate his new ideas. Several aspects of Dostoevskii’s
post-Siberian thought echo or build upon ideas held by Grigor'ev; in turn, the
latter’s work shows striking similarities with early Slavophile thought, despite
his refusal to be partisan. Frank also suggests other reasons why Dostoevskii
would have been drawn to Grigor'ev. Firstly, as a heavy drinker and frequent
visitor to the debtor’s prison, he was an example of that breadth of Russian
nature that enabled lofty spiritual aspirations to coexist with a sordid, disordered
lifestyle. Dostoevskii was later to depict such a ‘broad’ Russian nature in Dmitrii
Karamazov, and it has been suggested that Grigor'ev served as one of the
prototypes for this character.”® Secondly, Grigor'ev had interpreted Pushkin as
being the first writer to depict the struggle between Western-influenced
‘predatory’ types and natural Russian ‘meek’ types, and Dostoevskii would have
appreciated his analysis of ‘meek’ types as the true carriers of Russian moral and
social values.*® By a brief discussion of his views I intend to show those points of
Slavophilism taken up by Dostoevskii, and the areas in which Grigor'ev and the
pochvenniki depart from Slavophile ideology. 35

The main theme that runs through all of Grigor'ev’s thought, that became
the central tenet of pochvennichestvo and that had arisen from the same roots as
Slavophilism, is organic unity. Vladimir Viktorovich writes that Grigor'ev
examined through the field of aesthetics those ideas considered by Khomiakov in
the field of theology and by Kireevskii in the field of philosophy,* so his thought
is informed by an aesthetic view of life and often focuses on the relationship of
art to life. He insisted on the organic unity of art and literature with Russia’s
moral, social and political life and valued the artist as the representative of the
whole of Russia’s inner life, a view that was in keeping with his independent
stance and his aim to reconcile the fragmented intelligentsia with its native soil.
‘ITpou3BeIeHHS HCKYCCTBA CBA3aHBI TeM HEe MEHee OPraHHYeCKH C XH3HHIO
TBOPLIOB MX, U MOCPEACTBOM 3TOr0 C XH3HUIO 3n0XK’, he wrote.’? Vremia,
too, was very much concerned with the role of literature, and Dostoevskii’s
attitude to the place of art in society at the time of his involvement with
pochvennichestvo will be examined in detail in a later chapter. Grigor'ev’s

preoccupation with organic unity derives from a reaction against the rationalism
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of Enlightenment philosophy that informed Westernism. He was critical of its
abstract theories drawn from rigid scientific laws, which could not account for
the diversity of real life. But, unlike the Slavophiles, he also rejected
Romanticism for its nostalgia for the past and its failure to appreciate the present.
However, he acknowledged one positive element in Romanticism; this was
‘historical feeling’, by which, according to Dowler, he meant ‘sensitivity to the
organic unity of thought and life and recognition of the individuality and moral

independence of every nation,”®

Grigor'ev writes that as the reaction that
motivated Romanticism, historical feeling ‘oOHapyxuiock kak 6oab oOT
NPUKOCHOBEHUSA XHPYPIMYECKOIO HHCTPYMEHTa K >XHBOMY Temy. [...]
Hctopuueckoe Xe 4YYyBCTBO NpoOYyIWnoch [...] BCICACTBHE TOro, YTO
KOCHYJIHCh XHBBIX MeCT HoxoM Teopun’.>? In this extract one is struck by the
same emphasis on the motif of the living organism and the same aversion to pure

science as found in the works of Khomiakov and Kireevskii.

For Grigor'ev, the source of organic unity was faith in the ideal beauty of
Christ, a belief that Dostoevskii had also reached during his exile. We have seen
how the latter’s prison experiences led him to see the image of Christ in man as
the basis for brotherhood. Shortly after his release, Dostoevskii wrote to his
benefactress Fonvizina with an early formulation of his notion of precisely the
beauty of Christ as the stimulus for mutual love:
U, onHako Xke, OOr MOCHUIaET MHE HMHOIa MHHYTHI, B KOTOpHIE 1
COBEPLLIEHHO CIIOKOEH; B 3TH MHHYTHI A JIIOOJIIO H HAXOXY, YTO APYTMMH
JI06MM, M B TakKMe-TO MHHYTHl f CIOXHJI B cebe CHMBOJ Bephl, B
KOTOPOM BCE JUIA MEHS SICHO M CBATO. DTOT CHMBOJI OY¢Hb IPOCT, BOT
OH: BEpHUTb, YTO HET HHYEro mnpekpacHee, Iaybxe, cHMNaTHyHee,
pasyMHee, MyXeCTBEHHee H coBepileHHee XPHUCTa, U He TOJILKO HET, HO

C peBHHBOIO JOGOBEIO roBopio cebe, 4TO U He MoxkeT ObITh. (XVIII/,
176.)

Grigor'ev’s similar beliefs gave rise to criticisms of people or organisations who
had lost sight of the unifying power of Christ’s beauty, and in particular he
attacked those targets that Khomiakov and Kireevskii had focused on: the Roman
Catholic Church and the official bodies of the Orthodox Church. According to
Grigor'ev, these institutions could only produce artificial cohesion by externally
imposed forces, a view that echoed the Slavophile leaders:

Bce 9TOo  paspeuiaeTcsi  ymuaumaphoi0  YTONHEIO  IJIOTCKOTO
6J1aronoJIy4ydss MJIM AyLIEBHOro pabcTBa M KHTaHCKMM 3acToeM MOJ
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THETOM 6HewHe20 eAVHCTBA, 3a OTCYCTBHEM €IUHCTBA BHYTPEHHETO, T.
e. Xpucra, 1. e. Moeana, 1. e. Meps, Kpacotsl, B koTOopoit oaHoO#
3aKJII0YaeTCS MCTHHA M KOTOpOH OAHOH BXOOMT MCTHHA B AyIlly
yesopeka. '

However, he pointed to what he called ‘humble Orthodoxy’, or the innate
religious spirit of the common people, as containing true inner brotherhood.*!
This is a concept not unlike Khomiakov’s notion of sobornost’. Grigor'ev’s
appeal to this ‘humble Orthodoxy’ is particularly interesting when we consider
Dostoevskii’s reliance on the small figure of the Russian Orthodox monk as the
source of redemption. One may also find a correlation between Grigor'ev’s
criticism of Catholicism and the fact that it was while they collaborated on
Vremia that Dostoevskii too began to display anti-Catholic views. At this stage,
however, the importance of Orthodoxy was not uppermost either for Dostoevskii
or for pochvennichestvo, which is the reason for the relatively small space
dedicated to the subject in the journals of the Dostoevskii brothers, as Dowler
explains:

[The pochvenniki] regarded the Orthodox faith as only one manifestation of

Russia’s distinctiveness. The vagueness of this account proved in the future to

be unsatisfactory to the pochvenniki. [...] Dostoevsky, too, was soon to find in

the Orthodox religion the clue to Russian originality. In Vremia, however, the
religious motif remained suppressed.*?

Vremia was launched in 1861 and very soon attracted a respectable
number of subscribers, thus demonstrating that there was a demand for a
moderate journal with a fresh argument. The editors made much of the selling
point that the reading public was bored with the old squabbles between the
Slavophiles and the Westernisers, and they advertised their publication as
showing the way to reconciling the two factions, as well as healing the rift
between intelligentsia and narod. The timing of the publication was also to their
advantage, as it came in the same year as the long-awaited and much-discussed
Emancipation of the Serfs. Optimism was therefore high, and the ‘peasant
question’ was on everyone’s minds. Vremia began by situating itself in the
debate over the significance of the reforms of Peter the Great. The position the
editors took was conciliatory, emphasising the inappropriate nature of the
reforms for the common people, but also acknowledging the necessity of those
reforms. The Call for Subscriptions published ahead of the journal in 1860

described how the form of Peter’s reforms was against the soul and the strivings
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of the people, and thus they chose to make their own way in the dark (XVIII, 36).
By contrast, for the educated classes the reforms did not turn them into
Europeans, but showed Russia her potential and revealed to her the need to find
her own national principle to contribute to humanity (XVIII, 36-37). In this
announcement, confirmed by Strakhov as authored by Dostoevskii,® the
pochvenniki even took the unique step of arguing that although the time for the
division between the gentry and the people was now past and a new era must
begin, this division had been both necessary and a sign of Russia’s unique
qualities,: ‘[...] crnocoOGHOCTBL OTpPEUMTHCE Ha BpeMA OT IMO4BBI, 4TOO
Tpe3Bee M OeCpUCTpacTHee B3IJSIHYTH Ha ceOsl, eCThb yxe cama mno cebe
npusHak Beymdaiimeit ocobenHoctu’ (XVIII, 37). This bold statement stands
out against Dostoevskii’s later proclamations on the subject of Peter’s reforms as
being strikingly positive, for in the years to come, although he never went so far
as to suggest that there were no benefits to the gentry from the reforms,
Dostoevskii did not again assert that the resulting split through Russian society
had any worthwhile outcomes. The possibility of pandering to the censor may be
dismissed, for Dostoevskii was more likely by nature to err on the side of
outspokenness than obsequiousness. It seems more probable that he too was
buoyed up by the mood of hope and optimism preceding the Emancipation edict,
and that as this mood gradually ebbed in the subsequent years, so did

Dostoevskii’s generous attitude towards Peter’s reforms.

Despite its claim to be a journal of reconciliation, Vremia devoted many
pages to criticising the arguments of the Slavophiles and Westernisers, and its
first year of publication saw more censure of the former than the latter. This bias
was in part due to the fact that Dostoevskii, who had the largest share of the input
into the journal, had not read the works of the early Slavophiles and based his
opinion on the content of the contemporary Slavophile journal Den’, as I have
already discussed in my Introductory Chapter. In addition, Dowler suggests that
Mikhail Dostoevskii had more sympathies with the liberal journals and that his
influence counterbalanced the more conservative leanings of Grigor'ev and
Strakhov in editorial decisions.** However, 1 disagree with V. S. Nechaeva,
whose argument that ‘JlOCTOEBCKHA COBCEM He ABYCMBICIEHHO COEIUHAI,

S

Jajee, CBOe HalpaBJIcHHE C sanaguukamu’,” rather oversimplifies the
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complex nature of his tendency, as my analysis will show. In the eleventh issue
of Vremia Dostoevskii published an article entirely devoted to attacking the
tendency of Den’. Entitled ‘Poslednie literaturnye iavleniia: gazeta Den”, the
article denounces Slavophilism for being moribund, blinkered and negative.
Dostoevskii begins by expressing agreement with the recently deceased
Konstantin Aksakov on the worth of the peasant obshchina, conceding that his
understanding of it as set down in one of his last, unfinished articles, was better
than that of any Westerniser (XIX, 59).*¢ But this acknowledgement of common
ground is overshadowed by the list of faults he finds with the Slavophiles. He
writes:
[...] 3amagHuKH He XOTeJM no-pakHpckH 3aTKHYTh IJ1a3 M ylled nepen
HEKOTOPLIMHM HENMOHSATHBLIMM IS HUX SABJICHHSAMH, OHM HE XOTEJH
OCTaBHUThb UX Oe3 paspellieHUs H 80 umo Obl Hu cMAA0 OTHECTUCH K HUM
BpaxJeOHO, kak Jenanu ciaaBsHoouisl; [...] 3anaaHuyecTBO mepenuIo
OBl CBOIO Y€PTY M COBECTJIMBO OTKA3aJI0Ch OBl OT CBOHX OlMOOK. OHO U
NepelUIo ee HakoHell M oOpaTHJIOCh K peasu3my, TOrJa Kak
CIaBAHOOWILCTBO JO CHX TIOp €lle CTOHT Ha CMYTHOM H
HeolpelcJICHHOM HJeaJie CBOeM, COCTOfIIEM, B CywyHocmu, W3

HEKOTOPBIX YAA4YHBIX HM3YyYeHHH CTapuHHOro Hautero Omita [...]. (XIX,
60.)

He is particularly frustrated with the attitude of the same Konstantin Aksakov
towards Russian literature, which the latter saw as being false, over-
Europeanised and hostile to its own native principles. As a writer, Dostoevskii
could not help but feel indignant at this accusation. He justifies his profession
with the argument that literature is motivated by a spirit of ruthless self-criticism,
standing as much against extreme Westernism as do the Slavophiles themselves
(XIX, 60), and that the European influence in Russian literature has been given a

national perspective:

Ha, [...] eBponeiickoe BIMsHHE CHJIBHO OTO3BaJIOCh B CO3JAaHUAX HallcH
JIMTepaTyphl, OTpaxaercs U Jo CcHX mnop. Ho pasese Mmel pabeku
BOCIIDHHUMAJIM HX, pa3Be He MEPEXHBAIU MX XHUIHEHHBIM IIPOLIECCOM,
pa3Be He BBIPaOOTBHIBAJIH CBOEro PYCCKOro B3rjisga Ha 3TH HHO3EMHBIC
spyenus [...]? (XIX, 62.)

‘Poslednie literaturnye iavleniia® provides us with as it were a snapshot of
Dostoevskii’s interaction with Slavophilism: he was becoming aware of
correspondences between his ideas and those aspects of the movement that have
been enumerated in the preceding chapter, but at that time the points on which he

took issue with the Slavophiles outnumbered these correspondences, thanks to
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his as yet limited acquaintance with their works. Frank further elaborates on the
issue with the comment that, like many of his contemporaries, Dostoevskii had
absorbed certain ideas fundamental to Slavophilism as self-evident truths; for
example both Herzen and Chernyshevskii accepted the notion, first put forward
by the Slavophiles, that the principle behind the peasant commune was morally

superior to Western individualism.*’

In its first year of publication, Vremia gained the reputation for being a
relatively progressive publication. The reasons for this included, as we have seen,
Dostoevskii’s open frustration with what he viewed as the narrow-mindedness of
Den’, and the brothers’ temperance of the more pro-Slavophile tendencies of
Strakhov and Grigor'ev. It is also true, as Frank remarks, that the majority of
public opinion at that time was hostile to the Slavophile movement, and this may
explain the brothers’ caution in their initial editorial policy.*® Offord concurs,
noting that Dostoevskii may have felt obliged to tread carefully with the younger
generation when referring to the ‘authorities of Sovremennik’ so as not to alienate
his readers. He points out that there was ‘a measure of genuine respect’ for the
likes of Chernyshevskii and Dobroliubov in the early years of Vremia.*
However, during the course of 1862, certain articles indicated that the editors
were experiencing a growing sympathy with Slavophile principles, although a
measure of criticism was still directed towards the contemporary representatives
of that camp. The most important of these articles is ‘Dva lageria teoretikov’. It
is a remarkable piece, in that, perhaps more clearly than any other Vremia article
authored by Dostoevskii, it tackles head on the issue of the deficiencies of the
main ideological movements within the Russian intelligentsia, and attempts to
offer something of an alternative. It also shows how Dostoevskii was beginning
to formulate the idea-feelings inspired by katorga into a set of beliefs, although it
should be noted that at this time these beliefs were still in development and were

yet to have the input of many key events of the writer’s life.

Written in the wake of the 1861 Emancipation of the Serfs, ‘Dva lageria
teoretikov’ stands in contrast to Dostoevskii’s pre-Siberian journalism with
regard to his attitude towards the Russian people. In this article he indicates right
from the outset that because of the Emancipation edict alone, there is a need to
consider the part the narod has played and will play in the life of Russia. In
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addition to this, he brings to bear on the matter his knowledge gained in Siberia
of the relations between the educated classes and the common people, in order to
expose the weaknesses in the arguments of the Slavophiles and the Westernisers.
He begins by stating that the question of the people is directly linked to the future
of Russia, and shows that the connection is organic by speaking of the people
and the vitality of society in the same phrase:

Bomnpoc o Hapoae B HacTosdllee BpeMs €CTb BONPOC O XKHU3HU [...]: ecThb

JM y Hac B Hacrosllee BpeMs 3eMCTBO KaK 3JIEMEHT, OTJIMYHBIA OT

CITyXHWJIbIX COCJIOBHH, €CTh JIM €llle B HEM Telephb Kakas-HUOyIb XKH3Hb,

MOXET JI4 OHO OOHOBHUTBH Hallle Heboraroe *HU3HEHHOCTHIO O0IIEeCTBO?
(XX, 5.)

Dostoevskii concedes in ‘Dva lageria teoretikov’ that both Westernisers
and Slavophiles recognise the existence of a gulf between the educated classes
and the narod, which must be bridged. Outlining the arguments of each camp, he
examines their different attitudes to healing the rift and highlights the
inadequacies therein. He portrays the Westernisers as seeking to raise the
common people to their level, seeing the people as the needy party and the
intelligentsia as a repository of progress and enlightenment. But in Dostoevskii’s
view, the situation is the reverse: it is the educated classes who are in need,
whilst the people have their own reserves of strength. He refers to the common
belief — one that he himself once held — that the narod is stupid and so steeped in
routine as to function virtually like machines, citing Uspenskii and Pisemskii,
two writers for the progressive journal Sovremennik, as propagating this view,
and calls it slander. He sees this belief as expressing in a contemporary form the
old antagonism felt by the boyar aristocracy for the zemstvo (XX, 8). Here the
reader can feel the resonance of Dostoevskii’s Siberian experience in his
assertion that the people will not appreciate any attempt by the gentry to make
magnanimous gestures to them, as he writes:

[...] Hapoa He NoAoHAET kK HaM INpexie, HexeJn Mbl y0aBuM y cebs
OJIUMITHICKOTO BEIHYMA, NIPEX/IE YeM CaMHU MOJa UM €My He Ha CJIOBaX,
a Ha fene pyky. Bear HapoA-TO He CO3HaeT B Hac HyXAHL: oH Gydem
Kkpenok u 6e3 nac... OH HE HCYAXHET, KaK YaXHEM MBI, HE HYYBCTBYS NOJ

CBOMMH HOTaMH TOYKH ONOPBI, HE MMeSl 3a CBOHMMH IUIeYaMH MaccChl
Hapona. (XX, 8.)

On the other hand, Dostoevskii praises the Slavophiles for having raised

awareness of the positive attributes of peasant society and for having recognised
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the value of the obshchina. Den', he writes, has a deep and honest thirst for the
truth, supports the free and independent development of Russian life and upholds
Russian interests on issues that are as flesh and blood to society, so much that he
finds that Den’ plays an invaluable part in literary debate (XX, 9). High praise
indeed from Dostoevskii, especially when compared to his comments from just
the year before. But he still finds points of disagreement with the Slavophiles,
criticising the arguments that stem from such noble motives. In their zeal to
emphasise the worth of the traditional peasant way of life, he asserts, they are
unjust towards the educated classes and write off all aspects of post-Petrine
civilisation as false. In order to refute their claims, Dostoevskii points to the
flowering of Russian literature from Pushkin onwards and its ability to absorb the
best of European learning as well as to turn a critical eye on the flaws in Russian
society (XX, 10).

True to Vremia’s claim to hold the middle ground, Dostoevskii
acknowledges that a part of the truth is to be found in each camp. In a passage
that sets out the position of the pochvenniki on the reforms of Peter the Great, he
argues that those reforms were a genuine response to the increasing need felt by
all Russians for intellectual development and spiritual renewal. He pays homage
to the pre-Petrine period idealised by the Slavophiles for its emphasis on spiritual
life, but cautions that renewal cannot come from dreams of nostalgia. By
contrast, according to Dostoevskii, the reforms sprang from Peter’s correct
apprehension of his native people’s needs, and so were truly Russian in nature
and quite necessary. However, Peter’s despotic will caused him to try to
reconstruct the whole of society in his lifetime. In opening a window on the
West, says Dostoevskii, the reforms allowed Russians to take from Europe not
only beneficial education but ideas and structures not appropriate to Russia. The
narod, seeing no advantage to them in the reforms, turned their back on them,
thus proving that in their implementation they were anti-Russian, as Dostoevskii
explains:

IMoatomy Ilerpa MOXHO Ha3BaTh HapOAHBIM SABJICHHEM HACTOJILKO,
HAaCKOJILKO OH BEIpaxaJ B cebe CTpeMJieHHe Hapoja OOGHOBUTLCH, JATh
60Jiee IPOCTOPY KU3HH ~ HO TONBKO JIO CHX NOP OH M OLLJI HApOJeEH...
Beipaxasch To4yHeH, onHa udes Ilerpa Onia Hapoana. Ho Tletp xak

¢akT ObUT B BBICIICH CTENCHM aHTHHAPOMEH... Bo-nepBLIX, OH H3MeHHI
HapoOJHOMY JyXy B JECIOTH3ME CBOMX pedOpMaTOpPCKUX NpPHEMOB,
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clesiaB [1ej1o IIpeoOpa3oBaHUs He JEJIOM BCEro HapoJa, a AeJIOM C80e20
TOJILKO Ipou3BoJa. [...] Hapon u oTpekcs ot cBoux nobpoxenareneii-
pedopmaTopos [...] noToMy, 4To Takoil mpeoOpa3oBaTeIbHBIA NpUEM
OLLT fajieko He B ero ayxe. (XX, 15.)

Thus Dostoevskii shows that the price paid for the benefits of Peter’s
reforms was an ever-increasing rift between the educated classes and the people,
a rift that had become so large that the intelligentsia did not know how to bridge
it, as typified by the squabbling of the Westernisers and the Slavophiles.
Dostoevskii’s solution is based on the deep appreciation for the peasant classes
that he learned in Siberia. He underlines the native principle of voluntary unity in
the peasant commune, the innate wisdom shown by the people in their response
to the Emancipation edict, and their ability to recognise and judge their own
faults. These, he writes, are proof that the narod has something to offer and is
capable of growth (XX, 21). Also interesting is Dostoevskii’s contention that the
Raskol demonstrates the Russian people’s ability to create their own indigenous
cultural forms in preference to accepting changes imposed by the authorities
(XX, 20-21). Here he shows that his fervent faith in Christ does not preclude him
from departing from official church teaching; on the contrary, this comment, in
my interpretation, indicates that Dostoevskii preferred to look to the people as
the true authority on Orthodoxy and that he sympathised with Grigor'ev’s
concept of ‘humble Orthodoxy’ as outlined above.

To contrast with his portrayal of the people, Dostoevskii depicts the
gentry as running out of fresh energy because, thanks to their separation from
their native soil, their range of activity is too limited to take Russia far. He lays
the blame on the upper stratum of society for the poor regard the peasantry has of
it; it is because of the gentry’s former lack of concern with the peasantry and
because of its dubious moral standing that the people do not understand them
(XX, 17). Therefore, Dostoevskii proposes three necessary courses of action.
Firstly, literacy must be disseminated among the common people as a means to
their moral and spiritual self-improvement. Secondly, the system of estate
borders, which prevents the free movement of the peasantry, must be abolished.
Thirdly, the gentry must also be prepared to undergo moral reform and learn to
respect the peasant in a manner that transcends abstract theories (XX, 20). He

concludes: ‘Heyxemu MBI HAacTOJILKO 3a[OXHYJIUCh, HACTOJILKO 3aMeEpJIH,
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It is very interesting that Dostoevskii should make this observation as
much with regard to the Slavophiles as to the Westernisers, because the former
thinkers themselves showed a dislike for theories and formulas, as I have shown
in my Introductory Chapter. Whether or not Dostoevskii was aware of this aspect
to their thought at this stage cannot be made certain, but in his interpretation the
Slavophiles become hypocrites. By contrast, Dostoevskii appears to have taken
on one idea that is fundamental to Slavophilism and has followed it with more
consistency than he sees in that movement. In other words, he seems to be a
‘better’ Slavophile than the Slavophiles themselves. Of course, it must be
reiterated that during the early days of Vremia Dostoevskii was still in the initial
stages of his direct acquaintance with the works of Khomiakov, Kireevskii and
the other key figures of Slavophilism. In his portrayal of them as rigidly rejecting
all post-Petrine society he is undoubtedly unjust, as the early Slavophiles, as I
mentioned in my Introductory Chapter, were more moderate and recognised the
benefits of Western knowledge. Nevertheless, Dostoevskii’s great talent for
polemicising with his opponents lay in his ability to test their arguments by
taking them to extremes and by exposing their inherent contradictions. Whilst
showing that a Romantic aversion to abstract theories and rigid formulas is
inconsistent with a denial that anything positive resulted from the Petrine
reforms, Dostoevskii himself demonstrates an attachment to freely developed
organic models. This attachment informs both his critique of the reforms of Peter
the Great and his choice of proposals for the reconciliation of the divided
sections of Russian society. Instead of calling for sweeping changes or major
societal reconstruction according to prescribed exemplars, with the exception of
estate reform, he opts for measures that allow natural change and encourage the
native Russian way of life to flourish. Such tactics would appeal more to the
narod because, as he writes, ‘OH caMIIKOM MHPOMIOOMB M JIOGHT
no6uBaThCs CBOMX lieiel nmyreM wupa, nocrenenno’ (XX, 15). The
promotion of literacy as a means to self-improvement for the peasant classes, and
moral development for the gentry, are gradual solutions that begin from within
the individual with a common aim in mind, and the benefit to society will appear

as part of its natural growth.
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YTO HeT Halexabl Ha Haue oxusieHue? Ho ecim B Hac 3aMepJia XKH3Hb,
TO OHA HECOMHCHHO €CTb B HCTpOHYTOﬁ cie HaPOJIHOﬁ IIo4BE... 3TO

cBaToe Hauue yoexnaenue’ (XX, 22).

In Dostoevskii’s summation of the problem facing Russian society, of the
pitfalls in the arguments of the Slavophile and Westerniser movements, and in
his proffered solutions, it is possible to discern several points that indicate his
increasing awareness of common ground with the Slavophiles and his growing
admiration for them. Of particular interest for the purposes of this study are the
role he accords to the narod in renewing Russia and the peasant commune, for
these matters are central to Slavophilism. In his esteem for the people he sides
with the Slavophiles, and implies as much by his parting criticism of the
Westernisers in ‘Dva lageria teoretikov’: ‘MBI nmpu3HaeM B HapoJe MHOIO
HENOCTAaTKOB, HO HUKOIZa HE COTJIaCMMCA C OXHHMM JIare€peM TEOPETHKOB,
YTO HapoJ HENPOXOAMMO TJIyN, HHYEro He CAENasl B THICAYY JIET CBOEit
xu3uK’ (XX, 22). He also shows a partial agreement with the Slavophiles on the
question of the disruptive and anti-Russian implementation of Peter the Great’s
reforms, although he puts more emphasis on their benefits than can be found in
the works of Khomiakov or Kireevskii. But there is one other issue highlighted
by Dostoevskii in this article that demonstrates his closeness to Slavophilism at
this point, and that is his aversion to theory. The very title brings the issue to the
forefront, and he confronts it in the opening pages. He calls the matter of the
relation of the gentry to the people a ‘xu3HeHHBIi Bompoc’ that cannot be
solved by a theory. In this way he makes a contrast between what he sees to be
an organic part of Russian life and the artificiality of the reactions of the main
groups of the intelligentsia. Theories, he says, are all very well provided they do
not try to offer a formula for life. But Dostoevskii believes the Slavophiles and
Westernisers to be judging reality by their own preconceived formulas, and

therefore neither camp can perceive facts objectively:

3amafHUKH,  COCTaBUB  cebe  Teopuio  3amaaHoeBponeickoi
o0111eYeJIOBEUECKON KU3HM M BCTPETACH C BOBCE HeENMOXoXeil Ha Hee
PYCCKOil KH3IHBIO, 3apaHee OCYANIH ITY Xku3Hb. CiaBsHODUILL, NPUHSB
32 HOPMY CTapblii MOCKOBCKMIl MIeasnbuuk, moxce 3apai OCYIUJIH B
PYCCKOif KH3HHM BCE, YTO HE YKJIa[LIBAJIOCh B HX Y3KyI0 pamky. (XX, 5-
6.)
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In the summer of 1862 Dostoevskii had a new, important experience that
had a further shaping effect on his developing views of life: he went abroad for
the first time. The official reason for his trip was to consult foreign doctors about
his epilepsy, although Kjetsaa suggests that this was likely a convenient pretext
for obtaining a visa, judging by his packed schedule.®® Dostoevskii had for a long
time wanted to see Europe for himself and visit the origins of those writers he
admired from his early youth. He was away for three months and took in the
major cities of Germany, Austria, Switzerland, Italy, France and England. On his
return, he wrote an account of his impressions from his travels, and the result was
published in Vremia’s first issue of 1863. Entitled Zimnie zametki o letnikh
vpechatleniiakh, it is a work that is in my opinion of crucial importance in
Dostoevskii’s oeuvre. It foreshadows the arguments of Zapiski iz podpol'ia and
marks a significant degree of crystallisation in the author’s views on Russia and
the West; it echoes Slavophilism in its concern with themes of organic unity as

opposed to artificial union or fragmentation.

Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh is a subjective, ironic,
provocative work, in which the author puts forward a persuasive case for the
corruption underlying Western European culture. To distance himself from the
‘guide-book” style of travel writing, he concentrates on observing people, rather
than places, and so Zimnie zametki becomes a moral, rather than a social,
indictment. Dostoevskii’s impressions were undoubtedly coloured by his own
prejudices about the West, but nevertheless they show a clear insight into the
sources of the malaise which he felt Europe was producing in Russia.’! Zimnie
zametki is a highly complex work that does not easily submit to a straightforward
interpretation of it as Dostoevskii’s own beliefs. He writes in the popular style of
the feuilleton, interwoven with imaginary dialogues, biting irony reflecting as
much on himself as on his objects of scrutiny, and statements deliberately
designed to undermine the authority of his discourse. The reader must recognise
that this style is designed with awareness of a readership in mind, and
Dostoevskii’s artistic rendition of his material demands cautious analysis.
Nevertheless, when taken in the context of his letters of that time, it is possible to

follow those arguments that reflect his personal opinions,*
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Dostoevskii acknowledges the legacy of the Petrine period early on in
Zimnie zametki: ‘Benb BCE, peUIMTENBHO NOYTH BCE, YTO €CTh B HacC
pa3BUTHA, HAYKH, HCKYCCTBA, I'PaXXJaHCTBEHHOCTH, YeJIOBEYHOCTH, BCE, BCE
Beb 3TO OTTYJa, U3 Toil ke cTpaHsl cBATHIX 4yynec!’ (V, 51). However, his
comment is double-edged, since his reference to Europe as ‘the land of holy
wonders’ is highly ironic; Dostoevskii is quoting from the poem Mechta by
Khomiakov, who used this phrase in a lament for the West, which he saw as a
dying civilisation to be replaced by the East. The poem was an expression of his
view that Kushitism had run its course in Europe, and that the West could only
be revived by the Iranian East (in particular Russia). Dostoevskii’s use of irony
exemplifies the paradoxical attitude that many Russians held towards the West as
a result of the veneration of its culture. The awe felt for European thought and
society went hand in hand with a sense of inferiority, which in turn engendered
bitterness, displayed in Dostoevskii’s own account of his suppressed rage at the

seemingly arrogant pride of the Germans in their newly built Cologne bridge.

Dostoevskii’s indignation aroused by his European hosts was inflamed by
his entrenched xenophobia, which is manifest in Zimnie zametki. Any study of
his attitudes to European society must take account of this fact. Admittedly,
Dostoevskii himself openly acknowledges the bias of his opinions, but he is not
above, for example, dismissing the German race in one sweeping statement:
‘[...] nockopee ymu3uyn B Jpesnen, nurtas ruyboyvaiiuiee yGexnaenne B
Ayllle, YTO K HEMIY Hal0 OCOOEHHO NMPHMBLIKATL M YTO C HEMPUBLIYKU €ro
BeChbMa TpPYJIHO BHIHOCHTH B Oosbmux Maccax.’(V, 47) Whether xenophobia
was characteristic of educated Russians at the time is not a subject for this study,
but it is worth recognising the extent to which Dostoevskii’s mind could remain
closed to non-Russians. Malcolm Jones discusses Dostoevskii’s attitude to his
hosts in his article on the writer’s travels in Europe, and remarks how during
Dostoevskii’s later four-year-long stay in Europe he remained isolated from the
cultural scene, made no friends either among the Russian émigrés or among his
hosts, and with the exception of French, did not become proficient in any
European languages. Jones argues that Dostoevskii needed to keep himself
distant from European culture in order to back his ‘whole ideology about Russia
and Europe’:
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It was important, in order that the ideology should be sustained, for
Dostoyevsky to have first-hand evidence to convince him that he was right, to
shut out evidence that he might be mistaken, and to keep at bay what a mind
of his intelligence must have known: that life, and European civilisation, were
a good deal more complex than he was prepared to allow... All in all, there is
irrefutable evidence that Dostoyevsky wanted to preserve a distance between
himself and European life, and the fact that he did so for four years during
which it swept and whirled around him is some evidence of a strong
emotional need. Although he probably learned less about Russian peasant
mentality in Siberia than he would have liked to think, he probably learnt a
great deal more than he did about European mentality in his four years
abroad.>

The main theme of the third chapter, entitled ‘Completely Superfluous’,
is the impact of European civilisation and culture on Russia. Dostoevskii
deliberately undermines the very ideas that he intends to highlight, prefacing
them with the instruction, ‘He nymaiite, uto s crany nokaswiBath...’(V, 61),
and thereby stressing them the more with inverted irony. For this so-called
superfluous chapter is the kernel of the work, in which he criticises the hypocrisy
of Russia’s attempted adoption of Western civilisation. In this chapter
Dostoevskii attempts to answer the question that he puts himself: ‘Hackonbko
MBI IIMBHJIH30BAJIHCb, M CKOJIbLKO HMEHHO Hac CYeTOM [0 CHUX Iop
otuuBwiM3oBasiock?’(V, 55) His central line of attack is that one powdered wig
does not a civilised man make; the adoption of European styles of dress has done
nothing to prevent the traditional Russian practices of wife-beating and
oppression of the peasantry. Indeed, he argues that the apparent barbarities of
both Russian gentry and peasantry, performed out of ignorance and simplicity of
the soul, are no worse than the arrogance and hypocrisy of those who try to
emulate Western Europeans. As an example he contrasts the peasant practice of
showing a bride’s bloodstained wedding-night garment to her parents, with that
of inserting padding into the dresses of high-society ladies, in order to flatter
their figures. He claims that in forsaking their Russian heritage and adopting a
European culture, the Russians have simply exchanged one set of prejudices and
abominations for another, and he derides those who call traditional Russian
behaviour uncivilised:

Benp cMelllHa, CMEIIHA YMODHTEJIBHO 3Ta Bepa B HEMOIPELIMMOCTb H B

npaso Takoro ob;muenns. Bepa 3To M mpocTo kypax Hal HapoJoM,
WM, HAKOHEll, HepacCyxarolliee, pabckoe NPeKJIOHEHHE HMEHHO Nepes
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eBpoIneickuMH GopMaMH IUBUIJIM3ALIKH; Tak BeAb 3TO elle cMmelHee. (V,
61.)

Echoes of Khomiakov’s idealistic image of the Russian peasant
obshchina can be heard here, in the view that the Russian people live in
simplicity according to age-old customs. Indeed, the third chapter of Zimnie
zametki shows remarkable similarity to certain passages from Khomiakov’s letter
to the Serbs, written in 1860, which intended to warn the country against
Western influences, although, as I have already indicated, it is difficult to
determine whether Dostoevskii had actually read it at this stage. Both
Dostoevskii and Khomiakov have noticed the flaw in the ahistoricist premise that
it is possible to transplant ideas and ways of life between historical or cultural
circumstances as if they were absolutes. Khomiakov resumed the essence of the

problem of Russia’s Europeanisation when he wrote:
Ho To, 4TO B OJHOM CTPOHHO M JIafHO (OTOMY YTO COIJIACHO C €ro
CYyILIECTBOM), JEJIaeTCS HAYaJoM HECTPOHHOCTH M pa3jiafilel, Korja
OHO TNpPUBHTO B JPYroMYy, KOTOPOro CYIECTBO OCHOBaHO Ha HMHOM

3akoHe. HHKTO He MOXET METh YYXHM COJIOCOM WJIH KPaCHBO XOIHUTh
4yKOIO MOXOAKOF0.”>

Khomiakov went on to give as an example the adoption of Western styles
of dress. The Europeanisation of the gentry has had several negative effects,
according to Dostoevskii. The common people look on the gentry as foreigners,
and all understanding between them has been lost. As a result, the gentry have
become divorced from their native origins, from the soil and the people, and are
losing their national identity. Dostoevskii writes in self-mockery,

[...] xak cBBICOKA pelllaeéM BONPOCH, [a €lle KakHe BONPOCHI-TO: M10YBLI

HeT, HapoJa HET, HALHOHAJIBHOCTb — 3TO TOJIBLKO M3BECTHasA CHCTCMaA

noaareii, Aywa — tabula rasa, Bolwy4ek, H3 KOTOPOro MoXHO ceifyac xe
BHUJICIUTh  HACTOALLCIO  4CJIOBEKa, oOieyesoBeka  BCEMHPHOroO,
romyHkyna [...]. (V, 59.)

The gentlefolk with this outlook develop into ‘superfluous men’ of the type
frequently portrayed in literature of the early 1800s; Dostoevskii cites
Griboedov’s Chatskii as an example of the rootless gentleman whose
dissatisfaction with Russia sends him to the West. Dostoevskii observes the
restlessness and anxiety of the educated classes, who scem to be seeking
something and who may turn to Western Europe, but he maintains that for these

Chatskiis the solution does not lie there. However, as if it were a digression, he
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cuts short this line of thought and closes the chapter. Here one can see the
outlines of ideas which Dostoevskii would later build upon: there is a hint of his
sympathy with the pochvennichestvo movement; more obvious are themes
developed in Zapiski iz podpol'ia, his following work, such as the influence from
Europe of rationalism and mathematics, the reduction of individuals to the raw
material from which a perfect state could be built (reminiscent of Khomiakov’s
theory of the structure of Kushite states), and a desperate yearning for something

unknown which reason alone fails to satisfy.

Dostoevskii could almost be offering a reply to Petr Chaadaev’s first
Philosophical Letter here, blaming the fragmentary influence of the West for the
aimless restlessness of the Russian upper classes, in contrast to Chaadaev’s view
that Russia’s isolation from the West is to blame. Dostoevskii’s comments show
scorn for the Western emphasis on rationalism, which Chaadaev so admired.
Whereas the latter argued that Russia’s salvation lay in uniting itself with
Western Europe and undergoing the same religious and cultural developments as
it, Dostoevskii is more in line with Khomiakov: he stresses that it is no use
turning to Europe for help.*® Just as Khomiakov saw rationalism as breaking the
sobornost’ of Russian society, so Dostoevskii shows how assuming a European
way of life has split the classes and cut off the gentry from what it means to be

Russian.

Having criticised the Europeanisation of Russia, Dostoevskii now turns
his attention to Europe itself. His observations centre on London and Paris.
London appeared to him as a city of stark contrasts, lacking the overriding sense
of order and decorum present in Paris. In the chapter entitled ‘Baal’, Dostoevskii
gives an apocalyptic description of London as epitomising the consequences of
capitalism and individual isolation. He sees industry and scientific progress as
being virtually deified, particularly at the second World Exhibition, which
scemed to him to be frighteningly arrogant in its glorification of man’s
achievements. Kireevskii, too, felt that industry was playing too central a role in
the life of mankind. He wrote:

[[TpOMBIIILIEHHOCTD] B Hallle BpeMs COCAMHACT M pa3jiesseT jofeil; oHa
onpeeNiieT OTEYeCTBO, OHAa 00O3HAayaeT COCJIOBMA, OHAa JIEKHT B

OCHOBaHMH TOCYJapCTBEHHBIX YCTPOMCTB, OHAa ABUXET HapOAaMH, OHA
0o6BABIAET BOHHY, 3aKJIOYaeT MHp, M3MEHAET HpaBHl, JaeT
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HaIpaBJeHUe HayKaM, XapakTep — oOGPa3oBaHHOCTH; €if TOKJIOHSIOTCH,
eil CTPOST XpaMbl, OHA JCHCTBHTENBHOE GOXECTBO, B KOTOPOE BEPST
HEJIMLEMEPHO M KOTOPOMY NOBHHYIOTCS. BecKOpbICTHas NeSTeNbHOCTb
cenasach HeBeposaTHOIO [...].%¢

Dostoevskii compares this pagan idolatry to the worship of the Old
Testament god Baal, the god of material wealth, who failed to show mercy to its
followers despite their desperate human sacrifices. At the World Exhibition,.
housed in the Crystal Palace, Dostoevskii finds it hard to resist the feeling that
through science, man has achieved Paradise on Earth. In the following passage
one can see one of the first instances of Dostoevskii’s use of apocalyptic imagery
to express the nature of Western Europe, which features particularly in Idiot and
Besy:

[...] BBl 4YyBCTByeTe, YTO TYT YTO-TO OKOHYaTeJILHOE COBEPIIHIOCH,
COBEPIIHJIOCh M 3aKOHYUJIOCh. DTO Kakasf-To Oubeiickas kapTHHA, 4TO-
TO O BaBHJIOHE, KaKOe-TO NPOPOYECTBO M3 AINOKAJIMIICHUCA, B OYMIO
coBepluarolieecs. Bbl 4yBcTByeTe, YTO MHOIO HaJA0 BEKOBEYHOIO
JyXOBHOTO OTNOPAa M OTPHUaHMS, YTOO He NOANATLCA, HE MOJYMHHUTLCS

BIIeYaT/JCHHIO, He MOKJIOHMTHCA ¢akTy M He oboroTBopuTh Baana, To
€CTh He NIPHHATD CYLIECTBYIOLIEro 3a cBod uaean... (V, 70.)

The cost, however, of this terrible achievement is to the masses, who in
London appear as a herd of dispensable automatons, desperately trying to seek
some kind of unity, even in an anthill-like society. Dostoevskii describes them as
hungry souls, groping around in the underground darkness for something to unite
them, who turn in their hundreds to drink, debauchery or religious sects like the
Mormons or the Shakers, in order to escape their despair and find oblivion. This
is one of Dostoevskii’s bleakest descriptive passages, filled with haunting images
of a suffering populace and a society that does not care, so long as progress
continues, and interspersed with glimpses of tragic beauty and innocence, such as
the beautiful woman in the casino or the battered child begging in the
Haymarket. London presents exactly the scenario that Dostoevskii’s next
creation, the Underground Man, was to dread: here we find the images of the
anthill, the dark underground and a supposedly perfect society of quasi-humans
created from the rationalism of science. In addition to this, Dostoevskii uses
London to portray one of the fundamental principles that he felt were responsible
for corruption and suffering in Western societies: the insistence upon individual
self-interest which renders impossible the creation of a true brotherhood. This, he

argues, is the reason for the plight of London’s masses: ‘A Mexay Tem u TyT
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Ta Xe YNOpHas, IiyXxas U yxe 3acrapesnas Gopnba, 6opnba Ha cMepTh
BceoOI11e3anaAHoOro JJMYHOIo HavyaJjla ¢ HeOOXOANMOCTHIO XOTh Kak-HUOYIb
YyXHUTBCA BMeCTe, XOThb KaK-HUOYAb COCTaBUTh OOLIMHY M YCTPOHTHCA B
onHoM MypaBeiinuke’(V, 69). This is a central Slavophile idea, and one which
is evident in the thought of Khomiakov; there are elements here of his call for the
subordination of reason to the mutual love of the Church, in order to have the

true brotherhood of sobornost’.

Ward, examining Dostoevskii’s works as a whole, sees another side to the
prevention of true brotherhood in English society:

The conflict between the Whigs and the Tories is conducted on the basis of a
fundamental consensus which actually excludes a large part of the English
people from genuine membership in English society. According to
Dostoyevsky, the solid English unity is, in fact, a unity of the upper-class
minority inspired by a fear of the new social phenomenon which English
industry had engendered - the proletariat [...] In Dostoyevsky’s view, England
was actually made up of two different peoples. The parliamentary and legal

institutions had become the instruments by which the lower class was
prevented from discovering an exit out of the “subterrancan darkness.””’

Evidence of this idea is shown in Zimnie zametki when Dostoevskii writes of
London’s working class: ‘K Bbl 4yBcTByeTe, risas Ha BceX JTHX NapHEB
ob11ecTBa, 4TO elle A0Jro He cOyneTcs IUIs HHUX NPOPOUYECTBO, YTO €llie
JOJITO He JAaAyT MM NaJbMOBBIX BETBei M O€JILIX ONEXT U YTO JOJITO elle

OyAyT OHH B3BIBAaTh K IIPECTOJIY BCEBRHIIIHETO: «0Ko0Je, rocnoau»’(V, 71).

In Zimnie zametki one finds one of the first instances of Dostoevskii’s
preoccupation with the theme of Western Christian denominations, as he makes
mention of the moral ills he associates with them. In London he found fault with
the works of the spiritual authorities of all denominations. His account of a
black-clad woman distributing leaflets proclaiming Christ’s resurrection among
the poor leads him to condemn Roman Catholics for their persistent propaganda,
accusing them of luring the poor into their faith with the bait of material
comforts: food and fuel. (In fact, it has been argued that the woman Dostoevskii
took for Catholic was more likely an early Salvation Army volunteer.*®) This is
the sort of activity which Khomiakov would have seen as demonstrating the lack
of sobornost’ in the Roman Church; people were brought into the Church with
bribes instead of coming freely, inspired by mutual love. Indeed, the promise of

bread as the unifying principle in the Roman Church is one of the themes of ‘The
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Legend of the Grand Inquisitor’. Later in Zimnie zametki Dostoevskii writes of
Roman Catholic material greed, in an account of a court case against some
monks over a legacy of land; the association with legal procedures again reminds
one of Khomiakov’s negative comments on the state-like nature of Catholicism.

Dostoevskii appears to take Khomiakov’s view here.

The Anglicans do not escape Dostoevskii’s criticism either; according to
him they have no time for the poor, since the latter can contribute nothing to the
Church, while Anglican bishops are corrupted by wealth and calm their
consciences by turning their attention to overseas missionary work. Indeed, in his
Dnevnik pisatelia for March 1876, Dostoevskii accused the English of turning to
Anglicanism for utilitarian reasons, and called this religion ‘a church of atheists’
which worshipped humanity instead of God (XXII, 97). Khomiakov also
believed Protestantism to be in error, but through no fault of their own, having
inherited the error from the deliberate secession of the Roman Catholics. He was
particularly sympathetic towards the Anglicans, whom he felt were closer to
Orthodoxy; in 1847 he wrote to William Palmer, an Oxford don with leanings
towards Orthodoxy, that he saw indications of a community of spiritual life in
England, thanks to the solemn, traditional forms of worship in the Anglican
Church.> Dostoevskii like Khomiakov was of the opinion that Protestantism was

a by-product of the Roman schism.

In the remainder of Zimnie zametki, Dostoevskii goes on to develop his
themes of individual isolation, the evils of capitalism and the lack of true
brotherhood, and now his focus is on Paris. For him, Paris represents the
supremacy of the bourgeoisie in society. Unlike London, Paris emits a sense of
decorum and orderliness. Dostoevskii calls it with great irony, ‘cambiif
HpPAaBCTBeHHBIA M caMblil NOOpoAeTeNbHBIE ropoa Ha BCeM 3EMHOM
mape’(V, 68), but as his account goes on to show, it is far from this. The
superficial air of virtue, claims Dostoevskii, comes from the bourgeois’s refusal
to accept that corruption exists in Paris, because there society is supposed to have
achieved Paradise on Earth and the bourgeois is meant to be completely satisfied
with the regime that he has created. However, Parisian society is in fact riddled
with sham and hypocrisy. Just as in London industry and progress are
worshipped, here materialism and personal gain are held up as the only moral



73

pursuits. Whereas stealing because of one’s poverty is punished, extortion
masquerading as business is condoned, since it is considered proper to make
one’s fortune. What is more, the materialist ethic has an effect on the bourgeois
nature: ‘JIakeficTBO BhenaeTcsi B HaTypy Oypxya Bcé Oostee u Gosiee U BCE
GoJyiee m Oonee cuuTaercas AoOpoznerenabio’ (V, 82). Meanwhile, in the
theatres, melodramas are played out to convince the bourgeois of his marital
fidelity, his lack of avarice and his love of true morals. Even in the French
parliament the pretence continues; the speeches for the deputies of the opposition
are lauded for their eloquence, but have no real effect on politics, and so the
renowned French democracy is a deception. One should remember that
Dostoevskii viewed the French parliament from the perspective of a citizen of an
autocracy and Frank remarks that his opinions of the French system would be
well received at home:
Such ridicule of the parliamentary system as nothing but a school of rhetoric
was calculated to appeal to a wide gamut of readers: those progressives who
would appreciate the exposure of the sham democracy of the Second Empire,
but also those Russians who preferred an unabashed and benevolent autocracy

— one capable of abolishing serfdom with the stroke of a pen - to hgrpocritical
and class-biased constitutions and the windy futility of party debate.®

So it would appear that the bourgeoisie rules Parisian society, but
Dostoevskii’s keen eye perceives a hidden fear, a certain uneasiness in the
bourgeois. It is possible, he suggests, that the bourgeois is afraid of losing
everything: ‘[...] Bcero GOMTCS, MMEHHO NOTOMY, uTO Bcero aoctur. Korna
BCEro JIOCTHraelllb, TAXKEJIO CTaHOBUTCA 6cé moTepaTh’ (V, 82). However, in
Zimnie zametki Dostoevskii does not propose a reason why the bourgeois might

lose everything. One must turn to Ward’s study for a suggestion found in

Dostoevskii’s other works. He writes:

The increasing fragmentation being brought about by liberal nationalism in
practice was exacerbated by the apparent emptiness of the promise of world-
wide community contained in the dynamic economic activity of the
bourgeoisie. To Dostoyevsky it was increasingly apparent, by the latter part of
the nineteenth century, that the West’s commercial and industrial activity
entailed, instead, a divisive economic imperialism which could very easily
plunge the world into conflicts of immense magnitude “for the sake of some
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trivial stock-exchange interests....”.
Ward sees in Dostoevskii’s later writings, particularly in Dnevnik

pisatelia and the Pushkin Speech, the fear that bourgeois society, through its
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insistence on self-interest and its lack of true brotherhood, could destroy itself in
rivalry, violence and even war. Moreover, according to Ward, Dostoevskii could
see increasing dissatisfaction in the lower classes, who as in London were
effectively excluded from satisfying their needs in the capitalist order.®> Ward
has touched upon one of the key issues of Zimnie zametki, namely fragmentation
as a result of rationalist, materialist, utilitarian thinking. There is no spiritual
principle to unite society in Europe; instead classes are divided and every man is
for himself, so that there is always the fear that people will turn on each other, as
Dostoevskii mentioned with regard to London. Clearly Dostoevskii is looking
with the eyes of a Slavophile, seeing that an overemphasis on rationalism has

destroyed the principles of sobornost’ and obshchinnost'.

Dostoevskii now continues his analysis of Parisian society, expressing
ideas that are more and more Slavophile in content. He indicates the true source
of the bourgeois’ malaise: lack of true brotherhood. He begins by attacking the
French socialist slogan ‘liberté, égalité, fraternité’. He soon dismisses liberty and
equality, as these are not possible for the lower classes in a capitalist society.
Then he turns to brotherhood. But this is also unachievable, because brotherhood
is alien to the nature of the Western bourgeois: ‘A B npupoae ¢panuysckoii,
Ja ¥ BooOule 3ananHoH, [OpaTcBa] B HAJMYHOCTH HE 0Ka3lajioch, a
oKasaJiocb ~ HadaJlo  JIMYHOe, Ha4yajJlo  OCOOHfAKAa,  YCHJICHHOIO
CaMOCOXpaHeHHUsl, CaMOMPOMBIIIUICHHA, CaMOOMNpe/Je/ieHHs B  CBOEM
cob6creenHoM A [...]° (V, 79).# Just as in London the masses desperately
sought unity, so the French socialist desperately tries to crcate a true
brotherhood, and to placate the innate bourgeois self-interest he offers the
enticement of personal advantage in return for the subordination of the individual
to the collective. However, to create a brotherhood on such terms would have
dreadful consequences. From his experiences in Siberia Dostoevskii knew how
precious a man’s individual freedom is to him; he knew that to be asked to
surrender even a tiny drop of one’s freedom, even in return for personal gain, is
anathema to mankind. This is how he describes the response to the offer of the
socialist:

EMy Bcé kxaxeTcs CAypy, YTO 3TO OCTPOT U YTO caMoMy o cebe Jyyllie,
noroMy — nosiHag BoJjid. M Beab Ha Bojie ObIOT ero, paboThl eMy He
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JIaI0T, YMHpPAeT OH C TOJIONY U BOJIM Y HEro HET HMKAKOH, Tak HeT Xe,
BCe-TaKU KaXeTCd YyJaky, YTo CBOS BoJA Jry4ine. (V, 81.)

Here we see once more a precursor to Zapiski iz podpol'ia; this ‘strange chap’ is
just like the Underground Man in his insistence on his individual freedom,
though it bring him nothing but misery. Dostoevskii concludes by asserting that
socialism is possible anywhere but France. It is my opinion that by this he means
not that socialism does not exist in France, but that it is contradicted by the
bourgeois mentality and cannot succeed in fulfilling its slogan of ‘liberté, égalité,

[raternité.’

At this point it is useful to turn for a moment to Dostoevskii’s Dnevnik
pisatelia for January 1877 for a more detailed discussion of the themes being
examined in Zimnie zametki. Here Dostoevskii talks about the link between
socialism and Catholicism, with reference to France. He suggests that socialism
is but an atheist form of Catholicism, which has supplanted the religion as its
rationalist principles took over and destroyed faith. His ideas are remarkably
similar to those of Khomiakov, as the following passage shows:

Camplit  Tenepelnui - counanusm ¢panuysckuif, - mno-suanmomy,
ropsunii M PpOKOBOH NpPOTECT NPOTHB MJCH KAaTOJHYECKOH BCeEX

M3MYUYCHHBIX H 3aAyUHICHHBIX €10 JIoJeit U HaLMiA, XKeNaIoLKUX BO YTO Obl
TO HH CTAJIO XHUTb H IIPpOAOJIKATH XHTh YXKE Oe3 xaTosmuecTtBa U Oe3

60roB ero, — CaMblif 3TOT NpPOTECT [...] €CTb HE YTO HHOE, KaK JIMIlb
BepHeiilllee M HEYKJIOHHOE NpPOJOJDKEHHE KaToJIM4Yeckoit Haeu, camoe
NOJIHOE M OKOHYATEJILHOE 33BEPIUCHHE €€, POKOBOE €€ NOCJeICTBHE,
BelpaboTaBiieecs BekaMu. 60 counanusm ¢panuysckuit ectb He 4TO

MHOe, KaK Hacuabcmeennoe €IUHEHHE 4YeJIOBEYeCcTBa — Hjes, euie oT
apesHero PuMma wuaymias M NMOTOM  BCENEsSIO B KaTOJIMYECTBE
coxpaHuBuascs. (XXV, 7.)

In the light of this statement, written some fourteen years after Zimnie zametki, it
is possible to see the influence of Roman Catholicism in the Parisian society that
Dostoevskii is describing, although he does not draw such parallels here. Just like
Khomiakov, he refers to the externally enforced unity of Catholicism and
socialism, a unity without freedom, and that is why in Zimnie zametki he says
that the socialist slogan cannot truly be achieved. Finally Dostoevskii offers as an
alternative solution that which the Slavophiles and Khomiakov upheld as the
ideal towards which all societies should aspire: obshchinnost’. He has painted a
bleak picture indeed for Western Europeans, who do not contain in them the

natural impulse to true brotherhood. This is to be found instead in members of
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the traditional Russian peasant commune (Dostoevskii does not spell this out, but
it may be accepted that this is what he implies). True brotherhood can only come
about from the Christian ethic of love and self-sacrifice, from the voluntary
submission of the individual to the collective without expecting anything in
return. The collective then acknowledges this self-sacrifice by committing itself
to the welfare of the individual, so that the unit and the whole come together in
free unity. This, says Dostoevskii, in fact gives a higher, more developed degree
of individuality and freedom than is known in the West:

IToiiMHTE MEHA: CAaMOBOJILHOE, COBEPILIEHHO CO3HATEJIbHOE U HHKEM HeE
NpHHYXJCHHOE CaMOIIOXXEPTBOBaHHWE BCcero ceGs B MOJIb3Y BCEX €CTh,
o-MoeMy, NPH3HAK BBLICOYAMILEro Pa3BUTUA JIMYHOCTH, BhICOYaiillero
ee MOTYLLIECTBA, Bbicovaiilero caMoobsaiaHus, Bricoyaiue cBoGoab!
cobcrBeHHoilt BoJ. (V, 79.)

Such a Christian ethic is the unknown factor that the masses in London seek
without knowing it, that the Underground Man seeks, and that the bourgeois feels
is missing in his life, causing his uneasiness. It is the only solution to avoid the
chaos of a society populated by Underground Men, and its lack is the primary

fault in Western European society.

It can therefore be seen that Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh is a
key work in Dostoevskii’s creations, where he displays sympathies with
Slavophile ideas as expounded by Khomiakov and Kireevskii. Here he rehearses
many of the most important themes of his novels, such as the dangers of
rationalism and utilitarianism as expressed in Prestuplenie i nakazanie; we
encounter the seeds of the dystopias conceived by Shigalev in Besy and Ivan
Karamazov in Brat'ia Karamazovy and we are given an explicit argument for the
Christian principle of self-sacrifice as taught by Father Zosima in the same novel.
The concepts of unity, fragmentation, fsel/’nost’ and sobornost' are all important
in this work and underlie those more specific themes to be found in later works.
Dostoevskii’s fascination with Europe was to continue all his life and influenced
his subsequent works; he would return the theme of Europe many times for

comparisons, evidence for his theories and confirmation of his fears.

For the last few months of 1862 and the beginning of 1863, Vremia
continued to enjoy success, and Dostoevskii was very busy writing critical

articles mostly concerning literature and editorial remarks to preface
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contributions from other authors. But in May 1863 disaster struck and the journal
was closed down for what was seen as a rather vague and lukewarm response,
written by Strakhov, to the establishment’s bloody suppression of the Polish
uprising. Shortly afterwards Dostoevskii returned to Europe for another period of
three months’ travelling, again partly to consult with epilepsy specialists, but also
to indulge his two newfound passions, gambling and chasing after Polina
Suslova. When he returned to Russia in the autumn, he was obliged to take up
residence in Moscow to care for his dying wife, and this duty hampered his
efforts to help Mikhail, himself burdened with the death of a child, to resurrect
their journal. Eventually, permission was granted for a new journal, named
Epokha, but due to the legal delays and the various family pressures on both
brothers, it was only advertised early in 1864, by which time most of the reading
public had decided on subscriptions elsewhere. To further confound matters,
publication was delayed and the first issue was not relcased until April. Epokha
did not flourish in the way its predecessor had, and 1864 saw the deaths of
Mikhail Dostoevskii, Apollon Grigor'ev and Fedor’s wife. The grief stricken
Dostoevskii struggled almost single-handed to keep Epokha afloat, and published
Zapiski iz podpol'ia there, but it was not a financial success, and Strakhov’s role
in restricting it to a less controversial pro-establishment tendency meant that it
lost Vremia’s advantage of originality. It folded in early 1865. It is therefore not
surprising, given the interruptions and distractions to Dostoevskii’s journalistic
activity, that his notebooks and letters from this time offer a more fruitful field
for exploration, than his contributions to Vremia and Epokha. Thus it is to these

sources that I now turn my attention.

As I have already mentioned, 1863 was the year in which Dostoevskii set
himself to becoming more familiar with the works of the Slavophiles, and he
wrote from abroad to his brother and to Strakhov that he had discovered
something new in their writings. He was nonetheless guarded in his praise of
them to Strakhov, and expressed a certain distaste for what he saw as an
aristocratic complacency in their solutions to society’s problems (XXVIIl/ii, 53).
From what we have already learned of his reactions to Den', one may interpret
this remark to mean that he still saw the Slavophiles’ veneration of pre-Petrine

Muscovy as a hankering after the old days of the boyar aristocracy. The most
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prevalent themes of his notebooks and letters of 1863, however, are the condition
of Europe and the importance of Roman Catholicism in determining that
condition. That Dostoevskii should be concerned with these questions is by no
means surprising, given the recent Polish uprising and his own trip to Europe,
and it is interesting that his approach to these issues, at a time when he was
making a point of reading the Slavophiles, should echo their ideas in so many

respects.

In June 1863 Dostoevskii wrote to Turgenev and explained to him
Vremia’s intended take on the Polish uprising. In this letter he states with
frankness that the tendency of his journal is ‘pycckoe M maxe anTusanaaxoe’
and that he had hoped that this well-known fact would have set Strakhov’s article
in the proper context (XXVIIl/ii, 34). He goes on to elucidate the contents of this
article, misunderstood as it was for certain clumsy phrases and allusions, for
which he accep.ts responsibility. The article, he claims, was intended to
emphasise that the rift with Poland was exacerbated by their greater degree of
Europeanisation, which gave the Poles grounds to believe themselves superior to
Russians. However, it was not meant to imply that Russia was in actual fact
inferior to Poland, and this interpretation should have been avoided by
Strakhov’s assertion that ‘mosisckas xBajieHas LMBHJIM3aLMS HOCHJIA H HOCHT
cMmepTh B cBoeM cepaue’ (XXVII/ii, 34). The offending article was not, as we
know, written by Dostoevskii, and yet in this letter he defends it not only as part
of his journal, but as if he is in complete accord with Strakhov’s ideas. We can
perceive this by his astonishment that anyone should have thought that Vremia
might side with Poland and express anything but a completely patriotic stance.
Why then was Dostoevskii not more careful as an editor and require that his
journal’s response to the matter be couched in more conservative terms? One
must assume that he was perceptive enough to recognise the deficiencies of
Strakhov’s article before he allowed it to be published. Kjetsaa’s angle on this
problem is that as an editor Dostoevskii had to tread a narrow line between
showing condemnation for the Poles and maintaining Vremia’s reputation as a
moderately progressive publication that offered an alternative to the likes of the
staunchly conservative Russkii vestnik.** Another thing to consider is the prime

concerns of Vremia. As 1 have already shown, Dostoevskii and his colleagues
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chose to focus on moral aspects of society as a force for change, rather than
political measures. According to Dostoevskii, Strakhov’s article addresses the
Polish question in moral terms, highlighting the spiritual bankruptcy and inherent
decay of a society that has chosen to follow the European model, in contrast,
naturally, with Russia. Such a stance is consonant with Vremia’s general tone
and indeed with Dostoevskii’s current ideas generally, as shall be seen from his
notebooks for 1863 to 1865.

Dostoevskii’s notebooks for these years display an increased interest in
the questions of Russia’s relation to Europe, socialism, and the differences
between Eastern and Western Christianity. What is more, on several occasions he
mentions ‘the Slavophiles’ in relation to these matters, and occasionally he refers
to Khomiakov, thereby suggesting that he is making links with things he has
recently read. There is also a note about a planned article entitled ‘Nashi
napravleniia. Zapadniki. Slavianofily i realisty’, after which he rehearses to
himself the Slavophiles’ anti-European ideas and their insistence upon an
indigenous Russian principle that is inherently right (XX, 181). The Polish
uprising seems to set him thinking about Roman Catholicism, and he writes that
the rebellion is down to the underlying principles behind this religion and

Orthodoxy:
IMosibckas BoHHA €CTh BOHHA JBYX XPUCTHAHCTB — 3TO Hauado Oyaylueit
BOMHBI NpaBOCJAaBHS C KAaTOJMYECTBOM, JPYIHMH CJlOBaMU -
CIIaBSHCKOTO TeHHUsl C eBponeiickod umBuiansauueii. Mrak, passutue y

Hac M pa3BuTHe He OdUlUHANbLHOE (MO ToJUTaHACKON nporpamme), a
napoaHoe. (XX, 170.)

The phrasing of this comment indicates that Dostoevskii’s approach to this
subject was very similar to that of Khomiakov and Kireevskii. His remark draws
a contrast between Slavic native genius — an organic, natural characteristic — and
European ‘official’ civilisation, implying that the latter is contrived according to
a formula. Further on, in what again appears to be a plan for an article,
Dostoevskii reflects that the institution of the Papacy has had a profound effect
on the development of Western culture, and that it is responsible for the
Reformation, Rousseau’s thought, the French Revolution and socialism (XX,
190). The reason for this, he decides, is that the Catholic Church has constructed
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itself according to logical principles, resulting in the temporal power of the Pope,

and he cites Khomiakov in connection with his remark:

CoBsepliieHHas JIOTHYHOCTb B NMOCTpOiike MJeH: YTO eclM Mana BiajAblka
OyXOBHBIH M €CIIM LEPKOBbL COBMEILIaeT B cebGe OTBETHI HA BCE U KJIIOYM
GyAaylero, To SCHO, CTaJio OBITb, YTO KOMY X U NMOAYMHEHBI JOJDKHBI
OBLITh BCe, KaK He mane (JIOTUCTHKA B XapakTepe pPUMCKO NMOCTpOHKH.
XomskoB). (XX, 190.)

At the same time, Dostoevskii foresees the eventual downfall of the Papacy, a
subject that was to occupy him greatly in the pages of Dnevnik pisatelia, and the
alliance of the Catholic Church with its offspring, the socialists. But he marks
with a nota bene the fact that socialism and Christianity are fundamentally
incompatible, and again he mentions Khomiakov (XX, 189-90). It is clear from
Dostoevskii’s other notes that by this statement he means that as Catholicism has
spawned socialism, with which Christianity is incompatible, the Catholic Church
itself is not consonant with Christianity. He states that the Pope has no faith and
that people serve the Catholic Church out of superstition (XX, 189). Elsewhere
he emphasises the coercive nature of socialism, in terms that are reminiscent of

Khomiakov’s distinction between Iranian and Kushite systems:

CouMaIuCTElL  XOTAT  IIepepOAMThL  YeJoBeka, o0ceobodumsb  €ro,
npeacTaBuTL ero 6e3 Gora M 6e3 cemeiicTBa. OHM 3aKJIOYaloOT, 4YTO,
H3MEHHUB HACHJIBHO JKOHOMHYECKHMH ObIT ero, mesmm gocturiyr. Ho
YeJI0BEK HM3MEHHUTCA HE OT 6HewHuX NpPHYHH, a He HHaye Kak OT
nepeMeHsl npascmeennoii. (XX, 171.)

Dostoevskii then develops his ideas on the fundamental differences
between true Christianity and socialism in a plan for an article entitled
‘Sotsializm i khristianstvo’. This passage is remarkable for its closeness to the
writings of Khomiakov on the peasant obshchina. Dostoevskii begins with the
assertion: ‘B conmanuime — JIy4MHOYKH, B XPUCTHAHCTBE KpaiiHee pa3BUTHE
nuyHocTH U cobcrBeHHoR Bosm’ (XX, 191). This one phrase constitutes the
essence of the whole passage, and it is followed by Dostoevskii’s reasonings that
lead him to this stance. To start with, he contends that during the time of the
ancient patriarchal obshchina, people lived in a spontancous state of
communality. This state, however, has been destroyed by civilisation, which he
styles the furthest development of the individual consciousness. This results in
the loss of faith in God and the denial of spontaneous communal laws, and
therefore, civilisation is a painful state. But it is only a transitory state because
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Christ came to show mankind the ideal to strive for, which will put an end to the
pain and longing (XX, 192). In Dostoevskii’s visualisation, the ideal proven by
Christ is to return to the spontaneous communal life, not because one is
compelled to, but because one instinctively knows that to do so is good. He
muses:
YenoBex BO3BpalllaeTcd B MacCy, B HENOCPEACTBEHHYIO XM3Hb,
CllIe0BaTeJIbHO, B €CTECTBEHHOE cocTosHUe, HO kak? He aBTopureTHO,
a, HampOTHUB, B BHICIIEH CTENEHH CaMOBOJIBHO M CO3HaTeJIbHO. SIcHO,
YTO 3TO BHICILIEE CAMOBOJIHE €CTh B TO € BpeMS BBLICIIEE OTPEYEHHE OT

cBoeil Bou. B ToM Mos Bojig, 4ToO He MMeThL BoJiM, M60 HAean
npexkpaceH.

B ueMm uaean?

JIOCTHIHYTh IIOJIHOTO MOTYILECTBA CO3HAaHHUA M Pa3BUTHA, BIIOJIHE
CO3HATh CBOE A — H OTHATh 3TO 8C¢ CAMOBOJILHO 044 8cex. (XX, 192.)

Socialism is different, Dostoevskii argues, because it cannot understand
the voluntary renunciation of the self for all, without any motive of self-interest.
The socialists, he writes, can see no further than gratifying their bellies and will
only renounce their ego for materialist reasons. They will even try to persuade
their adherents that absolute obligation to the antheap is for their own good. In
this way Dostoevskii highlights the contrast between the voluntary, selfless
submission for the sake of the whole in Christianity, and the enforced submission
to the whole supposedly for one’s own sake in socialism. He concludes, with an
uncharacteristic appeal to mathematical logic, that Christianity will prevail as a
model for life:

[MaTpuapxaibHOCTh OBLIO coCTOfHME nepBoOBITHOe. lluBHnnsanus -
cpefHee, nepexofiHoe. XpUCTHAHCTBO — TPeThsl M MOCNEOHAA CTENCHb
yeJioBeKa, HO TYT KOHYaeTcs pa3BHTHe, JOCTHraeTcs ujacal,
CJIEIOBATEJILHO, YX IO OJHOH JIOTHKE, IO OAHOMY JIMILIL TOMY, YTO B

npupoae BCE MaTeMaTH4YECKH BCPHO, CJICAOBATCIILHO, H TYT HEC MOXET
OBITH MPOHMH M HacCMEUIKH, — eCTb Oyoywan xcusns. (XX, 194.)

What are we to understand by this declaration of the ultimate triumph of
Christianity (by which Dostoevskii means, of course, Christianity of the Eastern
variety)? Is Dostoevskii implying that civilisation will fall away and that the
Kingdom of God will be built on Earth? For the answer to this question we must
turn to another passage in his notebooks for this period, where he formulates on a
more personal level his concept of the ideal of self-renunciation as proclaimed by

Christ. Written on 16™ April 1864, the passage in question contains
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Dostoevskii’s spiritual search for answers following the death of his wife only
the day before. This extraordinary document, written as it was in a state of deep
pain and expressive of a need to make sense out of a personal tragedy, is as
effective a credo as can be found in all of Dostoevskii’s writings, in that it is
entirely private, written with no identifiable reader in mind and therefore free
from deliberate artistic shaping. It builds upon the notion of Christ as the
beautiful ideal as expressed in the letter to Mme Fonvizina (XXVIII/i, 177) and
considers man’s relation to that ideal. Starting from the agonising question
‘Veuxychk Ju ¢ Mameit?’, Dostoevskii, as if acknowledging the shortcomings
of his marriage, then states that man cannot fulfil Christ’s commandment to love
one’s neighbour as oneself, because the ego stands in the way (XX, 172). This
recognition of the power of the ego is consistent with what Dostoevskii learned
from the struggles of the Siberian convicts to assert in however futile a way their
individuality. It was also a subject uppermost in his mind, for he had just finished
writing the first part of Zapiski iz podpol'ia. Only Christ was able to love another
as himself, writes Dostoevskii, but Christ was an eternal ideal, and man must
therefore strive towards this ideal, which consists of the voluntary total
annihilation of the ego for the sake of all others. This, he insists, is the highest
development and the greatest use of the ego, and all history is simply the struggle
toward the realisation of the ideal of Christ (XX, 172).

However, Dostoevskii reasons to himself, if the ideal of Christ is man’s
ultimate goal, were he to achieve this goal in this lifetime, he would have no
further reason to live and develop. This must mean that human earthly life is no

more than a transitional phase, after which must follow another life:

Ho nocturaTh Takol BeJMKOH LieJIM, MO MOEMY pacCyXIeHHIO,
COBEpILIEHHO 6eCCMBICIIEHHO, €CJIH NPH JOCTHXEHUH LieJM BCE yracaeT M
Mcye3aeT, TO €CTh €CJId He OYAeT KHU3HH Y YeJIOBEKA M 10 AOCTHXEHHH
uesn. CneacTBeHHO, ecTb Oyaywas, paiickas xu3ne. (XX, 173.)

Here one finds the answer to my earlier question, and it is in the context of this
passage that we must understand Dostoevskii’s contention of the ultimate
triumph of Christianity: it will be, but in this life man must struggle with his ego
in the effort to sacrifice it for the whole, until the next life when the return to the

spontaneous brotherhood will be achieved.
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Dostoevskii then goes on to debate a variety of problems, including the
existence of suffering in this life, the nature of the afterlife and man’s state in this
heavenly existence. Frank has devoted great attention to the examination of these
notes,®® so for the purposes of this study it is sufficient to focus on those points
that stand out with regard to the Slavophile concepts of voluntary unity, organic
wholeness and aversion to artificial structures. I have already shown how in these
notes and in ‘Sotsializm i khristianstvo’, Dostoevskii’s prime concerns are the
kind of voluntary, mutual self-renunciation for the sake of the other as found in
the traditional peasant commune, and the incarnate ideal of such self-
renunciation in Christ. In addition, in his reflections on his wife’s death,
Dostoevskii pays great attention to the notion of synthesis, which in my opinion
has resonances in the Slavophile concept of tsel'nost’. Whilst considering the
nature of God and paradise, he proposes a definition of man’s life that
demonstrates his belief that the goal of humanity is spontaneous unity: ‘Uenosex
0 BEJIMKOMY pe3yJIbTaTy HaykH, MAET OT MHoropasnmn4us k CuHre3y, oT
dakToB k 000OWICHHIO MX H MO3HaHHMIO. A Hatypa 6ora apyrad. Jto
NoJHBI  CHHTE3 Bcero ObITHA, caMopaccMaTpHuBalolIMit ceba B
MHoropasanyui, B Anaimie’ (XX, 174). Frank interprets this statement to be
an echo of the Kantian distinction between analytic and synthetic understanding.
He writes that analytic understanding depends on the data gathered by the senses,
while synthetic understanding represents a godly intellect that does not absorb
outside data but creates the objects of its knowledge.’® This interpretation
suggests that Dostoevskii views man as moving from analysis toward synthesis
until he reaches the ultimate synthesis of paradise in the next life. Later notes
support such a suggestion, where Dostoevskii writes, with regard to man’s nature
in the afterlife, ‘2T0 CJIMTHE NOJIHOTO A, TO €CTh 3HAHUSA U CHHTE3A CO 8cem’
(XX, 174), and again, ‘Ho xuBoe, He yMepiuee Aaxe [0 C€aMoro
JOCTHXXEHHS H OTpa3MBllicecs B OKOHYATEJBLHOM HJealie — JO/DKHO OXHTh
B )KH3Hb OKOHYATEJILHYIO, CHHTETHYECKYIO, OeckoHeuHyro® (XX, 174).

Dostoevskii’s emphasis on synthesis as a positive ideal toward which
man should strive is strikingly similar to Kireevskii’s notion of tsel'nost’. As |
outlined in my Introductory Chapter, Kireevskii denied the Western idea that

reason and faith contradicted each other, and asserted that it was wrong to
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compartmentalise the human cognitive faculties. Instead, he argued that reason
should serve as the path to finding true faith, which operated on a higher level of
consciousness, and only a synthesis of all man’s powers of understanding could
lead to the truth. Dostoevskii’s ideas mirror Kireevskii’s arguments, but in his
formulation they reach further than the human mind and operate on the level of
earthly and heavenly existence. One might be surprised by Dostoevskii’s
frequent reference here and in ‘Sotsializm i khristianstvo’ to laws of nature and
to nauka (both °‘science’ and ‘learning’ in Russian), given his distaste for
formulas and reliance on scientific proofs. However, if we examine the Masha
notes in the light of Kireevskii’s philosophy of tsel’nost’, it is clear that these
avenues of understanding are by no means discarded out of hand, but have their
role to play in leading man beyond their confines both to greater mental and
spiritual harmony and to eternal happiness in the next life. As Dostoevskii
himself acknowledged, he was a ‘child of his century’ (XXVIII/i, 176), and was
not about to reject knowledge that had originated in the rational West. Indeed,
this may explain why his consideration of the nature of God and the afterlife is
not couched in the traditional terms of Orthodox dogma, but has more in
common with philosophy and science. What he did firmly believe, and here he is
of the same mind as Kireevskii, was that to depend entirely on rationalist
principles without seeking the wider, spiritual picture, meant decay, and so he
concludes his fascinating reflections:

Yyenue MaTepHAIMCTOB — Bceobilas KOCHOCTb M MEXaHH3M BelIeCTBa,

3HAYUT CMepTh. YYeHHe HCTUHHOI dunocopuu - YHUYTOXKEHUE

KOCHOCTH, TO €CTb MbLIC]Ib, TO €CTb UCHTPp H CuHTe3 BcesleHHOR U

HapyxHOi ¢GopMbl €e — BelECTBa, TO €CTb Oor, TO €CTb XKH3Hb
6eckoHe4Has. (XX, 175.)

The early 1860s were a very profitable time for Dostoevskii,
ideologically speaking, as well as in terms of productivity and reputation. Having
engendered his new ideas about the narod, the relation of the individual to the
community and the importance of voluntary moral reform in the harsh conditions
of Siberian prison and exile, he used his journalistic activities to develop these
ideas. He learned ways to express his ideas from dialogue with like-minded
thinkers such as Grigor'ev and Strakhov. He entered into polemics with both
Slavophiles and Westernisers and through these debates he found his own

position. His arguments with his contemporary Slavophiles spurred him to
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understand the founding leaders of the movement and to consider points of
correspondence with them. It was during this time that Dostoevskii’s engagement
with Slavophilism really came into its own. If Siberia was his ideological
puberty, then the time of Vremia and Epokha was his growth towards maturity.
The second half of the decade proved to be a more tempestuous time.
Remarriage, financial hardship, sojourn abroad all added their input into the
development of his beliefs. At this time he also wrote some of his greatest
fiction. But he did not return to non-fictional writing until, back in Russia, he
took up the editorship of Grazhdanin and began his monthly column Dnevnik
pisatelia. The fiction will be examined in the next chapter, so it is to the Dnevnik

that I now turn my attention.
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1.5: Dnevnik pisatelia and the Pushkin Speech.

Dostoevskii began his Dnevnik pisatelia in 1873, as a column in Prince
Meshcherskii’s conservative journal Grazhdanin. Due to Dostoevskii’s struggle
with the burden of editorial work for the journal and his disagreement with the
owner’s reactionary views, he gave up editing Grazhdanin, and after a break of
three years, he resumed his Dnevnik as an independent monthly publication from
1876 to 1877. Ill health and the writing of Bratia Karamazovy caused
publication to be suspended again, and finally he brought out a single issue in
1880 and one in 1881. Dnevnik pisatelia is a fascinating work that Dostoevskii
would have undoubtedly continued had he lived beyond 1881; despite its
interruptions for years at a time, the style, tone and subject matter are remarkably
consistent, suggesting that the author intended that it should be possible to read it
as a single work. Gary Saul Morson has argued convincingly in favour of this
approach to the work,”’” and his arguments together with an examination of the
Dnevnik as an integral whole will be the subject of a later chapter. The Dnevnik
combines feuilleton-style comment in a confiding tone, fiction, embedded texts
from real or imaginary adversaries, literary criticism and even open didacticism.
With the exception of Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh, it differs from
the articles of Vremia and Epokha because of this overall avoidance of one
category of genre. For this reason, the task of drawing out statements that may be
believed to be consonant with Dostoevskii’s own views is more complicated than
with the journals of the 1860s. The nature of such problems will be addressed in
a later chapter; for the time being, it is sufficient to continue by focusing on those
parts of the Dnevnik that are the least generically problematic and by leaving
aside the fiction. With substantiation from letters and notebooks, I believe it is
possible to gain from the Dnevnik an idea of what were Dostoevskii’s views on

the subjects he dealt with therein.

Dnevnik pisatelia might be best described as a study in Russianness. In
this work, Dostoevskii was able to share with his readers his passion for all that
moved, shaped and threatened Russian society. The Dnevnik is fixed firmly in
the here and now, drawing on events reported in the newspapers, remarking on
foreign affairs, contemplating religious and ethical matters, as broad in its scope

as it is intimate in its attention to ordinary individuals. Here Dostoevskii puts
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everyday people of all ranks at the heart of his project. Anything that might
affect the unity, moral standing or destiny of Russia and her people comes under
his watchful eye. He gives ample space to his favourite themes of the narod as a
repository of moral and spiritual values, unity and its absence in all levels of
society, Russia’s relationship to Europe and the importance of Orthodoxy.
Dostoevskii’s tone is one of assured independence from any ideological
movement; he was by now one of the most prominent figures on the literary
landscape and did not need to create his own position in the ideological
spectrum, as he did in the previous decade with pochvennichestvo. However,
there is much less of the optimism that pervades the pages of Vremia on the
subject of uniting the noble classes with the common people. Here, instead of
confident proposals, there are denunciations of the forces fragmenting Russian
society and continued, insistent appeals to the value of the narod. We also find
concern for the meaning for Russia of contemporary events in Western Europe
and the Balkans and a growing sense of the advent of a new world order. In all
these issues, Dostoevskii focuses on those aspects that by now I have established
as having Slavophile resonances: wholeness of spirit and society, voluntary

brotherhood, organic unity and moral improvement as a means of social change.

Given that Dnevnik pisatelia spans the last nine years of Dostoevskii’s
life, albeit with interruptions for two or three years at a time, it is fair to wonder
how much the writer’s beliefs developed during this time. Is there, for example, a
great difference in thought between the 1873 Dnevnik and the 1881 Dnevnik?
The answer, to a certain extent, strangely, is no: compare for instance the
passages on the hidden, innate truths of the narod in issues three and five of
1873 (XXI, 17, 38) and in chapter one, part four of 1881 (XXVII, 18-19). One
finds that the underlying idea of all the passages is almost identical. It is
therefore possible when studying the central notions of the Dnevnik largely to
disregard the chronology. However, it would be a mistake to assume that
Dostoevskii’s views were by this stage completely stagnant. Both in his fiction of
this time and in the Dnevnik he continuously honed and refined his ideas,
developing them in depth and detail, but without making any significant

advances or departures in direction.
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It is possible to determine several aspects of the Dnevnik which can be
described as Slavophile. The most obvious of these is what Gary Saul Morson

calls ‘the moral sin of dissociation.”®

Dissociation, in Russian obosoblenie, is a
term Dostoevskii uses to describe the fragmentation of a society or an individual.
It stands in opposition to the Slavophile concepts of tsel'nost’ and sobornost'.
Morson is right to call it a ‘moral sin’, for the Slavophiles did not separate
notions of morality from those of societal structure or human cognition. The
Dnevnik repeatedly expresses views on the beginnings of the disintegration of
Russian society, of the isolation of the intelligentsia from the people, of the
entrenched atomisation of Western society, of an upsurge in suicides, and of the
longing in people to find something new to give shape to their lives. In both
Russia and the West this meant an increasing interest in sects and spiritualism or
a reliance on science to provide all the answers. Dostoevskii believed that the
cause of the dissociation in Russia and her people was the influence of Western
Europe through Enlightenment ideas imported after the reforms of Peter the
Great; it was not, he argued, a natural Russian characteristic to give way to
disintegration:
Jla, Ha BuO TaM, MOXaJyH, elle XyxkKe Hallero, pasBe TOJIBKO
HCTOpHYecKass MPUYHHHOCTh 000COoO/ICHUH BHIHEE; HO TeM, MOoXalyi,
taM M Oe3zorpamHee. MIMeHHO B TOM, 4YTO Y Hac TpYAHee Bcero
nobpaTecs A0 Kakoi-HUOyIb TOJKOBOH NPHUYMHHEI M BBLICJICAMTbL BCE
KOHIIbI HAIIIMX MOPBAHHBIX HUTEH, ~ UMEHHO B 3TOM M 3aKJIIoYaeTcs AJs
Hac Kak Obl HEKOTOpOE yTelleHHe: pa3OepyT MOJ KOHell, YTO pacTpaTa

CHJI He3pesiasg M HH € YeM HecooOpa3Hasi, HaloJIOBHHY MCKYCCTBEHHAs U
BeI3BanHai [...]. (XXII, 84.)

In other words, he believed that the history of the West was different from that of
Russia, in that its dissociation was a result of the historical process. Russia’s
history, on the other hand, was characterised by something else. Speaking of

Russia’s potential role in Europe, he writes:

[...] ¥ He OTBLIKJIM JIb MBI IaBHO OT BCAKOH MBICIH O TOM, B 4YeM
3aKJIIOYACTCA HaIe HACTOAILUCC «00ocobsienne» kax HAallHH H B YEM
HacTodmas Hawa poJib B EBpone? ML He TONbKO He noHMMaeM Teneps
noAoOHBIX Belleif, HO H BONPOCOB TaKHUX He JOMYCKaeM, H CIyliaTh 00
HMX CYMTaeM 3a T[IynocTh H 3a OTcTajnocTh Hamy., M ecnu
nedicreuTesIbHO EBpola IMOCTYYHTCA K HaM 3a TeM, YToO Mbl BCTaBasIH
u uu cnacaTthk ee 'Ordre, To, MoXxeT ObITh, TOra-TO JIMLIbL B NEpBbIi
pa3 Mbl U noiiMeM, BCe BAPYT pa3oM, 10 KakoH CTerneHH MBI BCE BpeMd
He noxoxHu OblIM Ha EBpony, HecMOTps Ha BCE ABYXCOTJIETHEE XKeJlaHue
M MedThl Ham crath EBponoi [...]. (XXII, 91.)
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In this passage, echoing Slavophile thought, Dostoevskii signals that Russia held
something unique, something which since the Enlightenment had been regarded
as an obstruction to progress or as a dissociation from Europe, but which was in
danger of being lost through the actual disintegrating effect of Europeanisation.
In a notebook entry from 1876-77, he jots down a few words that capture the
essence of his concern: °‘/[yxosnoe edunenue. IlpaBocnaBue. B3iameH
MaTephANILHOIO €INHEHHs, CUJIOH KAaTOJIM4eCTBA, PUMCKOIO €AMHEHHs’
(XX1V, 214).

That which was unique to Russia, that which Dostoevskii feared would be
lost, is another thematic characteristic of Dnevnik pisatelia and one of the central
tenets of Slavophilism: sobornost'. The result of a Westernised intelligentsia was
a divided Russia and hence its unique innate spirit of brotherhood and mutuality,
which had grown naturally since Russia’s beginnings, was under threat.
Increasing incidences of individualism and profiteering meant that people were
ceasing to love their neighbour and were instead acting towards each other in a
proprietary or coercive manner. Viacheslav Ivanov has noted this concern of
Dostoevskii’s, that to objectify the Other is to violate a moral and religious
principle, which Ivanov designates ‘proniknovenie’ or spiritual penetration:®® this
principle may also be called sobornost’, which requires mutual love and the
voluntary submission of one’s will to the whole.” Only in the common people
did Dostoevskii see Russia’s original and unique ethic of brotherhood. He gives a
touching example of his personal experience with such brotherhood in the issue
for April 1876. One Easter during his childhood, he recalls, his father’s estate
bailiff arrived unexpectedly, to announce that the estate had been badly damaged
in a fire. Never a wealthy family, the Dostoevskiis were struck with panic at this
terrible news. But then the children’s nurse approached them. She had not drawn
her salary from the family for several years, claiming she did not need it and
preferring to have it invested with a moneylender for her retirement. Humbly,
and in a completely spontaneous gesture of love, she offered the family her
savings (XXII, 112). However, this episode is offset by the previous month’s
discussion of sobornost”s antithesis, obosoblenie, where Dostoevskii laments the
disintegration of the intelligentsia into rootless, disconnected fragments. He

writes:
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[...] Hallle pycckoe MHTEJUIMIeHTHOE o01IeCTBO Beero Oosiee HAaMOMHHAET
co00I0 TOT OpeBHMIT NY4YOK NPYThEB, KOTOPHIA TOJILKO H KPEMNOK, MoKa
NpYThs CBSA3aHBI BMECTE, HO YyTh JIMIIb PacTOPrHyTa CBA3b, TO BECh
IYYOK pa3JIeTUTCA Ha MHOXECTBO CIa0bIX OBUIMHOK, KOTOpBIE pa3HeceT
nepsblif BeTep. (XXII, 83.)

Here Dostoevskii shows that he conceives of society in purely organic terms, for
like a living organism, he sees it to be greater than the sum of its parts. Without
the living force of natural brotherhood, in Dostoevskii’s view, society becomes

impotent and necrotic.

Again and again in the Dnevnik Dostoevskii praises the people for their
simple goodheartedness, their fear of God in spite of their sins, and their
aspirations to a noble ideal in spite of their flaws. Several times he writes that the
Russian people bear the image of Christ, and that without disregarding their
many deficiencies, they could provide an example for the educated classes. In the
issue for January 1876, he discusses drunkenness, brutality and ignorance among
the peasantry, but the following month he demonstrates that such a view of the
common people by no means precludes his ability to see Russia’s saving grace in
them. Almost echoing his 1847 statement on the people, he begins, ‘SI BoT,
HanpHMep, Hamucaa B SHBapCKOM HoMepe «JlHeBHHMKa», 4TO Hapo/J Haul
rpy0 M HEBeXECTBEH, NpelaH MpaKy W pa3BpaTy, «BapBap, XIyLIHi
cseta»’ (XXII, 42). But then he explains,

B pycckoM 4YesoBek€ M3 NPOCTOHApPOAbA HYXHO YMETb OTBJIEKaThb
KpacoTy ero oOT HaHocHoro BapmapcTBa. [...] IloBTOopsio: cyaute
pYyCCkHil HapoJ He 0 TEM MEp30CTAM, KOTOPLIC OH TaK 4acTo AeJaeT, a

O TeM BEJMKHM H CBATHIM BelllaM, MO KOTOPLIM OH M B CaMoi
Mep30CTH CBOeH NOCTOSHHO Bo3AbIXaeT. (XXII, 43.)

According to Dostoevskii, the great things for which the people yearn stem from
the image of Christ preserved within them, of which they are unconsciously
aware. In the third issue of 1873, he asserts that in the common people there lie
ideas, fused with the heart, that are unexpressed but strongly felt, and that the
whole energy of the people’s life goes into striving to bring these concealed ideas
to light (XXI, 17). He builds on this theme in the fifth issue of this year,
contending that in spite of their lack of religious education, the people
‘unconsciously’ know Christ, from carrying his image in their hearts and passing
it down from generation to generation (XXI, 38). In these arguments we may

identify strong elements of Slavophile thought; the emphasis on unformulated
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ideas ‘felt’ in the heart but not intellectualised is especially reminiscent of
Kireevskii’s notion of tsel'nost’ dukha, and also has resonances in the Hesychast
tradition of Orthodoxy, which arose from the concept of prayer with the heart (to
be examined in the next chapter).

Dostoevskii calls this unformulated repository of knowledge and
Christian love the truth of the narod, and it is this truth that the educated classes
need from the peasantry: ‘3T0 MBI HO/DKHBI IIPEKJIOHUTLCA Nepell HapoAOM H
®OaTh OT HEro BCEro, M MBICIM H oOpa3a; NPeKJIOHHTHCA Npel NpaBaoH
HapoJHO! M npu3HaTh ee 3a npasay [...]" (XXII, 45). However, he does not
deny that the intelligentsia must share its education with the people, and stresses
that the latter must accept this too (XXII, 45). In this way he reconciles his pre-
Siberian belief that the educated classes should lead the people out of barbarous
ignorance with his later views; here he clearly shows that for the divide to be
bridged, each side must accept the positive qualities of the other. In my view,
these comments of Dostoevskii’s demonstrate that he assimilated many of his
early ideas into his later ones, thus displaying a constantly evolving world view,
rather than a change of direction. Therefore, even in his thought processes,
Dostoevskii shows a predisposition towards synthesis and organic growth, which

are characteristics of Slavophile philosophy.

The people’s striving towards a noble ideal, the ideal of Christ carried
within them, was their moral ethic. Dostoevskii calls this moral ethic ‘anyHoe
CaMOCOBEpIIEHCTBOBAHHUE B JyXxe XpHCTHaHCKoil o6’ (XXVI, 161). In the
Dnevnik he argues that such personal improvement is the only way to improve
society, and that it can only be done little by little, through each person’s
microscopic efforts. It is clear that here he is continuing to maintain the stance he
held on the reconciliation of the gentry and the peasantry in the pages of Vremia
in the 1860s. His emphasis is still on moral rather than socio-political change.
Dostoevskii believed that the influence of science and Western Enlightenment
ideas was encouraging the educated classes to apply an abstract theory to moral
and social issues, to take the tenth step without taking the preceding nine steps,
or in other words to ignore the established Russian heritage and to create their
own cultural forms. In the Dnevnik he does not deny the benefits of science and

industry learned from the West, and he devotes a significant part of the issue for
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April 1876 to defending the necessity and positive outcomes of the reforms of
Peter the Great (XXII, 110-11). Later, in the 1880 issue, he distinguishes
between material enlightenment, in other words sciences and trades, and spiritual
enlightenment, saying that Russia is grateful to the West for providing the
former, but that she does not need a foreign source of the latter (XXVI, 150). But
to rely on rational theories and generalisations would be to emphasise one aspect
of the human condition above others, and this would violate both individual and
societal tsel'nost’, ending in dissociation. Reliance on theories, in Dostoevskii’s
opinion, also tended towards a determinist view of life, of a life regulated by
external, coercive constructs which denied the freedom to be responsible for
oneself and for all. In his notebook for 1875-1876, Dostoevskii states more
clearly than anywhere else at this time his distaste for rational theories founded
only on science, and the terms he uses are strikingly similar to those that recur
throughout the works of Khomiakov:

3Haer JM Hayka HaTtypy u4esoseka. [...] 3akoH pa3ymHoi

Heobxo0umocmu €CTb TiepBee BCEro YHHUYTOXEHHE Ju4HOoCTH [...].

XpHCTHAHCTBO e, HanpoTWB, Haubojiee NpOBO3rJALIAET 60600y

smyHocTH. He cTecHseT HHKAKHM MaTeMaTHYeCKMM 3akoHOM. Bepyii,
eclId Xoyells, cepoyem. (XXIV, 170-71; italics added.)

In particular in the Dnevnik Dostoevskii considers the nature of crime and
how it should be understood. He paid great attention to the celebrated court cases
of his day, especially those concerning child abuse, and in his work he speaks out
against the utilitarian theory that all crime is simply a result of a materially
unsatisfying environment. This concern was not new for Dostoevskii; we have
already seen how it affected his depiction of the convicts in Zapiski iz mertvogo
doma, and he gave the idea its most thorough development in Prestuplenie i
nakazanie. His insistence that each criminal case should be addressed according
to its individual circumstances becomes most apparent in his discussion of the
Kornilova case. Kornilova was a young peasant woman, pregnant, who threw her
stepdaughter out of a fourth floor window, to protest against her husband’s
persistent unfavourable comparison of her with his first wife. The child was not
harmed, and Kornilova immediately turned herself in. Having previously
protested at the acquittal of Kroneberg, another child abuser, on the grounds of
poor environment, Dostoevskii now riles against Kornilova’s sentence, arguing

that in this case, there was a mitigating circumstance, the psychological effect of
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which diminished her personal responsibility: her pregnancy. As he compares his
different reactions to two basically similar crimes, he contends that to apply
blanket theories without considering individual peculiarities is a force of
dissociation:
[...] HanpoTuB, kak OBl BO3BELIAETCS, A €IIE CYAOM X, YTO COBCEM,
JeckaThb, M HET NPECTYIUICHHS, YTO IpecTyIUICHHe, BHIWUTE JIH, €CTh

TOJBKO 00J1e3Hb, npoucxoasumas oOT HECHOPMAJIBHOIO COCTOAHUA

o0lecTBa, — MBICJIb [0 TIE€HUATBHOCTH BEpPHAs @ uMbIX UACTHBIX
NPUMCHEHHAX M B M3BECTHBHIX pa3paaax sBJIECHHH, HO COBEPIICHHO
omMGoYHass B NPHMEHEHMH K LeJoMy M obuieMy, H60 TYT eCThb
HeKoTOpas 4YepTa, KOTOpPYIO HEBO3MOXHO MNEpPecTYNHThb, MHaye
npuUUIOCh OBI COBEPIICHHO OOE3JIMYMTH 4YEJIOBEKA, OTHATH Y HErO
BCAKYIO CaMOCTh M XHM3Hb, NPUPABHATDH €ro K NYyILUMHKE, 3aBHCALIEH OT
nepsoro Berpa [...]. (XXIII, 137-38.)

In this passage Dostoevskii again uses the image of a piece of chaff or fluff
whose fate is determined by the external impersonal force of the wind, in order to
show both the fragmentary and determinist nature of the application of abstract
theories to people, without accounting for their individuality. His approach of
personal moral reform, on the contrary, does allow consideration of individual
particularities, thus encompassing both the freedom of personal responsibility
and any special mitigating circumstances, as in the Kornilova case. Therefore it

proves itself to be an ethic with Slavophile overtones.

The nineteenth century was an era of change and reorganisation in
Western Europe, both politically and ideologically. The successive revolutions in
France, the Napoleonic Wars, the declining influence of the Church and the
upsurge of positivism, the struggles undergone in most countries between
monarchical, dictatorial and republican forms of government - all these had
repercussions which were felt in the Russian Empire as much as in the West. The
1870s marked the beginning of a new epoch in European history, as J. Marriott
comments: ‘The characteristic work of the nineteenth century was by then
accomplished. Europe was at last exhaustively parcelled out into a large number
of independent, self-conscious, self-contained nation-states’.”! At this time
Dostoevskii was preoccupied with the role of the Roman Catholic Church in
Europe’s political powerplays, and at the same time with the ideological and
political motives behind Russia’s increasing involvement in the Balkan States.

He saw on the one hand his mother country gearing itself towards an ultimate
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expression of Russianness and Orthodoxy, to shine like a guiding light for the
rest of Europe; on the other hand he interpreted the shifting alliances of France,
Germany, England and Austria as the rousing of a sinister force to challenge that
guiding light.

In the March 1876 issue of the Dnevnik, Dostoevskii expressed his
concerns about the stability of France. His interpretation of French society was
much the same as it had been in his Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh,
and in his view French society was fragmented, presenting only an illusion of
wholeness to its people and the rest of Europe. He saw a dominant bourgeoisie
which had ousted the aristocracy only to take its place, and an unsatisfied
proletariat who in turn were a potential threat to the bourgeoisie. He believed that
none of the socio-political ideas circulating in France, from Bonapartism to
utopian socialism, would satisfy the needs of the whole country and unite it.
Utopian socialism was one movement which attempted to offer a solution for the
whole of society, but it was based entirely on scientific reasoning, and for
Dostoevskii that meant it would never be able to account for all of human nature.
Here we can see that, as in Zimnie zametki, Dostoevskii’s views continue to
incline towards the teachings of the Slavophiles Khomiakov and Kireevskii in
their concern for the true unity of society and in the recognition of the limitations

of science.

Alongside the comments about France, Dostoevskii placed in the March
1876 Dnevnik some remarks about the Roman Catholic Church. In particular he
was concerned with the loss of support for the Church amongst Europe’s ruling
classes, as exemplified in Italy and Germany. The health of Pius IX was faltering
and in him Dostoevskii saw embodied a dying Catholicism. In his interpretation
the proclamation of Papal Infallibility was the ultimate expression of the third
temptation of the Devil, issued at the time when the Church was most vulnerable.
It represented the Catholic Church’s renunciation of Christ in favour of worldly
dominion, which had begun with the Pope’s temporal power over the Papal
States and which was a reformulation of the ambitions of pagan Rome. We have
already seen how as early as 1864 Dostoevskii was making notes on the same

theme; it clearly was never far from his mind, for he wrote to Strakhov from
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Dresden about the Papacy’s renunciation of Christ and impending downfall
(XXIX/i, 214). Now he was able to give these ideas his full attention. He wrote:

U BoT, B caMoe mociiefiHee MrHOBEHHE, KOrJa OTHUMAJM OT Hero
HOCJIEHIOIO JECATHHY €ro 3eMHOIO BJIaJieHUs, BJaJbIka KaTOJIMYeCTBa,
BUAS CMepTh CBOIO, BAPYI BOCCTaeT M M3peKaeT BCIO npasay o cebe
BceMy Mupy: «[...] 3HaiiTe xe, 4TO % Bcerma CuMTas ceOA BIaAbIKOH
BCErO MHpa M BCeX lapei 3eMHBIX, H HE QYXOBHBIM TOJIBKO, @ 3€MHBIM
[...]J; ¥ BOT A BceMHpPHO OOBABIAIO ITO TENeph B JOrMare Moeii
HenorpemmmMoct». (XXII, 88-89.)

But Dostoevskii was convinced that Roman Catholicism would refuse to go
quietly, and that in order to gain a new lease of life, and indeed to realise the
temporal possibilities of Papal Infallibility, the Church would seck an alliance
with the discontented masses, beginning in France where the proletariat longed
for a binding idea to unify society. Writing prophetically, Dostoevskii envisaged
the Church exhorting the people to force all levels of society into a brotherhood
with the cry of ‘fraternité ou la mort’ and promising them forgiveness of sins on
the grounds of poverty, if only they looked to the Pope as their earthly leader.
The alliance of these unexpected partners would prove to be a force capable of

overturning Western Europe’s recently acquired stability:

CnoBa 3TH JILCTHBLIE, HO 0€3 COMHEHUs JeMOC NPHUMET NpesIoKeHue:
OH pasr/IAANT B HEOXHIAHHOM COIO3HHKE OOBeAHHAIONIYIO BEJMKYIO
CUJIy, Ha BCE corjamaiolyrocs ¥ HuyeMmy He Meuuatomyio [...]. Tyt xe
BAPYT U TOYKA NPHJIOKEHUA CUJILI TOTOBA, M pblYar JaioT B PyKH, CTOMT
JIMILIB HaJsleub Beeil Maccol ¥ nosepHyThb. (XXII, 90.)

The idea that the Pope might head an alliance of Catholicism and socialism was
not new in Dostoevskii’s thought. He had already uttered it through the mouth of
the character Petr Stepanovich Verkhovenskii in the novel Besy (X, 323). Here,

however, he made the view his own, and stated categorically that he believed this
conspiracy would come to pass (XXII, 90).

By 1877, Dostoevskii was still concerned with the idea of a Papal
conspiracy with the socialists to gain world hegemony, and insisted in his
Dnevnik that the idea should be taken seriously. In the January issue he
developed his theme and began to explain how socialism should be compatible
with Roman Catholicism, expressing the ideas that, as we have seen, he worked
out in his notebook for 1864, and how it would be in France that this alliance
would first be forged. He argued that France was the nation which had always
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most adhered to the Catholic idea, and by this he meant the worldly power of the
Pope, not Christianity. France was also the country which had tried numerous
experiments with forms of socialism; in an echo of Khomiakov, Dostoevskii
asserted that this was because the socialist formula for the organisation of society
was a product of the Catholic idea: ‘I6o conmanusaMm ¢paHLy3ckuit ecTb He
4YTO MHOE, KaK HACUAbCMEeHHOe eMHEHUE 4YeJIOBEYeCTBa — HIed, elle OT
IpeBHero Puma wmaymas M moToM  BCeUeNO B KAaTOJIMYECTBE
coxpanusmasca’ (XXV, 7). His message becomes even clearer in the Dnevnik
for May and June of the same year. Here he declared that both socialism and
Roman Catholicism had world supremacy as their goal; the socialists would
accept even the most despotic banner under which to advance their cause, while
the Pope would offer the socialists unity in return for the chance for temporal
power (XXV, 160). Bruce Ward offers further clarification of what Dostoevskii
believed the Church had to offer socialism:
[Dostoevskii] thought that the eventual triumph of socialism could be
consolidated only if it were able to provide a moral enticement of sufficient
strength to appease the protest of individuality which may not want to
sacrifice itself for the common good. In Dostoyevsky’s view, the chief source
in the West of such a moral enticement remains the Church. Roman
Catholicism has traditionally been the most effective bearer of the morality of

individual self-renunciation — precisely the sort of morality which a future
socialist order will need.”

Ward’s comment requires a little clarification. Dostoevskii did not see in
Catholicism the kind of voluntary self-renunciation for the sake of others that he
saw in the obshchina; it was instead an enforced self-renunciation on the grounds
of self-interest. Ward’s argument for socialism’s need for a moral enticement can
be substantiated by reference again to Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh,
in which Dostoevskii showed that the flaw which prevented the realisation of the
socialist formula lay in the refusal of a ‘queer fellow’ to renounce his individual
freedom for the benefits promised by the socialist (V, 81). The character of the
‘queer fellow’ is further developed in Zapiski iz podpol'ia, the protagonist of
which longs for some idea to provide him with an alternative to his underground

protest.

Western Europe and the possibility of a Papal conspiracy were not the

only things which concerned Dostoevskii in his Dnevnik. His attention focussed
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as much on the East as on the West, and he saw in Russia’s involvement in the
Balkan Crisis a new hope for Europe as a whole. (Russia entered the war with
Turkey in April 1877.) In the June 1876 issue, well aware that England and other
countries feared Russian intervention, he wrote in favour of Russia entering the
war and fervently denied that his motherland’s interest was purely acquisitional.
It seems doubtful that a man of Dostoevskii’s intelligence and perception might
take such an apparently naive view of his country, given that only two decades
previously Russia had displayed her expansionist hopes in the Crimean War.
More likely, he chose to interpret events in a way that lent credence to his
theories of Russia’s future role in the world. It is in his writings on the Eastern
Question that Dostoevskii’s messianism is most patently expressed. In the June
1876 issue, he stated that Orthodoxy was the only religion that still preserved the
true image of Christ, and that Russia as the largest Orthodox nation was the
guardian of that truth. Moreover he believed that the future of Orthodoxy, led by
Russia, was in the universal service of humanity, inspired by a brotherly love for
all nations which would bring them into a harmonious unity:
[...] @ TyT Oeiicmeumeavno OyneT HeuyTo ocoboe M HeCabIXaHHOE; 3TO
OyneT He OJHO JMIIbL MOJIMTHYECKOE €IHUHCHHE M YX COBCEM He I
NOJIMTHYECKOTO 3aXBaTa M HACHJIMA, — KaK U NpEACTaBHUTh HE MOXET
uHave EBpona; M He BO MM JMIIb TOPramiecTBa, JHYHBIX BHIroA H
BEYHHIX M BCE TeX xKe OOOrOoTBOPEHHBIX NOPOKOB, NOA BHUAOM
o(HUHAJIILHOTO XPHCTHAHCTBA, KOTOPOMY Ha JieJie HUKTO, KPOME YepHu,
He BepuT. Het, 310 OymeT HacTosilee Bo3aABHXeHMe XPUCTOBOI
HCTHHEI, coxpaHgiomeiics Ha BocToke, HacTosilee HOBOE BO3ABHKEHHE
kpecTa XpHCTOBA M OKOHYATEILHOE CJIOBO MpPaBOCNaBHs, BO TJjiaBe
KOTOpOro JaBHO yxe CTOUT Poccusa. Dto Oynet umenno cobnasH i
BCEX CHJIBHBIX MHpA CEro M TOPXKECTBOBABLIMX B MUpeE J0cesie, Bceraa
CMOTPEBIIMX Ha BCE NOJOOHLIE «OXHAAHMA» C INpe3peHHeM H
HaCMEILKOIO H JIaXe HE NMOHMMAIOLIMX, YTO MOXHO CepLe3HO BEPHTH B
6paTcTBO JMOACH, BO BCEIIPMMHPEHNE HAPOJOB, B COI03, OCHOBAHHLIA Ha

HayaJlax BCeCITY)KEHHMS 4eJIOBEYeCTBY, M, HAKOHEL], HA caMoe oGHOB/ICHHE
mofeif Ha HCTHHHEIX Havanax Xpucrossix. (XXIII, 50.)

Dostoevskii’s preoccupation with Russia’s destiny may seem to some to
contravene the Slavophile ethic of freedom and voluntary unity, as onc could
mistake elements of determinism in it. Morson asserts that the apocalyptic
overtones in the passages on the resolution of the Eastern Question and Russia’s
part in it run counter to the spirit of open-ended time and gradual improvement
through personal effort.” I would disagree; one only needs to see Dostoevskii’s

messianism in Slavophile terms to find that it is integral with the rest of the
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Dnevnik. As I have already said, it was fundamental to Slavophilism to believe
that Russia would one day come into her own and regenerate the West. This is
indeed a belief in a goal-directed purpose, but one which is free and organic,
which will come about because of the natural growth of a society rooted in
wholeness of spirit and voluntary brotherhood. Therefore, it is not a determinist
outlook, because the Slavophiles understood determinism as involuntary
submission to abstract laws and theories. For the Slavophiles and for
Dostoevskii, Russia’s mission was of a different order from the growth of the
Western powers hitherto, because they had achieved their position through strife,
externally imposed coalitions, self-interest and the loss of true freedom. It is
important to note that Dostoevskii himself recognised that the fulfilment of
Russia’s destiny would not instantly bring about a perfect world society, since
Europe would not understand Russia’s ‘new word’ for a long time (XXV, 198);
although he often referred to Russia’s mission as a ‘denouement’, he saw it not
as the conclusion of history but as a new beginning, from which people might

learn to improve themselves through the ethic of sobornost’,

To understand how Dostoevskii arrived at his view of the universal role
of Orthodoxy, it is useful to look elsewhere in the Dnevnik for the strands of
thought which, entwined, constitute his national messianism. In January 1877,
whilst asserting the existence of three opposing ideas in Europe — the Catholic,
the Protestant and the Slavic ideas — Dostoevskii argued that every great nation
of the world believes that it is destined to save the world and stand at the head of
a harmonious unity of all nations. This, he wrote, was the driving force behind
socialism in France, behind the freedom of enquiry represented by Protestant
Germany, and behind Russian intervention in the Eastern Question (XXV, 17).
However, the pages of the Dnevnik reveal that Dostoevskii believed that only one
of the three ideas truly had the potential to create a new world brotherhood, — and
this was of course the Slavic idea. Dostoevskii was not a complete idealist; he
knew that there was much to be done in his country before it could accomplish
its mission. One thing was most important: Russia needed to stop trying to
emulate Europe and become truly Russian, and the only way to achieve that was
for the gentry to be reunited with the People. Only then would Russia be able to

enter into the universal service of humanity:
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Cratb pycCKMM 3HAYUT IepecTaTh Ipe3upaTth Hapond cBoil. M kak
TOJILKO €Bpolleell YBUIOMT, YTO MBI HayaJld yBaxaTb HapoJ Hall H
HAallMOHAJILHOCTh Hallly, TaK TOTYaC Xe HayHeT M OH Hac yBaxaTb. U
JICHCTBUTENILHO: Y€M CUJIbHEE M CaMOCTOsITe/IbHee pa3BUIMCh OBl MBI B
HallHOHAJILHOM JlyXe HalleM, TeM CuibHee M OJiMke OTO3BAUCh OBl
eBponeiicKkol Aywie M, NMOPOJHMBIINCH C Helo, CTaM Obl TOoTYac eif
noHaTtHee. [...] Jla ¥ caMH MBI noiiMeM Toraa, Y¥To MHOTO€ U3 TOTO, 4YTO
MBI NIpe3UpajM B HapoJe HalleM, eCTh He ThbMa, a UMEHHO CBET, He
[JIyIOCThb, @ UMEHHO YM, a TNOHAB 3TO, MbI HEIPEMEHHO NPOU3HECEM B
EBporne Takoe CJI0BO, KOTOPOTO TaM ellie He cabixaan. (XXV, 23.)

The principle of nationality, then, was of great importance to Dostoevskii, and he
found that the Balkan Crisis inspired in Russia feelings of nationality, unity and
patriotism (XXV, 136). Nationality was a theme which had arisen before in his
novels, particularly in the nationalist Shatov in Besy, and in contrast, in the
liberal Versilov in Podrostok, who avowed that a Russian could not be of service
to mankind unless he renounced his Russianness in favour of a universal
Europeanness. It was precisely the movement of the Russian gentry towards a
blurred obshchechelovek (who could be a Frenchman in France, a German in
Germany thanks to his adoption of Western habits), that Dostoevskii abhorred
and that he knew the People could not comprehend. This he clearly stated in

Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh.

However, nationality by itself was not enough to promulgate the Slavic
idea and bring Russia to the fulfilment of her mission. It was not only a feeling
for fellow Slavs which Dostoevskii saw in Russia’s desire to fight against
Turkey, but an empathy with fellow Orthodox Christians (XXV, 73). The first
practical application, as Dostoevskii saw it, of Russia’s mission to serve and
unite humanity must be to liberate the Slavs in the Balkans and unite them under
a banner of Orthodoxy. For Dostoevskii, religion and nationality were
inextricably linked. In a single Dnevnik issue for 1880, an issue which he called
his profession de foi, he explained how the morality which constituted the basis
of a religion became the starting point for the nationality of a people:

[lpy Hayane BCAKOTO HapoAa, BCAKOH HaLMOHANBHOCTH MAes
HpaBCTBEHHaA BCErjia MpEIIECTBOBAJA 3aPOXKACHHIO HalIMOHAILHOCTH,
ubo ona xce u cozdasara ee. Wcxonmna xe 3Ta HpascTBeHHAd HAes
BCErAa M3 HIell MHCTHYECKMX, U3 yOeXIeHuil, 4TO ye/loBeK BeyeH, YTO
OH He IPOCTOE 3eMHOE XXHBOTHOE, a CBA3aH C APYTHMH MHMpaMH H ¢

BEYHOCTBIO. OTH yOexaeHHs (GOpMyJIMpOBaMCL Bceraa M Be3de B
peIiruio, B HCNOBEJaHHE HOBOM MJEH, W BCErAa, Kak TOJBKO
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HayHHAJIaCh HOBAg peJIMIrus, TaK TOTYAC e U CO3aBaJlach I'PpaxAaHCKH
HOBash HAIMOHAIIBHOCTE. (XXVI, 165.)

This passage contains the solution to the hopeless position of Shatov, the
nationalist from Besy. It demonstrates how, in Dostoevskii’s opinion, religion is
what determines the nationality of a people, and not vice versa. Shatov was the
mouthpiece for many of Dostoevskii’s own beliefs, and professed like his creator
that salvation for the world would come from Orthodox Russia; however, his
argument fell short of a convincing messianism because he lacked complete faith
in God, and was open to Stavrogin’s accusation that he had reduced God to a
simple attribute of nationality. The passage also gives a further indication of why
Dostoevskii had become so averse to the insistence of the educated classes on
Western philosophies and customs at the expense of Russian ones; his view of
the development of national ideologies is essentially a historicist approach, as
Leatherbarrow explains: ‘[The Westernizers’] prescription of Western remedics
for what they perceived as Russia’s ills betrayed the fatal ahistoricism of the
Westernizing position, the belief that universal principles could supplant those
that had emerged organically from a nation’s unique historical and cultural

evolution’.”*

The profession de foi also stands as Dostoevskii’s final word in a
dialogue with Nikolai Danilevskii that had spanned more than ten years.
Dostoevskii had known Danilevskii from the 1840s in St. Petersburg, where he
had encountered him on occasion in the Petrashevskii salon. The latter had
followed an ideological journey not dissimilar to that of Dostoevskii’s,
eventually renouncing his original left-wing progressive beliefs and coming
round to a more conservative nationalist view. He caught Dostoevskii’s attention
again in late 1868 when he began serialising his long treatise on the future
glorious role of Russia in Europe, called Rossiia i Evropa, in the broadly
Slavophile journal Zaria. Dostoevskii remarked to Maikov in a letter from
Florence, ‘Sl npumoMuHa, kakod 310 6bUT oTHasuHbli Qypbepuct. U BOT
u3 dpypbepucTa oOpaTUThCA K Poccuu, CTaTh OnATh PycCKMM M BO3/MOGHTD
cBolo nouBy M cymHocTs!” (XXVIINii, 328). He was bound to feel sympathetic
towards a man who had embraced his native soil after a period of Westernism,
and he followed Danilevskii’s articles with great interest, writing to Strakhov of

his eagerness to receive each new issue of Zaria as soon as it could be sent
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abroad to him. The main thrust of Danilevskii’s argument was that the Slavic
peoples should take advantage of their common ethnic origins and unite in the
pursuit of national goals, turning away from Europeanism. This aim was to be
best achieved by the seizure of Constantinople, which would resolve the Eastern
Question and set Russia at the head of a united federation of Slavic nations.
Dostoevskii was enthusiastic at first, but already by March 1869, he was
beginning to feel that Danilevskii’s arguments did not have the same foundation
as his own hopes for Russia. He wrote to Strakhov:
Cratbs xe Janunesckoro [...] [0 TOro cosnajga ¢ MOHMH
COOCTBEHHBIMH BHIBOJAMH U YOeXKIECHUAMH, YTO A Jaxe H3yMJIAIOCH, Ha
HHEBIX CTPaHHILAX, CXOACTBY BLIBOAOB [...]. [ToToMy elne xaxay ynraTh
3Ty CTaTbio, YTO COMHEBAIOCh HECKOJBKO, H CO CTpaxoM, 06
OKOHYaTeILHOM BHIBOJE; S BCE elle He yBepeH, 4To JlaHuneBckuit
yKaxeT B noanoil cuie OKOHYATENILHYIO CYLIHOCTb PYCCKOIO MpPU3BaHM4,
KOTOpasi COCTOMT B pa3obyiaueHHH Nepel MUPOM pycckoro XpHCTa,
MHpY HEBEJOMOTO M KOTOPOroO HayaJjio 3aKJII0YaeTcs B HallleM POXHOM
npasociasuu. ITo-MoeMy, B 3TOM BCA CyHIHOCTH Hailero Oynayiuero

MBHJIM3ATOPCTBA M BOCKpelueHHs XoTA Onl Bceit Esponnl M Bcd
CYILIHOCTBb Hallero Moryyero Oyayuero 6nitus. (XXIX/i, 30.)

Dostoevskii’s fears proved to be well founded, because Danilevskii followed a
similar argument to the one Dostoevskii gave to Shatov; he put his emphasis on

nationality, rather than on Orthodoxy.

The argument with Danilevskii made its way both implicitly and
explicitly into the pages of Dnevnik pisatelia, usually whenever Dostoevskii
made reference to the possible fate of Constantinople in the resolution of the
Balkan crisis. In the issue for November 1877, he set out his reasons for
disagreeing with Danilevskii’s point of view on Constantinople and reasserted
his belief in the importance of Orthodoxy as the determining factor of
Russianness. Disputing Danilevskii’s notion of a Constantinople governed jointly
by a federation of Slavic states, Dostoevskii argues that Russia alone must
govern the city. Her authority to do this, in his view, is her capacity for
universality, her ability to assimilate all nationalities into a natural, organic

brotherhood. D. V. Grishin offers a clarification of this notion:

[lo wMueuuto JlOCTOEBCKOro, PpYycCKHii 4YejloBeK He uMea Toil
YIJI0BaTOCTH ¥ 3aMKHYTOCTH, KOTOPOH OTJIHYAJICA 3anajaHElil venosek.
Pycckuit MOXeT NOHATD BCe, OH COMYBCTBYET BCEMY Y€JIOBEYECKOMY BHE
pa3MyMs HAUMOHAJBHOCTH, KpoBM H mouBbl. [...] OH BHIABHHYN
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3aMEYATEILHYI0  HJCI0  «eJUHEHHS  BCEYEJIOBEYECKOro»  Kak
eIMHCTBEHHYIO BO3MOXKHOCTh pa3pellieHHsi MUPOBBIX POTHBOpeunit.”

Dostoevskii draws the distinction between the existing Muslim rule of the city,
which he describes as an oppressive force that allows no freedom, and the self-
sacrificing role of Russia in protecting the interests of her Eastern brethren. The
key characteristic that would allow Russia to achieve this mission without the use

of coercively imposed dominion, is of course Orthodoxy, as he explains:

A noxa HOBOH eIUHUTESLHON I HUX cHioit M Oyaer Poccusi, MMeHHO
TE€M OTYACTH, 4TO TBepAo cTaHeT B KoHcTraHTHHONosie. OHa cnaceT MX
IpYyr OT Apyra M MMEHHO OyIeT CTOATb Ha cTpaxe MX cBoGoasl. OHa
OyneT cTosATh Ha cTpaxe Bcero BocToka M rpaayuwero nopsaka ero. U
HaKOHell, OHa Xe M JIMIIb OHAa OfHA CnocoOHa noaHATL Ha Bocroxke
3HaMsa HOBOH HIEeH M OOBACHUTHL BCEMY BOCTOYHOMY MHPY €ro HOBOE
Ha3HayeHHue. [...] VTpayeHHblli 00pa3 Xpucra COXpaHMUJCS BO BCEM
cBeTe YMCTOTHI cBoei B mpasociasuu. C Bocroka u npoxeceTcs HOBOe
CIOBO MMpY HaBCTpedy TIpaayllieMy COLHMAaIU3MYy, KOTOpOe, MOXeT,
BHOBB CIIaceT eBpoleiickoe yesoBeyecTBo. (XXVI, 85.)

To anyone, including Danilevskii, who believed that Russia’s interests in the
Balkans were purely expansionist, Dostoevskii gives the reply that Orthodoxy is
the distinguishing element that would make Russia’s government of
Constantinople the foundation for a free unified society, from which Christ’s
message of self-renunciation and love would be proclaimed. It would appear that
he envisaged the establishment of a perfect Iranian society that would triumph
over the Kushite forces of Western Europe and Muslim Turkey, reflecting
Khomiakov’s ideas of world history.

So Russianness, or nationality born of Orthodoxy, was at the forefront of
Dostoevskii’s Slavic idea. The unity which this idea was destined to bring first to
the Balkans and then to the whole of Europe and the world, was according to him
quite different from the unity proposed by the unholy alliance of Roman
Catholicism and its bastard offspring socialism. Unity was inherent in the Slavic
idea, stemming from the mutual love that had developed organically through the
Orthodox faith; because it was based on the moral ideas which engendered
nationality, it was spiritual unity above all, and would be a natural part of the
Russianness Dostoevskii advocated through the return of the uprooted gentry to
the People. Conversely, the Catholic idea sought to impose an external, political
unity on society with the exhortation ‘fraternité ou la mort’; as Dostoevskii put it

in Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh, it was trying to make jugged hare
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without first having the hare (V, 81). In the Dnevnik of May and June 1877 he set

out the opposition between the two ideas:
TakuMm oOpa3oM, B BOCTOYHOM Hfeasie — cHadajla QyXOBHOE €QMHEHHUE
qeJioBeYyecTBa BO XPpHCTe, a MOTOM YX, B CHIYy 3TOr0 AYXOBHOIO
coeMHEHUsS BceX BO XpHCTe, U HECOMHEHHO BLITEKalollice W3 HEro
NpaBUIbHOE TOCYNApCTBEHHOE M COLMANIbHOE eAMHEHHEe, TOraa Kak Io
PMMCKOMY TOJIKOBaHHIO HaoOOpOT: CHayana 3apyyuThC NPOYHLIM
rOCyJapCTBEHHBIM €IMHEHHEM B BHJ€ BCEMUDHOH MOHapXHH, a NOTOM

yX, NOXaJIyd, U JYXOBHOE €IMHEHHE MOJ HAYaJIOM IMamnkl, KaK BJIaJLIKH
mupa cero. (XXV, 152.)

Of the remaining idea of the three, the Protestant idea, Dostoevskii had
much less to say. This may primarily be because he, like Khomiakov, considered
Protestantism as well as socialism, to be an unfortunate consequence of Roman
Catholicism, and not a positive, new idea in its own right. Just as he saw France
as the main representative of the Catholic idea, so he saw Germany as the nation
which most corresponded to the spirit of Protestantism. According to
Dostoevskii, Protestantism had its origins in the resistance of the ancient
Germanic tribes to the hegemony of the Roman Empire; this was translated over
time into a protest for freedom of enquiry against Roman Catholic domination,
and thence into the birth of Lutheranism. Since the Protestant idea was born of
rejection, Dostoevskii speculated that it could not exist on its own without the
object of its rejection and would immediately deteriorate into atheism (XXV, 8).
Dostoevskii’s allegory in January 1877 of the smashing of a vessel which
contained a precious liquid showed how he believed that Protestant freedom of
enquiry led to fragmentation into sects; elsewhere he had cause to comment on
Anglicanism, calling it ‘a church of atheists’ (XXII, 97). However, his main
concern with the Protestant idea was the immediate role that Germany, as its
main representative, would play in the ‘last battle’ between the Catholic idea and
the Slavic idea.

For indeed Dostoevskii foresaw a terrible conflict between the ideas
behind which were aligned East and West, and he attached an almost apocalyptic
significance to his prophecy. He interpreted the events in Europe as a sign that
this struggle was about to begin. Firstly, he recognised that Catholicism,
particularly in its militant, ultramontane incarnation, was a divisive force in

Bismarck’s hard-won united Germany, and time and again he wrote of Bismarck
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as one of the few people who might truly appreciate the potential danger of
Roman Catholicism in its death throes, allied with a France resentful after the
Franco-Prussian War:

IToyemy nmeHHO [bucMapk] Tak BO3HEHaBUE/ KaTOJULHU3M, IOYEMY OH
TaKk THAJI M NpecieqoBajl Bcé, YTO Hcxoawyo u3 Puma (To ecTh oT
namnel), — BOT yxe ctoybko Jjer? [...] He katonuyeckyio Bepy OH ruaiu, a
puMckoe Hadasio 3Toil Bepel. [..] Ho neno B ToM, 4TO reHuanbHbId
IOJIUTHK CyMea OLCHHUTb, MOXET ObITh ¢IUHBI B MHUpE U3 NMOJUTHKOB,
KaKk CMJIBHO elllé pHMCKOe Hayajlo caMo B cebe M Cpeau Bparos
IepMaHHM M KaKHM CTPAlIHBIM LEMEHTOM MOXET OHO MOCHYXHUTb B
OynayleM JUIS COeIMHEHUs BCeX 3THX Bparos BoeauHo. (XXV, 157.)

It was hardly surprising, then, that Dostoevskii should devote so much of his
May and June 1877 issue of the Dnevnik to the three rival ideas, when in May of
that year, the President of France, Marshal MacMahon, dismissed the mostly
republican Chamber of Deputies and replaced it with a new one composed of
monarchists and clericals. The press at the time speculated that MacMahon was
acting under pressure from the Vatican, via the ultramontanists, and Italy too
feared that the new French government might threaten its newfound unity.
MacMahon also had the support of the French army and the Jesuits, and there
was concern across Europe that he might stage a coup d’état at the French
parliamentary elections set for the autumn.” In addition to this was the failing
health of Pius IX, which made the election of a new pope seem likely in the near
future. As the year drew on, Dostoevskii wrote with increasing urgency about the
conflict, which would begin in France: he predicted that France would want a
war of revenge with Germany, that German unity would be threatened, and that
Russia, whose mission had begun to be realised in the Eastern Question, would
rise up and confront the Catholic idea in a war involving the whole of Europe, a
war destined to usher in a new era of rebirth for Europe with Russia and
Orthodoxy at its head. His Dnevnik issue for September 1877 is, in my view,
where his messianism reaches its apogee, and contains a concise account of all

his arguments tracing the development of his prophecies. Here he concluded:

3) Tosbko 4TO OGoi Ha4yHETCA, Kak ToTYac e M oOpaTHTCA B
BceeBponeiickuil. BocTouHEIH BOnpoc B BocTouHbI 6O#, cuiolo cynes,
COJILETCA TOXeE C BceeBponeickuM OoeM. [...] Ho camas cyuiecTsennas
BaXkHad 4acTb 3TOH mocseaHedl U pokoBoit 60pLOLI GyneT cocToATh, C
O[HOM CTOpPOHBbI, B TOM, YTO €0 Pa3pCIIMTCH THICAYEJIETHUI Bomnpoc
PMMCKOTO KaTOJIMYECTBA H YTO, BOJIEIO NPOBHICHHUSA, HA €r0 MeCTO
CTaHeT BO3POXEHHOE BOCTOYHOE XPUCTHAHCTBO. TakuM obpa3oM, Haul
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pycckuit BocTouHEIl BOonpoC pa3aBUHETCS B MUPOBOH U BCEJIEHCKHH, C
ype3BbIYaiiHBIM  MpeAHa3HAYeHHBIM  3HayeHHeM, XoTa Ol H
COBEPIIMJIOCH 3TO INpelHa3HayeHHe M Ieped CIEeNbIMU IJla3aMH, He
NPU3HAIOUIMMHU €ro, 0 MNOCNeNHEH MHHYTbI CIIOCOOHBIMM HE BHICTH
SABHOTO M He Ypa3yMeTh CMBICIIa IIpeHa3HauyeHHoro. Hakouer —

4) (U1 nycTh 3TO Ha30BYT CaMBIM rajaTe/IbHBIM M (paHTaCTHYECKUM M3
BCeX INpeapeKaHuidl MOMX, corjaceH 3apane.) Sl yBepeH, uto O6oif
OKOHYHTCA B mnoJb3dy Bocrtoka, B noan3dy Bocrounoro corosa [...].
(XXVI, 22-23.)

Dostoevskii returned to the same themes in November 1877 and
reiterated his urgent predictions of a terrible struggle involving all of Europe in
which Russia would accomplish her mission. But the end of the year came and
the pressing political problems in Europe began to subside. The French elections
returned a republican majority to the Chamber of Deputies in spite of
MacMahon’s threats. Pius IX died in February 1878 and a new pope was elected
straight away; Leo XIII was less irascible than his predecessor and relations
between the Vatican and Germany improved under him. The following month a
victorious Russia dictated to Turkey the Treaty of San Stephano, and a shaky
peace returned to the Balkans for the rest of Dostoevskii’s life. During his last
four years he was able to publish only two more Dnevnik issues: one in August
1880 after his celebrated Pushkin Speech, and one, just before his death, in
January 1881. He was still very much concerned with the need to develop true
Russianness through a return to the People, and with Russia’s Christian mission;
he wrote to General Radetskii in 1878 that a great Slavic flame was rising, and
that Orthodoxy would bring a light from the East to Europe (XXX, i, 20).
However, his ideas were no longer so urgently applied to contemporary political
life. Nevertheless, although he moved away from these themes in the Dnevnik
pisatelia, he wove them into the Legend of the Grand Inquisitor and into the
teachings of Father Zosima in Brat'ia Karamazovy, thus showing that the issues
of Roman Catholicism and salvation from Russian Orthodoxy continued to be of
paramount importance to him. However, it is in the Dnevnik that he expressed
himself on these issues most plainly.

The Pushkin Speech deserves some special attention because in just a few
pages it condenses all the most salient points of the whole Dnevnik pisatelia that,
as I have demonstrated, reflect the main concerns of Slavophile thought. At the

same time, indeed, in my opinion it acts as a resumé of all those ideas that I have
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traced right through Dostoevskii’s non-fiction, from the first glimmerings in
Peterburskaia letopis’, through the fertile experience of Siberia to the ideology of
pochvennichestvo and reaching maturity in the Dnevnik. This shows that
Dostoevskii’s thought followed a path of organic evolution, in which the roots
remain visible even when the newest shoots are far from the point of origin.
Synthesis and organic unity as Dostoevskii’s modus operandi is an important
question in the subject of his engagement with Slavophilism, and it will be dealt
with in a later chapter. For the moment, it remains appropriate to study the
culmination of the themes that echo Slavophilism in the speech. Published under
the title ‘Pushkin (Ocherk)’, it forms the centre of the single issue for 1880,
accompanied by an explanatory preface and a polemic with the critic Gradovskii
regarding his response to the speech. Dostoevskii’s preface at once facilitates the
scholar’s work by providing the author’s own synopsis of the key points made in
the speech. He lists these as follows: that Pushkin was the first to appreciate the
significance of the detachment of the gentry from the native soil and to realise
that the solution lay in the Russian people; that he was also the first to depict the
positive Russian type, rooted in the soil and living in the spirit of the narod, that
he represented Russia’s characteristic of universality, the capacity to understand
the nature of other nations that made Russia the bringer of universal brotherhood;
that this moral characteristic was what Russia had to offer the rest of Europe and
that it was part of the people’s innate desire for universality. Dostoevskii also
contends that his speech was intended to demonstrate the possibility of
reconciliation between the Slavophiles and the Westernisers, thus indicating a
resurgence of one of his aims for pochvennichestvo. However, he expresses
misgivings that despite the acclaim he received from all sides, the Westernisers
will not really accept the idea that Russia’s capacity for universal brotherhood,
contained in the people, is enough for her to proclaim a ‘new word’ to Europe. In
his trademark style of reporting the hypothetical argument of his opponents, he
writes:
MBI Xe yTBepXAaeM, YTO BMELIaTh H HOCHTh B cebe cuity mobsiero H
BCeeIMHSAIIErO AyXa MOXHO M IpH TenepeliHeil 3KOHOMHYECKON HHILETE
Haeit [...]. «A, — ckaxyT, MoxeT ObITh, 3anaauuku [...], = B Hapoae
PYCCKOM, TaK KakK yX NPHULLIO BPeMs BLICKAa3aThCH BMOJIHE OTKPOBEHHO,

MBI TO-TIPEXHEMY BHIMM JIMIIL KOCHYIO Maccy, Y KOTOPOii HaM HeveMy
YYHTBCS, TOPMO3ALIYIO, HANPOTHB, pa3BUTHe Poccun k nmporpeccuBHoMY
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JIydiieMy, M KOTOPYIO BCIO Halo Iepeco3jaTh M nepenenarts [...).
(XXVI, 132, 134.)

In the speech itself, Dostoevskii presents his case for the refutation of the
Westernisers’ imagined argument, using reference to Pushkin’s creations as
illustrations of the points he makes. He indicates Aleko and Onegin as ‘homeless
Russian wanderers’, lacking roots in their native soil and detached from the well
of homegrown values resident in the people. Once again we find a recurrence of
his favourite metaphor for the individual reduced to a meaningless fragment and
controlled by the blind, external force of fate: ‘On moka Bcero TOJIBLKO
OoTOopBaHHasfg, HocCAllascs Mo Bo3Ayxy OsumMHka' (XXVI, 138). Pushkin’s
stories show these dissociated Russian types chasing after a variety of novel
ideas in order to satisfy their longing for order and direction: in Aleko’s case it is
the gypsy lifestyle, or as Dostoevskii points out it could equally be European
science or socialism. In contrast to these types he picks out Tat'iana, who, he
notes, had a simple upbringing in the provinces with a beloved peasant nurse and
who has the moral advantage of an unshakeable foundation of native beliefs. For
Dostoevskii, Evgenii Onegin is a perfect example of how true, native Russian
wisdom morally surpasses ‘civilising” Europeanism, and its superiority is
demonstrated by Tat'iana’s final rejection of Onegin. He interprets her act as a
recognition of Onegin’s spiritual sterility, since Pushkin’s character fails to see
that beneath the veneer of high society etiquette, Tat'iana is still the same simple
country girl he initially rejected, and instead is attracted only by what he believes
to be a Europeanised social butterfly. At the same time, Dostoevskii shows that
Tat'iana’s moral fibre lies in her refusal to seek her own happiness at the expense
of that of her husband, and that in doing so she not only affirms the worth of the
native Russian way, but also invalidates utilitarian arguments for the
reorganisation of society. For she will not allow the foundation of any edifice
that disregards the suffering of even just one individual for the sake of the good
of the majority; on the other hand her own voluntary self-sacrifice for the sake of
all is the model for achieving a unified community. Thus Tat'iana finds peace and
consolation in her childhood memories, which taught her:

He B Bellax 3Ta npasjia, He BHe TeOs M He 3a MopeM rae-Hubyns, a
npex/e Bcero B TBOEM COOCTBEHHOM Tpyae Haa coGoro. IToGeauiin

ce6s, ycMupMIIb ce6A — H CTaHellb CBOGOJEH KaK HHMKOrOa M He
Boobpaxas cebe, M HayHellb BEJIMKOE €10, H APYIHX CBOOOAHBIMH
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clenaellb, M Y3pMIIL cYacThe, HOO HANOJHUTCA XKU3Hb TBOSA, H
noiiMelllb HakOHell HapoJ CBOM U CBATYIO npasay ero. (XXVI, 139.)

Dostoevskii then moves on from specific works by Pushkin, and
considers the artist as a phenomenon representing Russia. He sees him as a
model of tsel'nost’, comparing him to a complete, integrated organism whose
origins come from within itself, not from external sources (XXVI, 145). Again,
we find Dostoevskii using organic terminology in a similar manner to
Khomiakov and Kireevskii. In Pushkin’s ability to portray non-Russian
characters with a greater veracity than any other writer (in Dostoevskii’s
opinion), he sees a reflection of the Russian people’s capacity for universal
brotherhood because of their ability to accept that which is ‘other’ without
objectifying it. As we have already seen, Dostoevskii believed that this capacity
was the determining national characteristic of the Russian spirit. Thus he also
posits Pushkin as a model of sobornost’, combining the most essential elements
of Slavophile philosophy. But then one encounters what I believe to be the only
problematic assertion of the speech. Dostoevskii begins to discuss the Petrine
reforms, and appears to argue for the first time that the narod accepted these
reforms, albeit unconsciously, in the spirit of furthering Russia’s mission of
bringing universal brotherhood to the West:

Tak TOYHO M PYCCKHH Hapon He M3 OJHOTO TOJIbKO YTH/IMTapH3Ma

npuHAT pedopMy, a HECOMHEHHO YXKe OILYTHB CBOMM IpeauyBCTBHEM
MOYTM TOTHYAC Xe HEKOTOpYIo JanbHeilllylo, HecpaBHeHHO Gouee
BLICUIYIO 1Ie1b, 4YeM OnMxkalIUMi yTHAHTapH3M, — OUIYTHB 3Ty lielib,
ONSTL-TaKH, KOHEUHO, NOBTOPAIO 3TO, Gecco3HaTeNbHO, HO, OAHAKO XK€,
M HENOCpPEeICTBEHHO U BIIOJIHE XHU3HeHHO. (XXVI, 147.)

Is Dostoevskii here refuting his long consistent contention that the cost of the
Petrine reform was the division between the educated classes and the peasantry?
In order to answer this question, we must first of all remember that Dostoevskii
brought his artistic talent to bear on everything that he wrote for a readership,
and in doing so was wont to emphasise different elements of a belief of his to
serve the overall artistic effect of a particular work. Secondly, this remark may
be best understood in the light of his statements in ‘Dva lageria teoretikov’,
written nearly twenty years earlier. There, it may be remembered, he wrote that
the content of Peter’s reforms was Russian in spirit, but anti-Russian in form, and

that it was the form of the reforms to which the people took exception (XX, 15).
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This assertion, therefore, does not preclude him from arguing that the people
unconsciously accepted the reforms in spirit, when his aim is to show the
manifestation of Russia’s striving for universal brotherhood in all strata of
society. As the speech concludes, Dostoevskii demonstrates that there is hope for
unity between the dissociated gentry and the common people, despite all the
fears and dangers he has outlined throughout Dnevnik pisatelia. This hope lies
precisely in the fact that for him, Peter’s reforms and the Westernism movement
were motivated by the same Russian trait of aspiring to global unity as has
always existed in the narod, although their methods were misguided. Thus he
proclaims that the Slavophile-Westerniser debate may be resolved and that
Russia’s moral resource may act as a ‘new word’ for humanity:
U BnocjieicTBUHM, S BEpIO B 3TO, MBI, TO €CTh, KOHEYHO, He MEI, a
Oynyluue rpsaayliie pycckue JIIOAH MOHMYT yxe Bce A0 €AUHOTO, 4YTO
CTaTh HACTOAIIMM PYCCKHM M OyAeT HMMEHHO 3HAYMTb: CTPEMHUTLCH
BHECTH NPUMHPEHHE B €BpOMNEHCKHE MMPOTHBOPEYHSA YKEe OKOHYATEIIBHO,
yka3aTb HCXoJ eBponeiickoii Tocke B cBoeit pycckoil nyiwe,
BCEUCJIOBEYHOH M BCECOCAMHAIOLICH BMECTHTb B Hee C Oparckolo
mob6oBHIO BceX HalIMX GpaTheB, a B KOHIIE KOHIIOB, MOXET ObiTh, H
H3peub OKOHYATEJbHOE CJIOBO BeNMKOi, obulel rapMoHuH, OpaTckoro

OKOHYATeJILHOTO COIJIAaCUS BCEX IUIEMEH 1O XPHCTOBY €BaHIeJbCKOMY
sakony! (XXVI, 148.)

The response of the critic Gradovskii to the Pushkin Speech forced
Dostoevskii to consider the statements he had made in it and reassert them. In
doing so, I believe that he himself may have realised how well the speech sums
up the essence of his thought, for at the end of his polemical reply, he offers an
interpretation of the chapter as a creed according to which he will continue to

publish Dnevnik pisatelia:

Ho, moBTOpsio, Ballla CTaThsl IOCJIYXHJA TOJBLKO MNPEJIOroM: MHe
XOTeJIOCh koe-4To BooOuie BeickazaThk. Sl HaMepen ¢ Oyayuiero roja
«JlHeBHMK THcaTes» BO30OHOBHTh. Tak BOT 3TOT Tenepelunuii HoMep
«JlueBHMKa» NYCTh MNOCHYXHT MoMM profession de foi Ha Oynyiuee,
«TIpOGHBIM», TaK CKa3aTh, HOMEpOM. (XXVI, 174.)

Of course, Dostoevskii only succeeded in publishing one more issue before his
death, but his so-called ‘profession de foi’ stands as such, in that, in the same
manner as the Pushkin Speech, it addresses the central concerns of the Dnevnik
in a most condensed fashion. In this chapter, Dostoevskii begins with the
question of enlightenment from the West, reiterating that whilst it was necessary

and desirable to accept scientific and economic instruction from Europe, Russia
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has never needed moral or spiritual enlightenment, thanks to the true image of
Christ preserved in the narod. He acknowledges once again the countless
shortcomings of the common people, but continues to emphasise their value in
having the capacity to unite not only Russian society but all humanity. He then
contrasts the essential purity of the people with the corruption and dissociation of
the educated classes who have misused Western enlightenment and turned their
back on their native heritage in the name of progress. Next he argues the case for
individual moral reform according to the spirit of Christianity, and shows how
this is the only route to creating a freely unified brotherhood, whereas broad
social reforms with no moral basis create only atomisation and the need for
coercive union. This argument leads him to demonstrate that the morally
unifying idea of Orthodoxy is Russia’s determining trait, which stands in contrast
with the secular cohesion imposed externally by the Roman Catholic Church in
the West. Finally he repeats his belief that Russia is capable of pronouncing a
new word of universal brotherhood, and justifies the passionate tone of his
speech for its ability to awaken hope in his audience. There is nothing new here,
but in a few pages, Dostoevskii reinforces his Pushkin Speech and revisits with
increased certainty, because responding to criticism, his favourite themes of
obosoblenie, tsel’'nost’ and sobornost’ both in Russia and in Europe. Thus the
whole issue for 1880, with its preface, speech and afterword, provides the most
complete statement of Dostoevskii’s interpretation of the central concerns of
Slavophilism, and as such may be considered to be the pinnacle of his ideological

expression in his non-fiction.

It now remains to ask: if Dostoevskii infused Dnevnik pisatelia with key
Slavophile concerns, how did he now view the Slavophile movement and his
own ideological position with regard to it? The Dnevnik contains several
references to Slavophilism and Westernism, some more favourable than others,
as well as mentions of leading figures of both movements. What is most
noticeable about the Dnevnik is that its overall tone is one of confident
impartiality. In Vremia it is clear that Dostoevskii needed to demonstrate the
stance of his journal and pochvennichestvo vis & vis Slavophilism and
Westernism; the later publication needs no such definition, assured as it was by

Dostoevskii’s name, and he moves towards or away from these movements as it
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suits his purposes. One must also bear in mind that by the mid-1870s,
Slavophilism and Westernism were no longer so clearly defined, their main
protagonists having now died, and Pan-Slavism, Populism and radical nihilism
were among those ideologies in ascendency. Dostoevskii’s letters from this time
give the impression that privately, he regarded himself now as a Slavophile: in a
letter to his wife from Moscow during the preparations for the Pushkin
celebrations, he refers to Ivan Aksakov as being ‘from our side’, and says
cryptically that even Katkov, ‘4esioBek BoBce He ciaBsHoduI’', was exhorting
him to stay and speak (XXX/i, 169). It may of course be that by 1880,
Dostoevskii had gained a reputation as a Slavophile, despite no clear declaration
of allegiance, and that it is this reputation, rather than his actual sympathies, to
which he alludes here. Certainly, in the Dnevnik, he wrote about individual
Slavophiles with great respect, including an obituary for lurii Samarin in the
issue for March 1876, and describing Konstantin Aksakov as ‘ne3a6sennoro u

JOpOroro BceM pycckuM nokoiHoro’ (XXII, 42).

There are a few places in Dnevnik pisatelia where Dostoevskii returns to
the subject of the division in the intelligentsia between Slavophiles and
Westernisers. In these passages he is much more detached than in, for example,
‘Dva lageria teoretikov’ and does not analyse the arguments of each movement
in as much detail. However, he is still concerned with the reconciliation of the
parties, and focuses on the points they have in common. In the issue for February
1876, he remarks that they could have been reconciled on the question of the role
of the common people in Russian society, but that they interpret the matter

differently:

U BoT, cnaBsHOMHUIIEI M 3aNMaHUKH BAPYI CXOAATCA B OAHOM M TOH Xxe
MBICJIM, YTO TCHEPb HYXHO BCETO OXMAATh OT Haponaa, YTo OH BCTaJ,
UAeT ¥ UTO OH, U TOJILKO OH OIMH, CKaXeT y Hac nocyeasuee cinoso. Ha
9TOM, Ka3ajoch Obl, claBsHodMIIaM H 3anagHUKAM MOXHO ObLIO U
NPUMHUPHTHCA; HO CITyYHJIOCh HE Tak: ClaBAHO(GMIBI BepAT B Hapof,
NOTOMY YTO AOMYCKAalOT B HEM CBOHM COOGCTBEHHBbIE, €My CBOHCTBEHHBIE
HayaJla, a 3anafiHAKH COTJIALIAIOTCS BEPUTh B HapOJA €AMHCTBEHHO NOJ
TEM YCJIOBUEM, 9TOOBl Yy HETO He ObLIO HMKAKMX CBOMX COOCTBEHHBIX
Havait. (XXII, 40.)

As I have already shown, he returned to the problem of the Westernisers’ notion
of the people in the Pushkin Speech and indicated that it was an area for concern.

In his reply to Gradovskii, he acknowledges the work of Pushkin and the
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Slavophiles in uncovering and publicising the true nature of the narod,
mentioning Khomiakov, Samarin and Aksakov (XXVI, 156). But before then, in
the issue for June 1876, he subjects Westernism to an intense scrutiny and finds
there the essence of the common ground with the Slavophiles. He sees in
Westernism a fundamental paradox, expressed in the fact that those members of
the intelligentsia who embraced European ideals, frequently adhered to the most
radical movements that aimed to destroy existing European societal structures.
Dostoevskii argues that in their adoption of European radicalism, the
Westernisers are unwittingly displaying their innate Russianness and their desire
to defend the native Russian spirit by doing away with harmful institutions. He
gives Belinskii as an example, claiming that for all his passionate attachment to
European socialism, he was the most ardent defender of the Russian cause. The

paradox, he writes, lies in the Westernisers’ misinterpretation of Russia:

TyT BBILILTa OJIHA BeJIMKas oMOKa ¢ 00eHX CTOPOH, U Npex/e BCero Ta,
4YTO BCE 3TH TorjaamHue 3anaiHuku Poccuio cmewmanu ¢ Esponoit,
npuHsutt 3a Espomny cepbe3sio M — orpvuas Espony m nopsgok ee,
JyMaJH, YTO TO Xe€ CaMoe OTPHLAHHE MOXHO NPHIOXHUTh H k Poccuu,
torna kak Poccus BoBce Onlna He EBpona, a ToJBkO Xoauiaa B
esponeiickom MyHaupe. (XXIII, 40-41.)

This love for Russia that motivates Westernism, however unconsciously, is what
Dostoevskii highlights as the source of a potential reconciliation with
Slavophilism. For this reason in the Pushkin Speech he presents the other side of
the coin, that a real Russian loves Europe as much as her homeland, because of
the Russian capacity for universality, and proclaims that the division between
Slavophiles and Westernisers is no more than a misunderstanding (XXVI, 147).
Nevertheless, as we have seen, he was unable to shake off the doubt that the

Westernisers’ view of the people would prevent a reconciliation.

The possibility that Dostoevskii had gained a reputation as a member of
the Slavophile movement is strengthened by a letter he wrote to Katkov in 1866.
The letter was written in response to the repressive stance of Katkov’s journal
Moskovskie vedomosti following an attempt on the life of the Tsar by a young
Russian student, and in it Dostoevskii affirms: ‘OTkpoBenno rosopio, 4To 1
6Ll W, KaxeTcs, HaBCEraa OCTaHyChb MO YOeXKAEHHAM HACTOALIMM
cnaBaHO(HUIIOM, KpoMe KpOIlUeYHEIX pasHornacuii’ (XXVIII/jii, 154). This

statement requires a careful approach for several reasons, and must not be taken
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at face value. Firstly, as Frank demonstrates, Dostoevskii is using the label
‘Slavophile’ for a particular purpose in an argument with Katkov where he
makes his point with as much diplomacy and obliqueness as possible. In the
context of his argument he is intending to show that to be a Slavophile means to
trust that the Russian people are in essence loyal, God-fearing subjects of their
Tsar, and that repression is not the ideal position to adopt in the wake of the
assassination attempt.”” Secondly, one should not overlook the ‘slight
disagreements’ that he professes to have with Slavophilism; it should be clear
from my arguments in this chapter where these disagreements lie. Finally, it may
be possible to draw from the qualifier ‘nastoiashchii’ a certain inference: that
Dostoevskii had his own very particular idea of what it meant to be a Slavophile.
For a description of this particular idea, it is necessary to turn to a section in the

issue for July and August 1877 of Dnevnik pisatelia.

In this issue, the reader comes closest to an idea of Dostoevskii’'s own
perception of his ideological position. The section is entitled ‘Priznaniia
slavianofila’, surely an ironic title designed to mock any opponents (and
readers!) who would dismissively put a label on his views. Dostoevskii admits
that there are elements of Slavophile thought in his convictions; nevertheless, he
was aware that to many intellectuals, Slavophilism meant reactionary extremism,
or was akin to Pan-Slavism. Here, he takes the opportunity to emphasise that his
beliefs are centred around a moral and spiritual ideal, not simply a desire to
return to the past or deny progress, nor a nationalism aiming to further the social
and economic power of Russia. He aligns himself with those who believe in
Russia’s destiny to establish a spiritual brotherhood based on the pure model of
Christianity preserved in the Russian people, and that, he writes, is the kind of
Slavophilism to which he belongs (XXV, 195). Immediately, then, he anticipates
the response of his opponents that such a proclamation is the expression of
religious mania and crazy dreams, and he assumes the appellation ‘Slavophile-
dreamer’ with irony. But to Dostoevskii it is precisely because his beliefs, in
contrast to those of Westernisers, arise from an idea-feeling rather than from
facts or economic developments, that they are all the more precious:

Huxorna Bel, rocrnofa, Halld eBponefil W 3alMajHUKH, CTOJbL He
mobunn EBpony, CKOJIBKO Mbl, MeuyTaTenu-cnasaHodunsl [...]! Her,

HaM Jopora 93Ta cTpaHa — Oyaymias MHpHas nobema BeIMKOro
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XPUCTHAHCKOrO MyXa, coxpaHuBulerocs Ha Boctoke... U B onacenun
CTOJIKHYTBECS C HEIO B Tekyllleil BoiiHe, MBI Bcero 6osee Gommcs, yTo
Espona He moiiMer Hac [...]. Eifl Hano ¢akToB meneps NOHATHBIX,
MOHATHBIX Ha ee menepewruil B3riaa. (XXV, 198.)

For Dostoevskii, it appears that to be a Slavophile in the truest sense means to
uphold the Russian idea, founded on Orthodoxy, and to assert one’s Russianness,
as he explained later in the Pushkin Speech, by loving Europe with a spiritually
motivated love that expresses the innate Russian desire for universal
brotherhood. One may substantiate this interpretation with an entry in his
notebook for 1875-1876. Here, he stresses the importance of the religious and
folk elements in Slavophilism, and indicates not only his degree of closeness to

the movement, but also how long he has been interested in similar concerns:

51 mpuHamIexKy 4aCTHIO HE CTOJILKO K YOeXKICHUAM CIaBAHODUIIBLCKHM,
BepHee, K NPaBOCJIABHBIM, TO €CThb K YOEXJCHHAM KPCCTBSHCKHM, TO
€CTb K XpUCTHAHCKUM. Sl He pa3fensio UX BHOJIHE — HX NPEAPACCYAKOB
H HeBeXecTBa He Jioburo, HO JOOMIO cepAale MX M BCé TO, YTO OHHU
mobsat. Eme B xatopre. (XXIV, 107.)

These remarks, together with those above from the Dnevnik, situate with regard
to the intellectual debates of the time the ideology that Dostoevskii had fashioned
for himself, and which is so well encapsulated in the Pushkin Speech. Dnevnik
pisatelia, then, not only furnishes the reader with a comprehensive exposition of
his beliefs, but also their position on the ideological spectrum of nineteenth-

century Russian thought.

! J. Catteau, Dostoyevsky and the Process of Literary Creation, trans. by Audrey Littlewood
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), p. 63.

2 5. Frank, Dostoevsky: The Seeds of Revolt, 1821-1849 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1976), Dostoevsky: The Years of Ordeal, 1850-1859 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1983), Dostoevsky: The Stir of Liberation, 1860-1865 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1986) and Dostoevsky: The Miraculous Years, 1865-1871 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1995).

3 G. Kjetsaa, Fyodor Dostoevsky: A Writer’s Life, trans. by S. Hustvedt and D. McDuff (London:
Macmillan, 1988).

4 Frank, The Seeds of Revolt, see especially ch. 8.

3 W. J. Leatherbarrow, ‘Idealism and Utopian Socialism in Dostoyevsky’s Gospodin Prokharchin
and Slaboye serdtse’, Slavonic and East European Review, 58 (4), 1980, pp. 524-40.

6 A. Herzen, ‘Byloe i dumy’, in Sobranie sochinenii v tridisati tomakh, vol. 9 (Moscow: Nauka,
1956), p. 170.

7 Ward, p. 25.
* Kjetsaa, 4 Writer’s Life, p. 54.
9 Frank, The Seeds of Revoll, pp. 190-96.



115

101 eatherbarrow, ‘Idealism and Utopian Socialism’, p. 529.

'S, D. lanovskii, “Vospominaniia o Dostoevskom’, in F. M. Dostoevskii v vospominaniiakh
sovremennikov, vol. 1, ed. by A. Dolinin (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1964), pp.
171-72.

12 ward, p. 30.

13 Viktorovich, p. 115.

" Kjetsaa, A Writer’s Life, p. 58.

15 Leatherbarrow, ‘Idealism and Utopian Socialism®, pp. 532-33.
16 Ibid., pp. 536-37.

17 Viktorovich, p. 116.

8 Ibid., p. 116; Ospovat, p. 181.

19 See for example S. Tokarzewski, Siedem lat katorgi (Warsaw: Gebethner i WolfY, 1907). G.
Kjetsaa also notes in A Writer’s Life, p. 99, that the Omsk prison records show that the only name
Dostoevskii changed was his own.

2 R. L. Jackson, The Art of Dostoevsky: Deliriums and Nocturnes (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1981), pp. 9, 13.

21 A, Dolinin (ed.), F. M. Dostoevskii v vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, vol.1, p. 191.
22 prank, The Years of Ordeal, pp. 65-66.

3 Ibid,, p. 97.

 Ibid, pp. 114-27.

2 1pid, p. 114.

% Ibid, p. 122.

27 yackson, The Art of Dostoevsky, pp. 26-217.

28 Erank, The Years of Ordeal, p. 63.

» 1bid,, p. 126.

3 1bid., p. 150.

3" D, McDuff, ‘Translator’s Introduction’, in F. Dostoyevsky, The House of the Dead
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1985), p. 17.

32 Frank, The Stir of Liberation, pp. 53-54.

3 y. G. Selitrennikova and I. G. lakushkin, ‘Apollon Grigor'ev i Mitia Karamazov,'
Filologicheskie nauki, 1, 1969, pp. 13-24.

3¢ Frank, The Stir of Liberation, pp. 43-45,

3% For a comprehensive account of Grigor'ev and Dostoevskii’s roles in the pochvennichestvo
movement, see Dowler.

36 yiktorovich, p. 120.

37 A. A. Grigor'ev, ‘1. S. Turgenev i ego deiatel'nost’ po povodu romana “Dvorianskoe gnezdo™,
Sochineniia v dvukh tomakh, vol. 2, ed. by B. Egorov (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1990), p. 173.

3% Dowler, p. 53.

3 A. A. Grigor'ev, ‘Kriticheskii vzgliad na osnovy, znachenie i priemy sovremennoi kritiki
iskusstva’, Sochineniia, vol. 2, p. 26.



116

4 A. A. Grigor'ev, Letter to A. N. Maikov, Materialy dlia biografii A. Grigor'eva, ed. by V.
Kniazhnin (Petrograd: Pushkinskii dom, 1917), p. 217. Because this edition uses the old
orthography, for consistency’s sake I have transcribed this quotation.

4! Cited in Dowler, p. 58. Despite following Dowler’s references, I have been unable to find the
original source for this citation.

2 Dowler, p. 81.

43 As cited by the editors of F. M. Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v 30 tomakh, vol. 18,
p. 229.

“ Dowler, p. 73.

45 v, S. Nechaeva, Zhurnal M. M. i F. M. Dostoevskikh “Vremia”, 1861-1863 (Moscow: Nauka,
1972), p. 271.

46 1t is uncertain to which article Dostoevskii is referring, although the editors of the Academy
edition make various suggestions in vol. 19, pp. 259-60.

*7 Frank, The Stir of Liberation, p. 104.
8 bid, p. 53.

4 D. Offord, ‘Dostoyevsky and Chernyshevsky’, Slavonic and East European Review, 57 (4),
1979, pp. 509-30: p. 512.

%0 Kjetsaa, A Writer’s Life, p. 143.

51 1t should be noted that Russians, when referring to ‘Europe’, mean Western Europe; there has
long been much debate over whether the Russians consider themselves to be Europeans or not,
and indeed this is one of Dostoevskii’s themes.

52 See for example a letter to Strakhov (XXVIIV/ii, 26-28), in which Dostoevskii complains that
Paris is boring and comments on falsity and lack of ideals behind the Frenchman's fagade of
politeness and propriety.

3 M. V. Jones, ‘Dostoyevsky and Europe: Travels in the Mind’, Renaissance and Modern
Studies, 24, 1980, pp. 38-57: pp. 51-52,

34 Khomiakov, ‘K Serbam. Poslanie iz Moskvy’, Polnoe sobranie sochinenil, vol. 1, pp. 377-408:
p. 393.

%3 For a detailed study of Chaadaev’s views and writings, see Walicki, especially Chapter 3.

% Kireevskii, ‘O neobkhodimosti i vozmozhnosti novykh nachal dlia filosofii®, Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii, vol. 1, p. 246.

57 Ward, p.78. Ward’s mention of Whigs and Tories is interesting, because Khomiakov saw
Whiggism as being rationalised individualism which detached the individual from historical
traditions, embodied in Toryism. For more explanation on this matter see Christoff, An
g;;o;lgclion to Nineteenth-Century Russian Slavophilism, vol. 1, pp. 217-18, and Walicki, pp.

5% Erank, The Stir of Liberation, p. 188.

59 - . .
W. J. Birkbeck, Russia and the English Church During the Last Fifty Years, vol. 1 (London:
Rivington, Percival and Co., 1895), p. 78. iy Years, (London:

 Erank, The Stir of Liberation, p. 185.
! Ward, pp. 89-90.
2 jbid., pp. 90-91.

63 The principle of bratstvo or brotherhood was central to the philosophies of N. F. Fedorov;
Dostoevskii became interested in his thought later in his career and corresponded with one of
Fedorov’s disciples.

o Kijetsaa, 4 Writer’s Life, p. 147.



117

%5 Frank, The Stir of Liberation, pp. 296-309.
“ Ibid.,, p. 304.

7 G. S. Morson, The Boundaries of Genre: Dostoevsky's Diary of a Writer and the Traditions of
Literary Utopia (Austin, Texas: University of Texas Press, 1981), and ‘Dostoevsky’s Great
Experiment’, introduction to Fyodor Dostoyevsky, 4 Writer's Diary, vol. 1, trans. by Kenneth
Lantz (London: Quartet, 1994), pp. 1-117.

%8 Ibid,, p. 14. 1 use the English “dissociation’, as used by the translator of this edition, Kenneth
Lantz, with the same proviso that it is difficult to render the full meaning of the Russian
obosoblenie, which in Dostoevskii’s usage conveys alienation and loss as well as isolation, Sce
Translator’s Preface, in Dostoyevsky, 4 Writer's Diary, vol. 1, pp. xiii-xiv: p. xv.

v, Ivanov, Freedom and the Tragic Life: A Study in Dostoevsky, trans. by N. Cameron (New
York: Noonday Press, 1971), pp. 26-28.

7 Dostoevskii does not actually use the word sobornost’ anywhere in his writings, a fact that |
have verified using V. N. Zakharov’s Konkordansy vsekh proizvedenii F. M. Dostoevskogo, most
of which are available on the internet at

http://www karelia.ru:8083/~Dostoevsky/dostconc/alpha.htm However, his formulation of the
principle is so similar to that of Khomiakov’s, that it is appropriate to use the same term with
reference to Dostoevskii.

7' J. A. R. Marriott, A History of Europe 1815-1923 (London: Methuen, 1931), pp. 266-67.
2 Ward, p. 97.
3 Morson, ‘Dostoevsky’s Great Experiment’, pp. 72-74.

™ W. J. Leatherbarrow (ed.), The Devils: A Critical Companion (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press,1999), p. 21.

3 D. V. Grishin, Dostoevskii — Chelovek, pisatel’ i mify: Dostoevskii i ego ‘Dnevnik pisatelia’
(Melbourne: University of Melbourne Press, 1971), p. 91.

7 For an account of remarks in Moskovskie vedomosti about MacMahon's activities, see Kenneth
Lantz’s notes in Fyodor Dostoyevsky, A4 Writer's Diary, vol. 2, (London: Quartet, 1995), pp.
1397-98. For more details about the influence of the clericals and Jesuits in France at the time,
see F. Evnin, ‘Dostoevskii i voinstvuiushchii katolitsizm 1860-1870kh godov’, Russkaia
literatura, 1, 1967, pp. 29-41.

7 Frank, The Miraculous Years, pp. 50-54.




118

Chapter Two: The Dramatisation in Dostoevskii’s Fiction of Themes Found
in Slavophile Thought.

2.1: Introduction,

There is a famous passage in the notebooks to Podrostok where
Dostoevskii rails against his critics and defends the rationale for his works and
his method, proclaiming that his glory is in depicting the Underground, the true
life of the Russian majority. In this passage he also gives the impression that
there is a connection between his motives and the underlying concerns of
Slavophilism; he picks out the aspects of Russian life that preoccupy him most,
and relates them to his position in the ideological spectrum of the intelligentsia.
The text, although familiar, is worth revisiting in the context of the arguments of
this study:

®axtel. IIpoxonat mumo. He 3ameualor. Hem epaxncoan, 1 HUKTO He
XO4YeT MOHATYXHTLCA M 3aCTaBUTh cebs AymMaTh M 3aMeuarth. Sl He Mor
OTOpPBAaThCS, U BCe KPMKH KPUTHKOB, YTO Sl M3006paxalo HEHAaCTOSILYIO

KM3Hb, He padybeaumu Mmena. Het ocmosanuii nawemy oOluectBy, He
BBDKMTO MpaBHJ, NMOTOMY 4TO M XU3HM He Oblno. Konoccanbhoc
noTpsiceHue, — U BCE NPEPHIBAETCS, NaJacT, OTpHUAETCs, Kak Obl M He
cywectBoBajo. M He BHelune JMiub, Kak Ha 3anaje, a BHYTPEHHO,
HpaBcTBeHHO. [...] VI3 aToro-to (rpaxaaHckoro) 4yBcTBa s nepenascs
ObUI0 K claBgHOOHNAM, Jymas BOCKPECHTb Me4Tbl JeTCTBA (YMTAs
Kapamauna, obpassl Ceprusi, Tuxona). [...] Kak repou, naumxas c
Cunsbsuo ¥ I'epos Haulero Bpemenu no kusa3s bonkoHckoro u Jlenna,
CyTb TOJIbKO NpEeACTaBUTeNH 'MeJKkoro camosobus [...]. Ilpuuuna
NOANOJbA — YHHYTOXEHHe BepH B oOuwe mnpasuna. «Hem nuueo
ceamozo». Hemoxonuennnle moaun (Bcneactsue Ilerposckoit pedopmsl
8000wye) Bpoae unxcenepa 6 «Bbecaxy. (XVI, 329-30.)

It is my belief that in this passage Dostoevskii provides a résumé of the main
themes of his work and ties them into a particular ideological viewpoint, that of
Slavophilism. He focuses on the rootlessness of Russian society, the lack of a
moral connection to his country and the individualism that has taken hold of the
educated classes, so that morally, they are no longer Russians. He cites the lack
of moral ideals, whose destruction began with the Petrine reforms, as the reason
for the existence of the Underground and of fragmented individuals. In other
words, he posits obosoblenie, or a lack of unity, as his prime concern. By
contrast, he points to his own reverence for his Russian heritage, as exemplified

by Karamzin and the Orthodox Holy Fathers, and implies that this awareness of
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history has prompted his preoccupation with his country’s troubles. Thus he
makes the statement that out of ‘civic’ feeling he nearly joined the Slavophiles.

There is much to be inferred from this statement. Firstly, it is clear from
the context of the passage that for Dostoevskii, to have a ‘civic’ feeling for one’s
country is to be concerned with it in the moral, rather than in the political or
social, sense. There are no ‘citizens’, he argues, because all are obsessed with
petty egoism and have lost reverence for everything that has given Russia her
Russianness. However, Dostoevskii’s own moral-civic sentiment led him
towards the Slavophiles — but he has refrained from joining them. Why is this? In
my opinion, Dostoevskii is indicating here that he recognises those aspects of
Slavophile ideology that are morally similar to the themes that drive and inform
his own work. At the same time, he is acknowledging the problems associated
with a particular ideological label, just as he does later in ‘Priznaniia
slavianofila’. Both here and in the latter article, as I have shown in the previous
chapter, Dostoevskii attests to his own interpretation of Slavophilism, which
focuses on the moral and spiritual, on the Russian folk heritage and on the
essence of Orthodoxy. What is important about the passage from the Podrostok
notes, in my view, is that here he establishes this interpretation of Slavophilism
as the fundamental rationale of his entire oeuvre, with particular emphasis on his

fiction.

In the previous chapter I identified and examined several themes and
ideas that are of primary importance to Dostoevskii’s non-fiction, and showed
how they correspond to the central concerns of Slavophile thought. These themes
— organic wholeness, voluntary unity, freedom and brotherhood, and their
antitheses — are developed relatively straightforwardly in the non-fiction, and, the
artistic bent of Dostoevskii’s journalism notwithstanding, they are rarely hidden
and usually provide the subject for a polemical discourse. The same themes are
also discernible in his fiction, where they function as part of the dramatic
structure. Dostoevskii’s characters are frequently obsessed by ideas,' and in these
cases the action of the novel or novella is driven by the way in which the idea
affects or motivates the character. Thus Dostoevskii challenges the validity of the
ideas as characters come into conflict with each other. It should be noted,

nevertheless, that Dostoevskii does not compromise the integrity of his
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characters in order to serve the expression of an idea, and this practice often
complicates the process of tracing his treatment of certain ideologies, as in the

case of the multilayered motives for Raskol'nikov’s crime.

The majority of Dostoevskii’s post-Siberian fiction is underpinned by the
opposition between the same categories as are found in his non-fiction. Just as in
his non-fiction, Dostoevskii is primarily concerned with the dissociation of
educated Russians from their native soil and thus with the lack in these people of
any moral idea that offers unity with their fellow Russians, with their heritage
and with their land. The dramatic structure of his fiction functions according to
the interaction of those who lack such a unifying idea with those who possess it.
Therefore it is possible to examine his fiction in terms of two opposing
categories that arise from the beliefs and actions of the characters and the circles
in which they move. They may be termed the Kushite category and the Iranian
category, because the absence or presence of a unifying moral idca forms the
basis of and perpetuates the governing principles of Khomiakov’s Kushite and
Iranian societies. The essential principles of the Kushite category, as with
Khomiakov’s Kushite society, are coercion, necessity, and fragmentation or
obosoblenie. The great atheists of Dostoevskii’s novels belong to this category,
as well as characters who have taken on board a variety of ideas derived from
European Enlightenment thought. Theoretical or fantastic socicties are
showcased in the fiction as the result of logical development to the extreme of
the ideologies proposed by Kushite characters, and these societies are
foreshadowed by Dostoevskii’s depiction of Kushite elements in the
contemporary setting he gives to his fiction. By contrast, the Iranian category is
determined fundamentally by freedom in unity and organic wholeness, or
sobornost’ and tsel'nost'. Into this category fall the proponents of the Christian
faith, the meek characters and those rooted in the Russian traditions of the narod.
In addition, ideal societies are given credibility by the depiction of working

examples of the Iranian principle in the setting of the novels.

In this chapter 1 have endeavoured to select the most appropriate
examples from Dostoevskii’s fiction to illustrate my argument, concentrating for
the most part on the post-Siberian works, for it is after this time that the themes I

am examining are most prominent. Whilst these themes recur broadly throughout
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Dostoevskii’s oeuvre, constraints of time and space have dictated that some
works receive little or no attention, and I have preferred to concentrate on the

better known novels and short stories.
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2.2: The condition of rootlessness: the Kushite category.

‘Henocratroxk oOuieil, pykoBoasuiei uIaeH, 3aTpoHYBIUEH 6ce
obpazoBanus ¥ Bce pa3BuTHa [...]. IloTepsHa oTa cCBA3B, OJTa
pYKOBOJSILAS HUTh, 3TO YTO-TO, YTO BCeX yaepxusano’ (XVI, 68). So
writes Dostoevskii in his notebooks for Podrostok, apropos of the egoism and
lack of faith among the younger generation, elucidating the central theme of his
novel. It is a theme that may as well apply to the majority of his post-Siberian
fiction, and it illustrates that he was deeply concerned for the future of the
educated classes. This concern is expressed in his novels by the portrayal of
individuals who latch on to some other pernicious idea to replace that which has
been lost, and by demonstration of the effects of these new ideas on their lives.
Thus a whole host of different but frequently interrelated ideas obsess his
disaffected heroes. The cultural effects of Peter the Great’s reforms have cut
them off from the rich moral-spiritual heritage of their native soil, and the more
they court the prestige of European philosophy, the wider becomes the gulf
between them and the common Russian people. That this is the case Dostoevskii
has argued powerfully in his non-fiction; in his fiction he dramatises the
consequences. The ideas that so consume and damage his heroes originate in
Europe, which, in Zimnie zametki he has depicted as corrupt and dying. But
because these ideas are transplanted into an alien environment, because they have
not grown up as part of the development of Russian culture, they become
‘HEeKOTOPLIM CTPAaHHBIM «(HEJOKOHYEHHEIM» HIesAM, KOTOpble HOCATCA B
Bosayxe’ (XXVIIlii, 136). By this very phrase Dostoevskii underlines the
unhealthiness, rootlessness and ill-thought out nature of the ideas to which the
equally spiritually unhealthy and rootless intelligentsia turn for something to live
by. However, such ideas cannot provide the same path to true integration with
one’s fellow men, as can the organic, living values that have grown naturally
from the beginnings of Russian society. Instead they are divisive, as Geoffrey
Kabat has noted:

Ideas, as they are held by Petersburg man, no longer serve the purpose of

communication but rather intensify the individual's isolation by giving him

the illusion of completeness [...]. Dostoevsky reveals the origin of these ideas

and exposes them as substitutes for “living life”.?
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The European economic ethic of capitalism is one of the many ideas
seized upon by the educated classes. The practice of amassing money takes on a
special significance in Dostoevskii’s oeuvre: as Frank points out, Dostoevskii’s
Russian characters do not revere it as a mere material commodity, a means of
exchange, as do his European characters.’ Instead they view it as a means to
power and self-determination. The contrast between Western and Russian
capitalists is most clearly delineated in the novella Jgrok. The French characters
de Grieux and Mademoiselle Blanche not only gamble so as to increase their
wealth, but associate with the Russian General only in the hopes that he will soon
receive a large inheritance. When the source of the inheritance, Babushka,
refuses to die and fritters away her fortune at the roulette table, they lose interest
in the General. The central Russian character, Aleksei, perceives the moral
vacuum in the materialistic motivations of the Europeans and delivers a
blistering satirical denunciation of them. He begins with a statement that directly
echoes a pronouncement from Zimnie zametki, that ‘B kaTexusuc
noGpojeresed M JOCTOMHCTB LMBHIM3OBAHHOIO 3aMaJHOIO YeJI0BCKA
BOLIUIA MCTOPHYECKH H YyTh JIM He B BHJE I'JIABHOIO NMYHKTa cCnocoOHOCTH
npuobpeTeHus KanuTayuos’ (V, 225).* He then continues by describing a typical
German household in which the potential of the children is sacrificed to the
service of the accumulation of the father’s fortune. Such a practice is undertaken
willingly by each member of the family, who accept it as honest virtue that a
daughter should go without a dowry, or that a younger son must join the army, or
that the elder son marries only when he is wealthy enough, even if by then he and
his bride are past their prime. Aleksei’s satire throughout has resonances in
Zimnie zametki, especially in the latter work’s final chapter depicting the themes
of Parisian melodramas; his ‘touching’ detail of the rustling chestnut trees and
the stork on the roof bring to mind the babbling of the Parisian fountains that
Dostoevskii connects with the bourgeois’s sense of self-satisfaction. These
images of outward orderliness and domesticity represent for the author a gloss

concealing inner sterility.

Aleksei himself at first does not gamble, unless it is to place a bet on
Polina’s behalf, But his behaviour is soon affected by the humiliation continually
inflicted upon him by the General and his retinue, in whose houschold he is
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engaged as tutor. He begins to gamble with the aim of winning a considerable
sum, so as to appear a more impressive suitor in the eyes of Polina, already
courted by the mercenary de Grieux and the sympathetic but still stolidly dull
English businessman, Mr. Astley. In this respect Aleksei resembles Arkadii
Dolgorukii, the hero of Podrostok. Arkadii’s secret ‘Idea’, by which he plans to
live his life, is to amass a fortune through a combination of miserly living,
calculated buying and selling, and gambling. The possession of this fortune
would, he believes, erase the insult of his illegitimacy and accord him a self-
image of which to be proud. He does not even plan to spend or flaunt his
millions, but to go about in rags, enjoying the secret knowledge of his actual
position. This intention demonstrates that the money itself is not the goal, but
rather the power, status and pride he imagines it would bring. Both these
characters, together with the pawnbroker protagonist of the short story
‘Krotkaia’, and Gania Ivolgin of Idiot, in fact see the acquisition of money as a
way of defining themselves and of avenging themselves on a society that has
become too preoccupied with material and social status. Such characters have
featured in Dostoevskii’s fiction since his early creation Gospodin Prokharchin,
published in 1846. Prokharchin is so crushed and downtrodden an individual that
his only means of self-determination is a secret hoard of vast wealth, the
awareness of which gives him a shred of strength to defend himself from the
upbraiding of the clique of lodgers who exclude him.* In the post-Siberian
fiction, however, the emphasis shifts to an overweening offended vanity as the
basis for avarice. Cut off from the wellspring of Russian folk wisdom, the
money-seeking characters have no innate faith in themselves as Russians and
reinvent a persona founded on pride. When Alcksei finishes his attack on
German materialism, he proclaims: ‘Mue neHbrH HYXHBI 19 MEHS camoro, a
A1 He cyMTalo Bcero cebs 4YeM-TO HeOOXOOMMBIM M NPUAOATOMHBIM K
xanutany’ (V, 226). It is indeed as an accessory to himself, for his identity, that
he needs capital. He is the inverse of that which he has just denounced. Each of
these men then devises a distorted morality based on his artificial self-image. For
Aleksei, wealth is the entrance to an equal and therefore virtuous marriage; for
Arkadii, virtue is to be found in the strength of character needed for the
conscious concealment of wealth. Gania expects even more from money: the

fortune he is to contract from a marriage of convenience to Nastas'ia Filippovna



125

is to stand in for the personality and strength of character he has always lacked.
Vanity drives his lust for money, for he cannot bear to be thought of as
insignificant. For the pawnbroker, money allows him the possibility of lofty
magnanimity towards others. His daydream of the future sums up the attitude of

all four:
Brl oTBeprii MeHA, BbI, JIIOJH TO €CTh, Bbl NPOTHAJIM MCHA C
npe3puTesIbHBIM MoyianHeM. Ha Mol cTpacTHEIi nophiB kK BaM Bbl
OTBETHIM MHE OOMIO Ha BCIO MOIO XH3Hb. Tenepb s, €TANO OBLITH,
BIpaBe ObUT OrpaZuUTLECA OT BaC CTEHOi, coOpaTh 3TH TPUANUAThL ThICAY
py6Jieit 1 OKOHYHTDL XH3Hb rae-Hubyan B Kpeimy, Ha IOxHoM 6epery, B
ropax M BHHOIpaJHHMKaX, B CBOEM HMEHHM, KYIUICHHOM Ha ITH
TpHUALATh THICAY, a IJIaBHOE, BAAJM OT BCEX Bac, HO 6e3 37100kl Ha Bac,

C MAeaJIoM B Aaylue, ¢ JIOOMMOi y cepAaua XeHUMHOIM, ¢ ceMbeif, ecn
6or nouuleT, ¥ — NoMoras OKpeCTHbIM nocensHaM. (XXIV, 16.)

The acquisition of money, especially through gambling, allows Aleksei
and Arkadii an additional way of determining themselves; it gives them the
opportunity to challenge fate. One of the symptoms of the state of dissociation is
the tendency to fatalism, and to believe both in fate, a blind, immutable force
capable of crushing the weak, against which individuals are powerless, and in
chance, a meaningless, arbitrary force whose vagaries control men’s lives. Such a
perception is typical of life by the Kushite principle, expressive of coercion and
necessity. It stands in contrast to the attitude of those who live by the Iranian
principle, such as Father Zosima and Makar Dolgorukii, who voluntarily and
joyfully submit to the will of God and who are empowered by doing so. In
gambling, Aleksei and Arkadii see the chance to challenge and perhaps cheat
fate. Only by doing this do they believe they can assert their wounded
personalities. Substantial wins do not satisfy them; indeed they are simply
spurred on to take ever greater risks with their money, intoxicated with the thrill
of the situation. Arkadii resolutely denies in his notes that this is the reason for
his play (XIII, 229), but argues that cool reasoning and calculation will enable
him to be the master of fate. His behaviour contradicts him, however, when a
successful day at the tables awakens in him the desire to act outrageously in the
face of the other players’ disapproval and say, ‘Ha Bcé rwmony!” (XXIII, 229).
Aleksei, too, is overcome by the excitement of the game and plays recklessly,
suddenly fearless when luck goes his way and it appears to him that he has truly

controlled chance. His attitude to the game is reminiscent of the Underground
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Man’s vain rebellion against the determinist principles of utilitarianism: ‘o Mhue
POAMJIOCH KaKoe-TO CTPAHHOE OLIYLIEHHE, KaKOWH-TO BBI3OB Cyab0e, KaKkoe-
TO XeJIaHHe JaTh eif 1LeT4OK, BLICTaBUTD el A3bik’ (V, 224). His actions and
those of Arkadii also find a parallel in the behaviour of the convicts described in
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, who suddenly go on a spree of drunkenness or
violence, simply to assert their crushed personalities in the face of the
meaningless, inexorable force of penal servitude. Naturally, Aleksei and
Arkadii’s bravado does not last, nor does it in the end bring them anything but
more humiliation. Indeed the struggle against fate or chance only serves to
reinforce the impression of their unconquerability, and they become the victims

of their own misconceptions.

Thus, the fruits of the sterile seed of material wealth are isolation,
cynicism and despair. Arkadii shuns his family whilst in pursuit of his ‘Idea’,
convinced that independence and a radical break with all society is necessary for
its implementation. His gambling loses him friends as well as money as he
quarrels with Prince Sergei. Aleksei is blind to the fact that Polina loves him
regardless of his social status and that she is insulted that he should believe
wealth would distinguish him in her eyes. Gripped by the lust for the power he
feels at the roulette table, he becomes insensible of anyone else’s needs but his
own. After taking advantage of Polina, who is hysterical after an insult from de
Grieux, he runs away to Paris with Mademoiselle Blanche for a life of
debauchery. Frank’s analysis is that this act is also motivated by the drive to take
risks and dare to challenge fate.® Aleksei ends up eventually alone, having to take
jobs as a manservant, embittered, defensive, and dependent on the false sense of

glory provided by a win to mitigate for a time his growing self-loathing:

Ecim © OHHM 3Ha/M, OO0 Kakoif CTeneHH A caM MNOHMMAIO BCIO
OMEP3HTEILHOCTh TENEPEILHEr0 MOEro COCTOSHMSA, TO, KOHEYHO, YX He
noBepHyJicA Obl Y HHUX A3LIK YYUThL Mehs. [...] TyT neno B ToM, 4to —
oanH 0O6OpOT KoJieCa U BCE H3MEHAETCA, M ITH X€ CaMbleé MOPAJIHCTLI
nepsoie (1 B OJTOM YBEPEH) INPHAYT C JPYXKECKAMH ILYTKaMH
no3apaBnath MeHa. M He OynyT oT MeHs Bce Tak OTBOpauMBaTLCH, Kak
tenepb. Jla HaruleBaTh Ha HUX Ha Beex! (V, 311.)

The pawnbroker, too, finds no consolation in his dream of a Crimean villa after
his wife, the ‘Krotkaia’ of the title, commits suicide, driven away by his self-

centred calculations and his pride. He also is left alone with his despair, his futile
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protests against fate that he arrived too late to stop her, and his inability to
perceive any possibility of communion with other men: ‘JIronn Ha 3emie oauu
— por Oema! [...] Bc& meptBO, M Bcloay Mepteenn’ (XXIV, 35). Gania
Ivolgin’s self-invented identity dissolves the minute it is put under strain. When
Nastas'ia Filippovna throws a hundred thousand rubles into the fire for him to
pluck out, he is riven by the struggle between his vanity and his avarice, and he
collapses, thereafter left to play a much less significant role in the novel, which
serves to emphasise the failure of his plan to stand out. In this way Dostoevskii
demonstrates that the Kushite way results in obosoblenie, the dissociation of
individuals from society and the fragmentation of personality. Only Arkadii
Dolgorukii succeeds in seeing beyond the narrow confines of his ‘Idea’, thanks
to the love and support of his family. Although the novel concludes with his
hesitation over whether to go to university or pursue a completely new but
undescribed version of his ‘Idea’, the reader has every reason to hope that he will
follow the sound advice of Tat'iana Pavlovna and Nikolai Semenovich and

choose the broad path of education.

Closely related to the notion of capitalism is the theory of self-interest. 1
do not call it enlightened self-interest, as its proponents referred to it, because
Dostoevskii shows in his fiction that there is little of true enlightenment in it. The
theory was given its Russian form by Nikolai Chernyshevskii, who advocated
that although human beings primarily desire the satisfaction of their own
interests, reason would enlighten mankind that it is more ‘useful’ to identify
personal interests with those of the majority. This so-called ‘enlightencd’ self-
interest formed part of Chernyshevskii’s utilitarian ethic, which proposed that
thought and will in man were subject to the laws of physical science. From this
basis he argued that crime results from a poor environment, and that only that
which is useful is good.” It is well known that Dostoevskii strongly disagreed
with Chernyshevskii’s views, and engaged in a polemic with him that shaped
both his fiction and non-fiction for many years. This polemic reached its height
in the works Zapiski iz podpol'ia and Prestuplenie i nakazanie. The character
Luzhin in the latter novel adheres to the theory of self-interest, and in the novel
he functions as a mirror that reflects back to Raskol'nikov the ugly consequences
of his beliefs. Seen from the perspective of Slavophile thought, Chernyshevskian
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self-interest and utilitarianism deny the existence of a spiritual element in man’s
nature. Kireevskii roundly condemned the dominance of rationalism over other
forms of cognition, which had given rise to rational egoism, in his 1839 article
“V otvet A. S. Khomiakovu’.® Limiting man to a product of physics, chemistry
and biology has the effect of negating spontaneous emotional responses such as
compassion, and of making man more in the image of the mute, fleshly Kushites,
who concern themselves with the body and all that is external, as envisaged by
Khomiakov. This is the approach taken by Dostoevskii in his portrayal of
Luzhin, a man devoid of fellow-feeling and entirely self-serving.

Luzhin expresses his ideology as follows:

Eciau MHe, HanpuMmep, A0 CHX NOP TOBOPUJIM: «BO3JIOOM», H 4
BO3TIOOJIAN, TO YTO M3 TOro BhIXoAW0? [...] BeIxoauso To, 4To 1 pBan
kadpTaH nonoJjaM, AeJUICA € OaMKHMM, M 00a MBI OCTaBaJIHCh
HanmosIoBUHY rojsl [...]. Hayka e rosoput: Bo3moOH, npexiae Bcex,
onHoro ce6s, HOO BCE Ha CBETE Ha JIMYHOM HMHTEpECe OCHOBaHO. [...]
Crtano OwlTh, npHOOpeTas €AUHCTBEHHO M MCKJIIOYMTENLHO cebe, #
HMEHHO TeM caMbIM NpHoOpeTalo kak Obl M BceM W Beay K TOMY,
yTOOBI GJIHXKXHMIA NOJTY4HIT Hecko/Ibko OoJiee pBaHOro kadrana M yxe He
OT YaCTHbIX, E€IWHHUYHLIX 1IEAPOT, a BCJIEACTBHE BceoOllEero
npeycnesHus. (VI, 116.)

He indeed lives by the utilitarian maxim ‘love thyself’, for his motives are
governed by a desire for self-aggrandisement, sought in the engagement to the
noble-hearted Dunia and in his despicable scheme to discredit Sonia. His
pompous, inflated manner and contemptuous treatment of Raskol'nikov’s mother
and sister, as well as Sonia, instantly raise Raskol'nikov’s hackles. But the latter
is unaware of the suppression of his own spontaneous compassionate instincts,
resulting from his own adoption of the utilitarian ethic. Throughout the novel,
whenever he finds himself responding with sympathy to the plight of another, he
immediately checks himself or curses his action. For example, his instinctive
response to the sight of a teenage girl, who has clearly been the victim of some
kind of abuse and who is being pursued by an elderly lecher, is to call a
policeman and offer money for her safe return home. But almost straight
afterwards, he regrets his kindness and questions its ‘usefulness’, reasoning to

DT1o0, roBOPAT, Tak M cjeayeT. Takoff NpoueHT, ToOBOPAT NOJHKEH

YXOOMTh KaXOblA TOA... KYAa-TO... K 4epTy, NOJDKHO OBITb, 4TOD
OCTaJIbHLIX OCBeXaTh M MM He mewatTh. [Tpouent! CnasHble, npaso, y
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HHX 3TH CJIOBEYKM: OHU TaKHe YCIOKOMTE/IbHble, HayuyHble. Cxa3zaHo:
NPOLEHT, CTasIo OBITh, U TPEeBOXUTLCA Heyero. (VI, 43.)

As he stifles his compassion, his perception of the girl as a human being changes
to that of a number, an impersonal percentage. Stripping her of her humanity, he
denies the image of God in her and damages it in himself as he excises his
spontaneous love for his neighbour. The ultimate conclusion of his self-deception
with utilitarianism is of course the double murder. He himself identifies murder,
the literal destruction of humanity, as the direct consequence of the figurative
destruction of humanity inherent in Luzhin’s argument: ‘A noseauTte a0
NOCJEACTBHI, YTO Bbl JaBeya NpONMOBEJOBANH, W BHIAAET, YTO JoAci
moxno pe3ats’ (VI, 118). However, he fails consciously to associate this

conclusion with his own actions.

Dostoevskii’s rootless characters have no connection with their spiritual
heritage, and thus are prone to disregard moral responses traditionally associated
with the heart, such as compassion or Christian charity, which is motivated by
respect for the image of God in the other. Instead they place their faith in the
mind, in science and rationalism, and attempt to construct their own moral
systems based on logical argument. But when rationalism supersedes or
dominates the impulses of the heart, disorder and fragmentation result. The
Ridiculous Man, the protagonist of the short story ‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’,
drives himself to the brink of suicide through his slavery to rationalism. He is a
self-confessed ‘COBpeMEHHOMY pYyCcCKOMY MNPOIPECCHCTY H THYCHOMY
nerepOypxuy’ (XXV, 113), in other words a man contaminated by Western
principles. His life has been dominated by rational enquiry, which could not offer
him more than a limited view of his existence as absurd, hence his conclusion
that he is a ridiculous man: ‘Tak 4To IS MEHA BCA MOS YHHBCPCUTETCKas
Hayka kak Obl JUIS TOro TOJBLKO M CYIIECTBOBaja MOA KOHell, 4ToGbl
JOKa3biBaTh U OOBACHATL MHe, [...] 4To A cmemon’ (XXV, 104). The
awareness of his absurdity cuts him off from his fellow men and invites their
ridicule. His pursuit of rationalism leads him to suicide. But the inclination to
suicide is interrupted by a little girl, destitute and begging in terror for his help.
Despite a moment of pity for her, he brushes her aside, and on his return home,
surprised at the flicker of an emotion not dominated by rationalism, he puts off

his suicide in order to analyse the reason for his suppression of compassion. His
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logical mind causes him to argue to himself that in spite of his natural impulse to
help the child, he deliberately refused to do so in order to be consistent; if life is
so absurd that nothing matters to him and he is about to end his life, why should
he be concerned with another? His subsequent dream, which begins with his
shooting himself in the heart, rather than in the head as he had planned, indicates
the beginning of an awareness that rationalism destroys the traditional centre of

moral-spiritual values.

Versilov is another character whose dependence on his own mind almost
results in self-destruction. He has the same obsession with self-interest as
Luzhin, although by far more subtly expressed: the sentiment of the bald
statement of the notebooks, ‘xo4y xHuTb B cBolo 3aauuuy’ (XVI, 43), has been
softened into an underlying attitude by the final version. In the notebooks
Dostoevskii takes him through many incarnations, envisioning him committing a
variety of nefarious deeds, but the closer he comes to the final version of
Versilov, the more the character is associated with ideas rather than actions,
Edward Wasiolck asserts that Dostoevskii’s intention is to show that Versilov
may well adhere to some just ideas, but that in the final analysis, the worth of the
idea itself is immaterial if the attraction to it stems from the mind and not the
heart:

It may seem strange for Dostoevsky to give Versilov some of his precious
ideas, but here — at least in germ — and in the final version, Dostoevsky shows
us how “truths” can become *“errors” in the words of Versilov. Versilov often

has the right ideas, but always the wrong movement of his heart, or no
movement at all (italics added).’

As an educated man, Versilov’s governing ideology is to look to his own mind
and will for moral guidance, and so he follows the path already trodden by
Western culture and society, as identified by Kireevskii and Khomiakov: he
attempts to devise a faith based on reason. This is demonstrated by his dream of
the Golden Age, in which he arrives at Christ from a starting point of a religion
of humanity (XIII, 378-79), and by his insistence to Arkadii on the impossibility,
and therefore the necessity, of loving one’s neighbour:

Jlpyr Moii, MOGHTB JofIeH Tak, Kak OHM eCThb, HeBo3MOXHO. M omHako

xe, AovkHo. M motoMy nenait MM nobSpo, ckpena ceou uyscmaa,

3axkxuMas HOC M 3aKpelBaf riasa (nmocnemsee HeoGxoaumo). [...] Tyt

Kakas-To oummOka B CJOBaXx C CaMoro Hayaja, M «Ilob0OBb K
YyeJ0BEYECTBY» HaJl0 MOHUMAThL JIHIIL K TOMY 4eJIOBEYECTBY, KOTOpOE
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THI e caM M CO3Jajl B Aylue CBoeil (IpyrMMH CJIOBaMH, ceba camozo
co3daa u k cebe camomy moboss) [...]. (XIII, 174-75, italics added.)

From these examples of his ideology, it can be seen that not only is it an abstract,
theoretical ideology — for it is not based on an interaction with real people — but
its rational foundation destroys the voluntary aspect of Christian love, suppresses

the heart-centred emotional response, and returns the emphasis to the self.

However, Versilov is tormented by his spontaneous and largely irrational
love for Katerina Nikolaevna. He therefore becomes a man whose actions are
diametrically opposed to his beliefs. Although his love is sexual, rather than
charitable, he still struggles against it, tries to rationalise his own and Katerina’s
behaviour. As Wasiolek comments: ‘One way or another she too must be brought
under his command: either by loving him and acknowledging his perfections, or
by being unworthy of his love. She must be the best of women — if she loves him
— or the worst of women, if she does not.’'® At the same time he mostly
disregards the charitable love he feels towards Sonia and his family.
Consequently his personality splinters and he becomes divided against himself,
hence the appearance of the so-called ‘double’ Versilov, by which he and his
family explain his turmoil. Mochulsky makes the interesting but surely
misguided assertion that ‘Versilov’s personality [...] is organically collective’,
explaining in a note that by this phrase he means sobornyi;!' my arguments,
however, demonstrate that there is no sobornost’ or tsel'nost’ in Versilov. The
only path for him out of such fragmentation is self-destruction, and so he tries to
shoot himself. Once again, Dostoevskii depicts with convincing power the sterile

flower of rationalism, self-interest and suppression of the heart.

Those of Dostoevskii’s characters who commit themselves to a life
organised around rational or scientific principles frequently find themselves,
sometimes much to their own surprise, as is the case with Shigalev, devising a
system for the categorisation and control of mankind, in order to create the
perfect society. Raskol'nikov has his Superman theory, Kirillov believes in the
age of the man-god, Shigalev despairingly advocates unlimited despotism and
Ivan Karamazov invents the world of the Grand Inquisitor. All of their systems
have in common logical argument and rationalism as a basis for one’s attitude

towards one’s fellow men. Since the individual features of these systems have
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been thoroughly examined throughout the critical literature, I wish to focus on
the fact that they are systems, to consider what constitutes a system and how the

nature of system may affect the individual.

In Dostoevskii’s oeuvre, system has negative associations. It seeks to
create order and to regulate life, ostensibly for man’s benefit, according to the
dictates of reason. It is formulaic and is designed so that all of mankind has a
place in it, with no exceptions. It is man-made, and therefore artificial, and rather
than having developed naturally and spontaneously, it needs to be imposed from
without, usually by force. Thus it is a formal order, not an organic order. It is, in
other words, Dostoevskii’s own version of Kushitism. Under such a system, the
individual, whom it is intended to benefit, must be stripped of his essential
humanity so as to be part of the order; this requires either the removal of his free
will, or the denial of his compassion, or sometimes both. Needless to say, there is
no room for Christian principles, for the image of God in man is not recognised.
All of the aforementioned systems share these characteristics. In Dostoevskii’s
novels, the characters who dream up such systems may incur disaster as they try
to implement them, or they may simply be driven to despair by their own beliefs,
unable to break out of their circle of logic. However, there is one novella in
which the author depicts with frightening veracity how the individual may be
tortured and crippled by life under a man-made system. That is Zapiski iz
podpol'ia. Sometimes referred to as a prologue to Dostoevskii's mature fiction, |
would argue that it is rather an exposition in concentrated form of the motif that
is an essential part of the dynamic of later novels. Many comprehensive studies
and interpretations of this work exist, including Frank’s thorough analysis in the
third volume of his Dostoevskii series, and so I do not consider it necessary to
offer here a complete reading of this highly complex novella. Instead I shall
attend only to those aspects of Zapiski iz podpol'ia that portray the Underground
Man’s struggle against the system depicted in the work, while wishing to

emphasise that my examination leaves untouched many of its vital elements.

The Underground Man is, like the Ridiculous Man, a lifelong inhabitant
of St. Petersburg, which in Dostoevskii’s language means that he is a follower of
progressive ideas. To live in Petersburg is to live in ‘camom oTBneyenHoM u

YMBILUICHHOM Topojie Ha BCeM 3eMHOM Iuape’ (V, 101); thus the city is
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designated the origin of abstract ideologies and ‘intentional’ or artificially
constructed systems. The system to which the Underground Man is subject is
governed by the principles of scientific determinism and self-interest, as
propagated by Chernyshevskii at that time. Although the system does not exist as
a socio-political structure, it has arisen on the level of an ideology whose logic
the Underground Man finds irrefutable. As an educated man, brought up on
European enlightenment principles, he is completely detached from his Russian
heritage and has no defence against the influence of such ideas. His Petersburg
mind tells hlm that it is true that all human actions can be categorised or codified
by the laws of science, and that this will enable man to act only in his own best
interest. However, although his human nature cannot accept such a ‘truth’, he is

not equipped to find an adequate answer to it.

The ideological system that traps the Underground Man renders his
every action invalid. The determinist ‘laws of nature,” which are supposedly the
reason for everything he does, eliminate any need for compassion or altruism, for
these are spontaneous, voluntary responses to another human being. Also denied
are any grounds for taking offence, because the offender’s actions too are
governed by determinist laws. The Underground Man therefore consciously and
deliberately suppresses any impulse that is not egoistic, despite a natural
tendency to respond amiably to friendly gestures:

[...] B cymHOCTH HHUKOrAa HE MOT CHEJAThLCA 3JbIM. S nMoMHUHYTHO
co3HaBajJ B ce6e MHOrO-NPEMHOrO CaMbLIX NPOTHBOIMOJIOKHLIX TOMY
seMeHTOB. Sl 4yBCTBOBAJI, YTO OHM TaK M KHILIAT BO MHE, OTH
NPOTHBOMOJIONKHBIE JIEMEHTHL. S 3Has, 4TO OHM BCIO XH3HL BO MHE

KHIUEJM M H3 MCHA BOH HapyXy NpPOCHIIMChL, HO S UX HE MycKaJ, He
nyckaJjl, Hapo4Ho He mycka Hapyxy. (V, 100.)

His deliberate egoism is visible in his encounters — not quite interactions — with
his colleagues and his old schoolmates. His egoism has from an early age been
exacerbated by a consciousness of intellectual superiority and greater moral
awareness, by which he can justify his aloofness and despotism. In his dreams of
glory, which strongly resemble those of Arkadii Dolgorukii and the pawnbroker
in ‘Krotkaia’, he admits that love for another is unnecessary:

Ho ckoJsibko J1Io0BH, FOCNOAH, CKOJILKO 111068.1:! nepexusaJ s, ObiBaJIoO, B

3THX MEYTaX MOMX, B 3THX «CMACEHbAX BO BCE NPEKPACHOE W BbICOKOEN:

XxoTb M (QaHTacTHYeCKOH JOOBH, XOTb M HHKOrAA HH K UeMy
yejqoBeYeCKOMY Ha Jiefie He mpunarasuieiics, Ho 1o Toro Onulo ee
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MHOT0, 3TOi JIIOOBH, YTO NMOTOM, Ha Aejie, YK U NOTPeOHOCTH Jaxe He
OLIYLIAJIOCh €€ NpUJIaraTh: U3MIIHAAL O6 yX 3TO pockowmb 6vuia. (V,
133.)

His attempts at relationships with other people do not allow for free two-way
exchanges: all his actions, including the preposterous bumping duel with the
officer in the street, are designed to make the other respond to him, whether by
provoking the other with magnanimity or humiliation. Friendship for him is a
question of tyranny; with his colleagues he engages in pointless disputes and
with his old schoolmates he foists his obviously unwanted company on their
festivities. Finally, his egoism culminates in his deliberate cruelty to Liza, the

prostitute who offers him compassion.

Human emotional responses are not the only casualty of the
Chernyshevskian system: free will is also rationalised away by those pitiless
scientific laws. Just as the Underground Man begins to protest that independent
volition is dearer to man than his own best interests, he is brought up against the
stone wall of science: ‘I TOJIbKO 4TO XOTesI OLLIO NPOKPHYATH, YTO XOTEHLE
BeAb YePT 3HAET OT Yero 3aBHCHT M YTO ITO, Moxaiyif, u cnasa Gory, na
BCIIOMHMJI PO Hayky-To H... ocenca’ (V, 114). He knows that the system is
directing mankind towards the tabulation of wants and desires so that they will
coincide with man’s best interests, and that this is ‘aeficTBuTensHO
matemaTtuka’ (V, 115). All he can do is vainly bang his head against the stone
wall and persist in what he knows is an irrational and degrading revolt: to act out
of spite, or in other words, for no reason at all. A rebellion against a system of
necessity, and thus born out of that system, will never transcend necessity. His
heightened awareness of the intricacies of the system paralyse him; it is because
he understands the implications of its laws so well that he is imprisoned in the

Underground:

Benbp npsamoil, 3akOHHBbIA, HENOCPEACTBEHHbLIH NJIOA CO3HAHUA — ITO
MHepUHs, TO €CTh CO3HATEJIbHOE CJIOXKa-pykH-cuaeHbe. [...] [TosTopsio,
YCHJICHHO MOBTOPSIO: BCE HENOCPEACTBEHHbIE JIIOAU M JIEATEH NOTOMY
W eATeJIbHbBI, YTO OHH TYNBI H orpanuyensl. (V, 108.)

But even as he spitefully cries that two times two make five, he concedes that the
inertia of the Underground, his only solution, is no solution (V, 121). As Robert
Louis Jackson demonstrates in his comparison of the treatment of reason in

Zapiski iz podpol'ia and Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, ‘Reason has become
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irrational; it not only has ceased to serve the individual as a guide, but — as an
incarnation of seemingly ineluctable order — threatens to annihilate the
individual. To which the individual responds with... convulsions.’’? The nullity
of free will and all emotional responses, whether love or hate, kindness or
resentment, means that the Underground Man is not any kind of man: he longs to
be able to say something about himself, even something negative, for example
that he is lazy. But his despairing adherence to the system and denial of the
validity of natural human responses has stripped him of his humanity. He is not
any kind of man, he is an organ stop, or a piano key, doomed to click in time to
the workings of the system. The novella is Dostoevskii’s grim testimony to the

dehumanising effect of the system.

At this point it is fitting to examine the short story ‘Krotkaia’ in more
detail, as a contrast to Zapiski iz podpol'ia. The pawnbroker protagonist shares
many traits with the Underground Man, particularly his scnse of indignant hurt
pride and his egoistic approach to relationships. He also lives according to a
system, but one of his own intentional creation. The story can be interpreted as a
study of the consequences of Western principles governing the pawnbroker’s
life and his relationship with the meek girl. It is striking that the pawnbroker
exhibits many of the characteristics mentioned by Kireevskii as pertaining to
Western society, these characteristics being the weakness of family ties and an
emphasis on materialism.* The pawnbroker’s life is organised entirely according
to self-interest and the acquisition of material wealth. He is a solitary character
whom, he claims, nobody has ever liked. The reader learns almost nothing of his
background; there is mention of a married sister and a godmother, but only in
relation to how he acquired or lost money, so any family he might have had
functions for him only as a means to a material end. Like many of Dostoevskii's
dissociated, Westernised characters, such as Svidrigailov for instance, he
imagines the final solution to his problems to lie outside of Russia, somewhere in
the West — in his case in Boulogne. He is also given to the kind of smugness
which Kireevskii states is a Western trait, in contrast to the Russian’s natural
humility. Kireevskii wrote: ‘3anagnniif, roBops BooOlie, MOYTH Bceraa
JOBOJICH CBOMM HPaBCTBCHHBLIM COCTOSHHMEM; MNOYTH Kaxaulii U3

EsponeiineB Bcerna roToB, ¢ TOPAOCThLIO yaapss cebs no cepauy,
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roBOpUTL cebe M ApYruM, 4TO COBECTh €ro BIIOJIHE CIOKOiHA [...].’M The
pawnbroker’s frequent justifications for his behaviour, his efforts to command
respect and awe from his wife, and his indignation that she might not love him,

are evidence of this kind of self-satisfaction.

The pawnbroker’s Western traits make him a man living in dissociation,
cut off from his fellow men and motivated by selfish drives. Therefore his
relationship with the meek girl is also one of dissociation. He can only relate to
her as something he can possess: he thinks of her as his own; he claims he needs
a friend but only one whom he can fashion according to his own selfish design.
Every one of his actions towards her is calculated to have a certain effect, to bend
her to his will or to coerce her into loving him; should he fail, his next action is
intended as revenge. This cycle of battle, victory and injury is like a duel, as both
Jackson and R. N. Poddubnaia have noted,'® and he forces her to fight with him
by rebutting every attempt of hers to relate to him with love and sclflessness.
Their duel also is a reflection of Kireevskii's view of the development of
European socicty as arising out of conflict, hatred and oppression. The
pawnbroker is like the nobleman who, as Kireevskii wrote, ‘cTpemuiach
CAEJIATLCA CaMa BEPXOBHLIM 3aKOHOM CBOMX OTHOLUCHMI K ApyruM’, whose
heart was ‘co BCeX CTOPOH 3alIMILCHHOE XeJIe30M M ropjaocthio’ and who
formulated rules to govern his external relations with other noblemen;'® he thinks
up a system for dealing with his young wife and sticks to it. When his attempts to
reify her fail, he can only conceive of their relationship as continuing in the
reverse of his system, with him as her object, her lapdog. When things go wrong
for him, he demonstrates his dissociation by blaming blind chance, an immutable
external force, rather than recognising his part in the mutuality of relationships,
of which the moral universe is composed. Both the pawnbroker and his
precursor, the Underground Man, base their personal interactions on the
powerplay between tyranny and slavery. Such relationships depend on the
domination of one individual will over another, and the antagonism of the duel is
the process whereby the domination is decided, as with the Underground Man’s
bumping duel with the officer. The Underground Man’s analysis of his own

attitude to relationships aptly describes the pawnbroker’s marriage to the meek
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girl, and demonstrates the egoism that underlies the motivations of a Kushite and

degrades the obraz of the other:

Buin y MeHs pa3 kak-To u apyr. Ho 1 yxe ObL1 ecnot B ayiue; 8 xores
HeOrpaHM4eHHO BJIACTBOBATb HAJ €ro AYLIOM; S XOTEJ BCEJIUTh B HEro
npe3peHde K OKpyxaBlied ero cpeae; s NoTpeboBall OT Hero
BBICOKOMEPHOI'O U OKOHYATENILHOIO pa3phiBa € 3Toit cpenoit. Sl ucnyran
ero Moeii crpacTHoit apyx060if; 1 1OBOAMJI €ro A0 cJie3, 40 CYAOpOr; OH
ObLT HauBHas U OTJAIOLIANACA AYLIA; HO KOTAa OH OTAAJICH MHE BeCh,
TOTYAC )K€ BO3HEHABHAEJ €ro U OTTOJIKHYJI OT cebsf, — TOYHO OH H
HyXeH ObI MHE TOJIBKO JUIS OJiepXKaHUs HaJ HUM noGelnl, A OQHOrO
ero noaynuenns. (V, 140.)

However, the meek girl escapes the system into which the pawnbroker
tries to force her. She is not of the Western kind; her life is not governed by
materialism, as she needs money and work so that she may help to support her
family. She does not create systems or justify her actions with rational argument,
and therefore her husband cannot make himself understood; he notes with
contempt, ‘TyT nNpSAMOJMHEHHOCTb, HE3HAHME XHM3HH, IOHLIC JCUICBLIC
yOexaeHHs, CJienoTa KypHHas «mpekpacHbiXx cepaei»’ (XXIV, 16). In fact
her simplicity, her convictions and her awareness of ‘beautiful hearts’ are not
immature, cheap or blind, but show her personal tsel’nost’. She retains the
wholeness of her image, in spite of the pawnbroker’s attempts to possess it, and
notwithstanding the desperate actions to which he drives her. Her pawning of the
icon to him symbolises her initial voluntary submission of herself, of her obraz,
to him. But she does not find sobornost’, because the action is not reciprocated;
the love and the voluntary renunciation of the self are not mutual. For a short
period of time she manages to transcend his system, and expresses her freedom
by forgetting his presence and singing. Her anguished cry, ‘4 a dymaaa, umo
ébl mena ocmasume max’ (XXIV, 28), is an expression of her pain of being
forced into a new system, not a reproach for his neglect, as he interprets it. So
when her husband insists that the roles of tyrant and victim be reversed, her only
way out is to throw herself from the window, clutching the icon she pawned, thus

symbolising the escape of her image from his objectification.

The pawnbroker is left trying to comprehend what has happened. He
cannot assimilate her death into his rational, self-centred interpretation of their
relationship. He evades his responsibility for her suicide by blaming blind chance
that he did not return home in time to stop her. The story is his attempt to make
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sense of their marriage and her death, but his dissociation, his reliance on reason
and analysis lead him to a distortion of the truth. Dostoevskii’s preface to the
story is intriguing, because the author suggests that the pawnbroker really does
achieve an understanding of the events: ‘Mano-nomany oH AeACTBHUTeNLHO
yAacHaem cebe OesI0 U COOMpaeT «MBICAH B TOYKY». PAx BBI3BaHHBIX MM
BOCIIOMHMHAaHMii HEOTPa3UMO NPUBOJIUT €ro HakoHell k npasoe [...]. UcTtuna
OTKpLIBA€TCA HECYACTHOMY JOBOJIBHO SICHO M ONpEAeJHTENLHO, IO
kpaiiHeil Mepe 11 Hero camoro’ (XXI1V, 5). However, this is clearly ironic,
because Dostoevskii’s italics suggest a particular significance to the process of
‘making clear’, and a deeper meaning of ‘truth’. Also, the full force of the phrase
‘no kpaiiHeit Mepe /1A Hero camoro’ is not apparent until the end of the story.
The so-called truth to which the pawnbroker’s Western mind leads him is not
real truth; all he is able to discover is the lifeless despair of his dissociation, and a
vague recollection of sobornost' means nothing to him: ‘Oauu TosnbkO MoaH, a
KpYroM Hux Momyanue — BoT 3emisa! «Jlioan, moburte apyr apyra» — Kro

3710 cka3an? yeit aT0 3aBer?’ (XXIV, 35).

In other later creations, Dostoevskii explored in greater depth many of the
characteristics that he had studied closely for the first time in the Underground
Man. This character’s protest on behalf of his individual will, and his pride, are
found particularly in Raskol'nikov, Kirillov and Stavrogin. These three characters
have in common the fact that they all try to direct their lives according to the
assertion of their will. This desire is based on pride, as Wasiolek writes with
regard to Versilov: ‘But for Dostoevskii the effort of will is the work of pride.
What looks like self-sacrifice and self-command are really self-indulgence and
self-satisfaction.”’” .The self-will and pride of Versilov is much more subtly
expressed than in Raskol'nikov, Kirillov and Stavrogin; however, all these
characters arrive at their ideology of self-will because, as educated noblemen,
they do not have the support of traditional Russian values. Without the heritage
of instinctive sobornost', which has instead been replaced by European principles
based on egoism, they look to the self as a starting point for a code of morality,
and this practice leads to pride. Pride then gives rise to a breakdown in normal
relations with other people, and the characters become isolated fragments who

cannot interact on a social, moral or spiritual level. The Western cult of
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rationalism encourages the perception of others as objects or numbers, and pride
demands that these objects be controlled or possessed. Hence Versilov must
shape Katerina Nikolaevna according to his own design, just as the Underground
Man tries to do in his attempts at friendship and as the pawnbroker does in his
marriage to the meek girl. As I mentioned in my previous chapter, Viacheslav
Ivanov noted that in Dostoevskii’s opinion, to objectify the Other is to violate a
moral and religious principle:'® I have shown that this principle is sobornost’, or

mutual love and voluntary self-abnegation.

Raskol'nikov is afflicted with the same consciousness of his own superior
intelligence and perception as the Underground Man. Like his fictional
predecessor, he remains aloof from his fellow students and does not make fricnds
easily. He sees the moral disorder around him and his sensitive disposition is
outraged and offended. As he shies away from the chaos of Petersburg’s poorer
quarters and shuts himself up in his coffin-like room, the new, ‘strange,
unfinished ideas’ of Western origin take a hold in his mind. In this stifling,
irritable and isolated atmosphere, he draws up his theory of the Napolconic
superman, permitted to step across conventional moral boundaries in pursuit of
glory, whilst the ordinary masses are compelled to live within the restrictions of
these boundaries. His theoretical view of society smacks of Kushitism: it is based
on a distinct hierarchy where the masses are obliged to follow external laws,
rather than voluntarily regulate their behaviour for the sake of others. His theory
is contaminated by Chernyshevskian utilitarianism, which encourages him to
view acts, and then people, in terms of their usefulness to socicty. Raskol'nikov’s
theory and his resulting double murder stem from and exacerbate his
overweening pride. This pride is expressed in a contempt for all who surround
him, which, together with his acceptance of rationalism, frustrates his
spontaneous compassionate impulses. He despises Alena for her dishonourable
profession, her miserly behaviour and her cruel treatment of Lizaveta; he is ready
to despise his sister if she marries Luzhin; he sneers at the efforts of the police to
trap him into confessing. He wants to help the girl who has been seduced, but
then pours scorn on the feebleness of the necessary ‘percentage’ that must go to
rack and ruin; he lecaves some money at the Marmeladovs’, but scolds himself for

a gesture that in economic terms is a useless drop in the ocean. When everything
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around him in the stinking heat of the Petersburg summer appears degraded and
deformed, his arrogant desperation not to be part of the masses combines with his

outrage at their existence.

Thus Raskol'nikov’s superman theory combines with utilitarianism and
he conceives of a crime that will not only prove him to be above the conventions
that regulate the masses, but by ridding the world of a ‘useless’ individual and
providing him with wealth (a means of doing good deeds), it will also give him
the resources to ‘correct’ the dysfunctional society he despises so much. There
are grounds for believing that Raskol'nikov’s moments of compassion are
connected to his pride and his contempt for people around him; the notebooks to
Prestuplenie i nakazanie frequently repeat the exclamation: ‘Kak raaku moau!’
(V1I, 82). This is followed on one occasion by the phrase: ‘Het! Crpectn ux B
PyKH M MOTOM JeJaTh M J06po. A TYT: THHYTb Kak FHMIbI B MX [JIa3ax
po30yxaaTb ToJbko HacMewku® (VII, 83). Wasiolek comments that
Raskol'nikov feels compassion when people are groaning in their wcakness
before him and that he committed his crime not to help them, but to ‘tower above
them.’'® The notebooks also make much of his ‘satanic’ or ‘diabolical’ pride.
Thus he murders, as a test of his will, to prove to himself that, like God, he can
grant or dispose of life ar will, whether or not he then choose to use his power to
help or damn society, as he eventually confesses to Sonia (VI, 322). His pride
stays with him to the very last, and even his horror at his crime stems at least in
part from the conceit that to kill a wretched money lender is not a grandiose
enough test of his will (VI, 319).

However, Raskol'nikov’s pride, his Kushite conception of socicty and the
suppression of his compassion — in other words, the very principles that motivate
his actions — work directly against him. As is the case with all of Dostoevskii's
self-willed heroes, his theory contains the seeds of its own disproof and of his
downfall. Instead of opening up to him the possibility of participation in modern
society, whether as an intellectual embracing scientific rationalism, or as a
Napoleon, or even as one of the louse-like masses, Raskol'nikov’s ideas cut him
off from all of humanity. He cannot bear the company of his friends and family,
he wanders, wraith-like, through the streets of St. Petersburg contemplating

suicide (the ultimate act of self-isolation) and even his fellow criminals in Siberia
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shun him. Society does not function in the way that European enlightenment has
led him to believe, and until he accepts this fact and learns the precious Russian
way, he cannot be a member of the human brotherhood. Pride and rationalism
objectify the Other, thus denying the image of God in him and removing the
principle of equality. But the process is reciprocal: if all men are not brothers in
Christ, then they are meaningless, disconnected atoms, fated to destroy each
other and themselves, as Raskol'nikov’s dream of the microbes demonstrates.
Zosima in Brat'ia Karamazovy teaches that each is responsible for all and that all
life is interconnected; pride and the assertion of self-will disrupt the mutuality of
relationships and break the link of sobornost'. If he cannot learn to renounce the
self, Raskol'nikov must follow the path of Svidrigailov, that is to test the will

with ever more base actions, until only the final test of suicide remains.

In Besy, the characters of Stavrogin and Kirillov display the qualities of
pride and self-will extrapolated to a more intense degree than in Raskol'nikov.
Nancy Anderson identifies the difference between Stavrogin and Raskol'nikov as
follows:

In his turn to crime as a means of demonstrating his superiority to anything
which might constrain his will, Stavrogin is reminiscent of Raskolnikov in
Crime and Punishment; but there is a crucial difference. Raskolnikov’s crime
reflects a distorted morality: he repeatedly describes the predatory old
pawnbroker who was his victim as unworthy of pity, and argues that his
action not only caused no harm to humanity, but was perhaps even a benefit.
Stavrogin’s crime reflects a total, conscious rejection of morality: he has

chosen the victim who most deserves pity [Matresha], and chosen her for that
reason; he is trying to kill the very sentiment of pity within himself.2

Stavrogin’s deliberate rejection of morality is evidence of the total rootlessness
of the Russian educated classes that Dostoevskii depicts so strikingly in this
novel. Here the reader finds a whole menagerie of dissociated characters, whose
life-long experience of obosoblenie leaves them groping in all directions for a
point of anchorage. Besy is Dostoevskii’s portrait of nihilism: not simply of the
political movement, but of nihilism as he understood it, in moral and spiritual
terms.2' He saw nihilism as the convulsions of the gentry whose lack of roots in
the Russian soil was producing only sterility and eventual death. This went
beyond the advocacy of radical, destructive revolution as proposed by Nechaev
and Dostoevskii’'s own Petr Verkhovenskii; nihilism as an ‘idea-feeling’ was

present in the self-willed rejection of morality of the Stavrogins, in the logical
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atheism of the Kirillovs and in the hapless nationalism of the Shatovs. He wrote
to Maikov in March 1870: ‘IIpo nHurunnusm rosoputh Heuero. Ilonoxaure,
[IOKa COBCEM IEPErHUET 3TOT BEpXHHUil cJoif, oTOopBaBIIMiCA OT NMO4YBHI
Poccun® (XXIX/, 119). This remark clearly contains the essence of
Dostoevskii’s thinking behind the inspired choice of the miracle of the Gadarene
swine as the novel’s epigraph and Stepan Trofimovich’s commentary on it (he
made plain the connection in another letter to Maikov later that year (XXIX/i,
145). The total immersion of the youth of the educated classes in principles

derived from obosoblenie can only result in self-destruction.

Besy is the novel where the characters are furthest from the saving powers
of the Russian heritage, and the vast distance is illustrated in the starkest
expressions of pride, self-will, unbelief and despair. Stavrogin is a character
whose detachment from the spiritual current of human existence is so complete
that Dostoevskii depicts him as having barely any life at all: thus his mother
catches a glimpse of an apparent corpse in place of her sleeping son. His pride
lies in his certainty of the mastery of his will; he believes he can turn it to any
purpose, or choose not to employ it at all. This attribute, one might think, should
furnish him with unlimited strength; instead, Stavrogin is utterly impotent,
paying the price of complete indifference for unchecked freedom. His self-
constructed persona is hollow, for it lacks the moral centre of a spiritual heritage,
and in the end it can only collapse in on itself. His suicide note to Dasha attests to
this vacuum: ‘O060 BceM MOXHO CHopuTb OeckoHeuHO, HO H3 MeHS
BBLIJIMJIOCH OJHO OTpHMllaHHe, Oe3 BCAKOrO BCJIMKOAYLIHA M O6¢30 Beskoi
cuabl, Jlaxe otpuuanus He eiamnsoch’ (X, 514). The notebooks for the novel
reinforce Dostoevskii’s emphasis on Stavrogin’s total indulgence of the self, and
show how he links it to the state of being uprooted from the Russian soil. The
following passage at the same time stresses Stavrogin's persistent refusal to
adhere to any set of beliefs or standards at all, and so presents the reader with an
encapsulation of his negation of negation, bankruptcy and rootlessness:

OH cBLICOKa U YMeeT ObiTh caM no ceGe, T. €. YKJIOHHTBCS U OT Gap, 1
OT 3anajIHHKOB, H OT HUTHJKCTOB [...] OH OTAeNLIBAETCA MBLIC/ILIO, YTO
He Haxooum Hadobrocmu 6simb pycckusm, HO KOrAa eMy A0Ka3biBaloOT
HeJIENOCTh TOTrO, YTO OH CKa3aJjl, OH YKJIOHAETCA B {pa3y — 4TO OH caM

no cebe. [...] MBCIL %€ aBTOpa: BBHICTABUTb YE€JOBEKa, KOTOPHIi
CO3HaJI, YTO eMy HenocTaeT noysel. (XI, 134-35.)
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Pride and self-will therefore become in Stavrogin more than the unwitting
disruption of sobornost' as they are in Raskol'nikov: they represent a deliberate
rejection both of morality and of nationality. For Dostoevskii, the two concepts
are inextricably linked. This notion will be explored in due course; but first, let

us turn to the other character who embodies pride and self-will in Besy: Kirillov.

Kirillov’s conceit is to save all mankind through the exertion of his will.
In this he is more akin to Raskol'nikov: he has conceived a distorted morality,
whilst living in solitary conditions, significantly, in America. Dostoevskii has
boldly endowed him with many ideas similar to those preached by Zosima, in
particular that mankind could find happiness through the understanding that life
could be paradise, if only one were to want it. Shatov’s comment on Kirillov is in
this respect remarkably accurate: ‘Ecaii 6 BB MOIJIM OTKa3aThCi OT BallUMX
yxacHbIX (aHTa3uii U OPOCHTH Balll aTeMCTHYecKHii Opea... o, kakoi Ol
Bel OblmM yenosek, Kupuinos!” (X, 436). For, as with Versilov, although
several of Kirillov’s ideas may in themselves be worthy, his approach to them
from the starting point of the self and his denial of God corrupt and invalidate the
ideas. Kirillov’s main belief is that the concept of God has arisen purcly as a
result of man’s fear of death; but man should be master of his own fate, and thus,
god-like. Kirillov intends to perform the ultimate sclf-willed act, suicide, and
thereby destroy the fear of death and usher in the age of the man-god for the rest
of humanity. His plan is ostensibly altruistic; however, it is subverted into a
satanic pride by his desire to control his own existence and prove himself a god.
Timothy Ware notes that in Orthodox theology, salvation is spoken of as
deification: *God became man that man might become god.’*? Kirillov denies the
first part of this equation and tries to become divine of his own will. It is possible
to read between the lines of his argument and see the rampant egoism behind the
alleged sclf-sacrifice; when Petr suggests to him that he kill someone else as a
demonstration of his will, he declines, not out of love for others, but because it
requires a greater effort of will to kill oneself. Therefore we may not call him
‘truly good’, as does Frank,? because so many of Dostoevskii’s characters amply

demonstrate that any morality based on the self is always fatally flawed.

Kirillov is a true child of Kushitism, a man in whom most traces of

spirituality, apart from a love for children and sticky green leaves, has died out.
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For good reason does the narrator of Besy remark on his black eyes ‘6e3 6siecky’
(X, 75), dark windows on a soul that is barely there. Kirillov’s insistence on the
self logically derives from a determinist outlook on life that conceives of death as
an immutable, coercive force, and of life according to God’s will as a state of
slavery. He can only consider absolute tyranny — if God exists — or boundless
freedom — if He does not. The concepts of sobornost’, of freedom found in the
joyful submission to Christ’s laws, and of the mutuality and interconnectedness
of relationships thanks to the image of God in every man, are alicn to him:

— Ecnu Gor ecThb, TO BCA BOJIA €r0, H U3 BOJIK ero s He Mory. Eciu ner,

TO BCA BOJIA MO, U 51 00A3aH 3a9BHTh CBOEBOJIKE.

— CpoeBose? A noueMy o6s3aHbI?

- [Totomy 4TO BCs BoJis cTania Mos. (X, 470.)
As if he had seen that fateful Holbein painting that so disturbs Ippolit in Idiot, he
refutes Christ’s triumph over death and thereby His transcendent nature, all the
while lamenting the loss of the greatest man ever to have existed, for he does not
belicve that the necessity of death can be spiritually overcome. Instcad, his
advocacy of suicide as an act of self-will intends the physical, rather than
spiritual, transformation of man. His feverish tirade to Petr is worth quoting at
length:

Caymaii 6onbliylo MActo: Obl1 Ha 3eMJie OJMH JicHb, MU B CpeanHe

3eMJIH CTOSUIH TpH Kpecta. OAMH Ha KpecTe A0 TOro BCpoBall, 4TO

cka3zan apyroMy: «bynemb ceroaHsa co MHolo B paio». Konumuscs aeub,

o6a moMepaM, NOLUUIM M He HaUUIM HM pas, HU Bockpeceuus. He

onpasabIBanoch ckazaHHoe. Cnywaii: 2ToT 4enoBek OblT BLICUIMIA Ha

BCeil 3eMJie, COCTaBIAN To, [UIA Yero eif suTh. [...] A eCM Tak, ¢ciu

3aKOHLI NPHPOABl HEe NoXaJeJd M Imoco, naxe 4yao CBOE ke He

noXaJieJii, a 3acTaBuiiM U E20 XUTb Cpel JDKH M yMepeTb 3a JIOXKb,

TO, CTajJ0 ObITh, BCA IUIAHETA €CTh JIOXb W CTOMT Ha JIKM M IJIynoii
nacmetuke. (X, 471.)

What Kirillov has not spotted, however, is the ironic veracity of his
denunciation. The adoption of a Kushite attitude to existence, that is, a belief in
necessity, coercion, determinism, does indeed turn life into a meaningless lie,
and a lie cannot beget truth. Kirillov will never extract a rational solution to his
despair from such a stance. A deliberately willed suicide will not conquer the
fear of physical death, as his own increasing anguish before the act proves, nor
will it elevate man to god-like status. Rather, Kirillov descends into a bestial

state in a grim fulfilment of the narrator’s quip about the progression of humanity
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from the annihilation of God to the gorilla. What is more, he is blind to the
senselessness of the existence his ideology of self-will proposes. He argues that
if death holds no fear and man is in control of his own fate, then it makes no
difference whether to live or not to live and all is good, from the spider crawling
on the wall to the man who rapes the child (X, 93, 189). But he cannot see that
there is no meaning in his endlessly parroted ‘Bcé paBHO, Bcé xopoiwo’: if ‘it is
all the same’, then good has no meaning, and if it is all the same to live or to die,
then there is no true freedom. For Stavrogin’s dark destiny proves that unchecked
freedom will eventually self-destruct, and Kirillov, Stavrogin’s ideological
offspring, is, in his own words, obliged to kill himself.

Shatov is another of Stavrogin’s ideological offspring, and through his
desperate proclamations Dostoevskii raises the issue of the relationship between
morality and nationality. In the finished novel, Shatov tells Stavrogin about the
ideas that have grown in him since a conversation they had two years previously;
these ideas centre round the importance of religion in determining nationality,
and of the God-bearing nature of the Russian people. In the notebooks for the
novel, in contrast, we find longer, more comprehensive discussions between the
Stavrogin prototype, the Prince, and Shatov. When Stavrogin’s meeting with
Shatov in the chapter ‘Night’ is read in conjunction with these passages in the
notebooks, it becomes possible to consider the draft material as the conversation
that in the finished version is relegated to two years before the time of the
narrative. The notes present the Prince uttering statements about the importance
of Orthodoxy and the damage to standards of morality in the absence of faith.
His pronouncements closely parallel ideas expressed in Dostoevskii’s journal
articles, both earlier and later, as well as in earlier notebooks, and are likely to
have close similarities with the author’s own views. However, they are couched
in such terms as to expose the seed of doubt upon which Shatov’s final views

founder.

The passages in the notebooks that devote most space to the
conversations between the Prince and Shatov are preceded by the heading
‘O6wmit rnaBHbli 1aH pomada (okoHuatensHo)' (XI, 144). Thereafier the
issues of Christ, Orthodoxy and Russia are rehearsed at length, so it is clear that

Dostoevskii attached great importance to the dramatisation of this theme in Besy.
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The Prince raises the question of how a nation may attain a firm self-assurance,
as possessed by Germany. He compares Germany, whose guiding idea, he says,
is the accumulation of capital, with Russia, which appears to have no certainty of
foundation. His words show the significance Dostoevskii attributes to an
unbroken heritage:
A 3Ta CaMOYBEPEHHOCTb MOrJia JIHLIB 0O6pa3oBaThCs B HapoJe BEeKaMH,
M He HHaye KaK C TBEPALIM YCTOEM M C TBEpP/AOil HCYKJIOHHOIO BCPOIO B
CHJIy CBOIO — YTO H €CTh CaMas CYIIHOCTh HAlMOHANbLHOCTH. Y Hac
storo Huyero HeT. [...] Bca pedpopma Hawa, c¢ Ilerpa Hauyunasg,

coCTOfAJIa JIMIIL B TOM, YTO OH B3sJI KaMeHb, IUIOTHO JICXKABIUMH, H
YXHTPHJICS €T0 MOCTaBUTh Ha KOHYHK yria. (XI, 156.)

However, a little later, the Prince then demonstrates that Russia does have her
own guiding idea, and in a passage that anticipates Dnevnik pisatelia, he
prophesies the triumph of this idea and its messianic role in Europe. The idea is
of course Orthodoxy; in a series of slightly disjointed statements, he links
Orthodoxy and the peasantry, and indicates that the dissociated gentry have
betrayed Russia’s idea. The tone of this passage has clear parallels with
Slavophile thought, focussing on the natural brotherhood of traditional peasant
life:
DTo He MNpaBo aHIJIOCAaKCOHLA, He JeMokpaTHs M dopmanshoc
paBeHCTBO  ¢paniy30B (POMAaHCKOro Mupa). ITO CCTCCTBCHHOE
6parcrBo. llapy Bo rnase [...]. llapb g Hapona ecTh BomjolleHue
Oywu ero, nayxa. [...] Poccus ecThb JHIIbL OJIMLETBOpEHHE AYLUH
npaBocnasus (pab M cBoGoab™). XpucTuanctso. B meit xuByT
kpecthane. [...] Omna numwp nocneauss noaunHeHHocTb Espone,
LIMBHJIM3ALMH, TTOCeaHee npokaaTue pedpopmul Ilerposoii. [...] EBpona
M BOHIET CBOMM XHBHLIM pyibeM B Hauly CTPYio, 3 MCPTBOIO YacTHIO
cBOElO, OOpEYeHHOIO HAa CMepPTh, NMOCIYXHT HalUMM ITHOrpaguucckuM
MaTepHasioM. Mbl HeceM MHpY €AHHCTBCHHO, YTO Mbl MOXEM JaTh, 4

BMECTEC C TEM COMHCTBCHHO HYXHOE: MpaBoOC/laBue, Npasoc U CJIABHOC

BeyHOe HcnoBeaaHue XpHucTa H NoJiHoe OOHOBJICHHE HPAaBCTBEHHOE €ro
nmeneM. (X1, 167-68.)

This passage also brings out the notion that Orthodoxy is the force that

determines the national character of Russia.

The Prince then considers the consequences of unbelief and asks whether
it is possible to have morality without faith in Christ. Here we find him bringing
to life what must surely be questions that plagued Dostoevskii himself, as he
hinted in his famous letter to Mme. Fonvizina (XXVIIl/i, 176). The author has

styled the Prince as a child of his century, and the role of science as a counter
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force to Christianity comes to the fore in his discourse. He explores the
possibility that rational enlightenment may conflict with faith, offering ‘opposite
proofs’, and whether Christianity can sustain its function as a source of morality
when approached from an ‘enlightened’ point of view:
MoxHo JId BepoBaTh, OBIB HMBUJIN3OBAaHHLIM, T. €. eBpomneiineM? — T, e,
BepoBaTh 0e3yc/IoBHO B 60xecTBEHHOCThb ChiHA 60xusa Mucyca Xpucra?
(160 Bca Bepa TOoJbkO B 3TOM M cocTtoMT). NB Ha stoT BOmpoc
LIMBHJIM3aLMs OTBe4YaeT (akTaMy, uTO HeT, Hesb3s (PeHan), u TeM, 4To
0011IeCTBO He YAEpXaJlo YUCTOro NMoOHMMaHusA XpHUcTa (KaToNM4YeCTBO —
aHTHUXPHCT, OJTyaHHIA, a JNOTEPAaHCTBO — MoJiokaHcTBo). Ecnu Tak, To
MOXHO JIM CyIeCTBOBaTh oOuiecTBy 6e3 Bephl (Haykoif, Hanpumep, —
I'epueH).  HpaBcTBeHHBIE  OCHOBAHMA  JAIOTCA  OTKPOBCHMEM.
VHHYTOXBLTE B Bepe OJHO YTO-HUOYIb — M HPABCTBCHHOC OCHOBaHME

XPHCTHaHCTBA pyxHeT BCE, MO0 BCcE cpalaHo. Mrak, BO3MOXHA M
npyras Hay4yHas HpascTBeHHOCTB? (XI, 178.)

This passage is striking in its emphasis on issues that were of prime concern to
Khomiakov and Kireevskii. It refers to the clash of cultures between secular,
enlightened European life and the age-old tradition of Orthodoxy in Russia; it
condemns Western interpretations of Christianity; it indicates the limitations of a
rational approach to Christianity by using the word ‘facts’ and mentioning
Renan, who hailed Christ as an exemplary human being but not as God incarnate.
Particularly interesting is the stress on the organic nature of faith, that it cannot

be broken down into constituent parts without destroying it completely.

It is fruitful to pause here and consider in greater detail the Prince’s
concern for the ability of the enlightened to have faith, in conjunction with
Dostoevskii’s letter to Fonvizina. A. Boyce Gibson makes the perceptive
observation that in the aforementioned letter, with regard to the choice between
Christ and the truth, Dostoevskii uses the term ‘istina’ throughout, ‘a word
technically specified to denote theoretical truth’. In contrast with ‘istina’ Gibson
places ‘pravda’, whose meaning includes the concept of rightcousness, and he
points to Khomiakov, significantly, as well as N. K. Mikhailovskii, as having
written on this interpretation of the term ‘pravda’.” Whether Dostoevskii
consciously selected the term ‘istina’ over ‘pravda’ or not cannot be definitively
established, but it is clear that ‘istina’, being to do with rationalism, may exclude
the idea of Christ. On the other hand, truth as righteousness encompasses and

even transcends merely theoretical truth, and this is surely consonant with the
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idea of Christ. Similarly, the Prince has the mind of a Westernised intellectual,
and appears to be making the same distinction between the truth furnished by
rational enlightenment and faith in God. But when truth is righteousness, or, to
use the term with which I began this discussion, when truth is morality, the
dilemma between faith and enlightenment melts away. By dramatising this
dilemma through the character of the Prince, Dostoevskii is in my opinion doing
two things. Firstly, he is demonstrating how an attitude in which faith and reason
are diametrically opposed makes it possible to exclude faith. Secondly, it is
reasonable to suppose that in these rough notes he revisited his own past state of
mind in an attempt to exercise a more recently developed ability to reconcile
faith and reason.?® From this supposition, it is to be inferred that the letter to
Fonvizina represents a stage in a journey of spiritual development. For these
notebooks shed as much light on the letter as vice versa: what, therefore, must we
make of this famous statement of faith, if that indeed is what it is? To begin with,
we must emphasise the validity of the first part of his profession, that his faith in
Christ is borne out of a God-given sense of mutual love: ‘U onHako xe, Gor
nochllaeT MHE HHOTIA MHHYTHI, B KOTOPHIE S COBEPLICHHO CIIOKOEH; B 3TH
MHUHYTHI 1 JIEOGJII0 M HaX0XYy, YTO JAPYTHMH JIOOHM, H B TaKHe-TO MHHYTHI
g CJIOXKUJI B ceOe CUMBOJI BEPHl, B KOTOPOM BCE IUIA MEHA SICHO M CBATO’
(XXVIII/, 176). This criterion alone, if viewed from the perspective outlined by
Zosima in Brat'ia Karamazovy, is enough to confirm the truth of Dostoevskii’s
faith. Next, we must remember, as Gibson rightly does, that the problem of
Christ and the truth is put hypothetically;>” Dostoevskii is flagging his awareness
of the opposition between faith and reason, and indicating that should he be
called upon to choose between them, he would rather choose faith. Whereas in
the notebooks for Besy, the Prince’s discourse is an exposition of the process of
that choice, a choice that in my opinion Dostoevskii himself refrained from
decisively making. By making the Prince consider the two alleged options and
choose one of them, Dostoevskii is indicating that the apparent necessity of such
a choice is problematic. The way in which it is problematic will be discussed

below.

Having raised the question of the possibility of a secular code of morality,

the Prince explores the hypothetical consequences of such a code in practice. His
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argument is that if science (by which the reader must understand: dependence
solely on reason) falls short of expectations and does not organise society to have
sufficient food and living space, then science will also condone the culling of
humans. Thus he concludes that Christianity is the only acceptable source of
morality:
ITo-MoeMy, OIHa Hayka, OOXOAf [0 paBHOAYWIMA K MJIaJeHLAM,
OMEpPTBHT M OIUYUT UEJIOBEYECTBO, a MOTOMY JIyyllle XK€Yb, YeM
ymupatb. C JIpyroii CTOpOHBI, S TBEPAO BEpYIO, YTO XPHCTHAHCTBO
crnacino Obl 4desioBedecTBO. [...] B XpucTHaHCTBe nmaxe M HEAOCTATOK

NMILM ¥ TOoIUTMBA ObUI OBI caceH (MOXHO HE YMEpPIIBIAThL MIIA/ICHIEB,
HO caMOMy BBIMHpaTh 1 Opata Moero). (XI, 182.)

Here the Prince points to the fundamental selflessness of Christianity, of the
importance of voluntary self-sacrifice for the good of others. This attribute is
contrasted with the egoism and scope for tyranny of any system of ethics based
on reason alone. In this extract, as well as in the notebook pages surrounding it,
the Prince also demonstrates how rational enlightenment without faith in Christ
may give rise to radical nihilism: faced with a flawed, limited, and thus
worthless, existence outside of Christ, man may choose another alternative, that
is to burn or destroy all now. In this way, through the mouthpiece of the Prince,
Dostoevskii examines the issue of faith and unbelief, together with the manner in
which different secular attitudes in nineteenth-century Russian society are

connected.

Taking the position of the Prince at face value, one might be forgiven for
thinking that he represents a positive standpoint, carrying ideas that are dear to
Dostoevskii and close to the author’s own views. However, in the finished novel,
Stavrogin is an empty husk, incapable of believing or propagating anything but
decay. Yet even though Dostoevskii endowed his prototype with great insight
and allowed him to explore the author’s most beloved ideological territory, the
cracks that eventually lead to Stavrogin and Shatov’s demise are present in the
Prince at the earliest stages. The Prince’s discourse is continually undermined by
references, sometimes directly following his words about Orthodoxy, to his
impending suicide. Indeed, it is at the very stage in planning Besy, where
Dostoevskii began to probe more deeply into the possibility of the Prince as a
character in search of, or proclaiming, faith, that the idea of his suicide first

makes its appearance.?® What is more, it is evident that the Prince’s faith is not
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true; he frequently ends or begins his discussions about belief with the question,
‘Is it possible for a civilised man to believe? By constantly challenging the
ability for enlightenment and faith to coexist, he casts doubt upon the surety of
his own alleged faith and gives it the air of elaborately constructed sophistry,
rather than a conviction that comes straight from the heart. In the same way, the
character that becomes Versilov in the notebooks to Podrostok on many
occasions utters true-sounding statements about the Christian faith, but
Dostoevskii’s intention right from the start is to portray him committing an act
that discredits his proclamations, namely the iconoclasm. This intention is clearly

stated in the notebooks, followed by Arkadii’s analysis of his father’s condition:

Benn ne nputBopsicsa xe OH, koraa ycusenno Xpucrta npomnosenosal,
HANpOTHB, HAUBBICIIUM oOpa3oM HckpeHHO. CaM ceGs yBepss, 4To
eéepum. CamoMy ceOe [IOKa3BIBaJl, 4YTO €CTh 6e€pd, C HYIOBHILUEM
COMHEHHil cBouX 60poJICs, NaBWJI €ro, HO TOT HaKOHEl U COXpaJll ero
(aymosuuie). (XVI, 33.)

Here we reach the nub of the matter that Dostoevskii subjects to the
closest scrutiny in Besy and also to a considerable extent in Podrostok: natural, or
organic, faith, versus intellectualised faith. Wasiolek concurs: ‘[...] Versilov is
neither a hypocrite nor a believer. The situation is more subtle, for Versilov is
both sincere and an unbeliever. He wants to believe but he cannot. He thinks like
a believer, acts like one, but does not feel like one. His is a forced faith, and as
such not faith at all."®® In the finished version of Besy, Shatov, who has seized his
idea of Orthodoxy from a sterile, external source, the same source that spawned
Kirillov’s nihilist atheism, can only conceive of God as an attribute of national
identity, despite his protestations to the contrary: ‘bor ecTp cuHTeTHYeckas
JIMYHOCTH BCEro Hapoja, B3STOr0 ¢ Havajla ero u no xoHua’ (X, 198). He
cries: ‘S1... 1 6yny BepoBaTh B Oora’ (X, 201), with, the reader senses, as much
despair as defiance at his final inability to be convinced by his own perfectly
legitimate argument. It fails him precisely because it is an argument, designed to

convince, rather than an innate spiritual state that transcends proof and disproof.

The dissociation of the educated classes from the people is the reason
Dostoevskii posits for the existence of a quasi-faith adhered to by many of the
intelligentsia. In the notebooks, when the Prince counters that Shatov in fact does

not believe, the latter is able to pinpoint the reason for his own and his
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interlocutor’s inability to have true faith: ‘Oto oTToro, 4ro oropBajcs OT
Hapona!’ (XI, 180). This is not to say that the author is therefore answering the
Prince’s question about the possibility of faith in the negative; for elsewhere, as I
have shown in my previous chapter, Dostoevskii clearly professes a conviction
that a reconciliation between the estranged strata of society is possible, and that
this can be done without the rejection of Western knowledge. Nevertheless, Besy
puts forward the notion that the rootless gentry is cut off from the natural
wellspring of Orthodox tradition preserved in the life of the people, and that
while they remain so detached, they cannot find in themselves a spontaneous,
organic faith that does not elicit questioning and is as natural as breathing.
Shatov expresses this thesis in the notebooks: ‘Eciim 6 Bel ObumH
neficTBUTEJILHO PYCCKUH, TO He 3amMeyas OBl BepoBaJid, NPOCTO CUMUTAJIH
6p1 gaxe Oe3 pacCykIcHMIl, YTO HHadYe M HE MOXeT ObvlTh, Oe3

3aHOCYHMBOCTH M C CMUPEHHEM, KaK BCAKUH pycckuit’ (XI, 132).

By emphasising the need for faith to be spontaneous and organic,
Dostoevskii would seem to be upholding principles of Slavophile thought.
However, it is on this very issue that he directs criticism against the movement,
and not only against Slavophilism contemporary with him, but also against the
classical Slavophiles, and notably Kireevskii. Several references are made in the
notebooks to “Kireevskii and the icon’. This is Dostoevskii’s shorthand for an
artificially constructed faith, or in other words for a faith that is not connected to
the living source of Orthodoxy, the common people. The phrase refers to an
incident related to Herzen, and recounted in the latter’s memoirs, involving
Kireevskii’s contemplation of and response to an icon. According to Herzen,
Kireevskii considered first the “childlike faith’ of the elderly and infirm peasant
worshippers praying on their knees, and then began himself to see the hidden
miraculous power of the icon and to fall on his knees before it.>° In Dostoevskii’s
opinion, Kireevskii’s reaction did not show evidence of true faith. Eberhard

Mitller’s analysis of the same incident expresses what Dostoevskii must have

felt:

The difference between Kireevsky’s attitude and the piety of the simple
people whom he described is clear at once: they pray naively to a wonder-
working image of the Mother of God, which derives its power from itself, that
is, from the real, present Mother of God, according to the orthodox teaching
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on icons. For Kireevsky, however, above all an outside observer, she comes
alive only through an inverse intellectual auxiliary construction: the icon itself
has no inherent reality; it draws its power, its meaning, only from the prayers
of the simple believers.*!

Hence he implies that Slavophilism as an ideology is as subject to obosoblenie as
Westernism, for all its worthy arguments. In the novel, Shatov declares himself a
Slavophile because he is unable to be a true Russian, due to his separation from
the people (X, 436). This suggests that Dostoevskii interpreted Slavophilism as a
posture of Russianness, an intellectually mediated Russianness, which would be
unnecessary if the intelligentsia had its roots in the same rich cultural humus as
the narod. In the notebooks, he interweaves this critique of the movement with
the Prince and Shatov’s debates about the nature of belief, thereby further
undermining the Prince’s virtuous proclamations with such an association:

HlatoB OOBACHAET pa3HULy, claBiHOGUNLI — Oapckas 3aTesi, wkoHd

(KupeeBckuii). Huxorna oHd He MOTYT BEPUTh HENOCPENCTBEHHO.

— CnassHoGuUI OyMaeT BBIEXaTh TOJILKO CBOACTBaAMH PyCCKOro Hapoja,
Ho Oe3 INpaBoclaBUA He BbleHellb, HMKAaKHEe CBOHCTBa HHYEro He
chenaoT, ecsi Mup notepsiet Bepy. (XI, 186.)

It is almost as if Dostoevskii is trying to be more ‘slavophile’ than the
Slavophiles themselves, that is, a more stringent defender of genuine
Russianness, in his strict interpretation of their beliefs. Whether the charge he
levels against them in Besy is justified or not is a matter beyond the scope of the
present study; nevertheless, that he should find fault on a fundamental level with
the very premise for the movement’s existence, should not deter the Dostoevskii
scholar from using resonances with Slavophilism as a means of shedding light on

the author’s works.

Thus far, I have examined the way in which a lack of roots in the soil and
an espousal of the Western values of rationalism and egoism prevent the organic
growth of innate, spontaneous faith and discredit the self-made Christianity of
the likes of Versilov and Shatov. However, Dostoevskii’s oeuvre shows how the
same conditions also spawn a different kind of unbeliever: the rebel who smarts
at the apparent injustice of God’s world, as depicted in Ivan Karamazov and
Ippolit Terent'ev. Many studies have been written on the ideology of Ivan and his
Grand Inquisitor in Brat'ia Karamazovy, 1 shall not rehearse the minutiae of his

argument, but shall endeavour to pick out those aspects of it that have a
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significance in relation to Slavophile thought. Ivan is another child of his
century, a ‘civilised” man who, like Stavrogin and his prototype, has toyed with
several theses in his quest to solve what is surely also his riddle: is it possible for
the civilised man to have faith? He has considered an argument essentially akin
to Kirillov’s, with an admixture of Versilov’s dream of the Golden Age, that if
belief in immortality were extinguished, men would become gods and would
love each other without need of a reward. Such is the theme of his early article,
“The Geological Upheaval’, as ironically parroted back to him by his devil-
hallucination. Another, contrasting idea of Ivan’s, thrown back at him by Miusov
after a salon debate, is that without belief in immortality, love would dry up and
self-interest would rule. He has experimented with two formulas for the ordering
of society, one as expressed in another early article on ecclesiastical courts, and
the other, of course in ‘The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor’. These searchings
for logical, formulaic order are the product of Ivan’s self-confessed Euclidean
mind, a mind, in other words, that is dependent on logic and rationalism and that

is a result of his so-called enlightenment.

Much has been made of whether Ivan is an atheist and if so, of what kind.
One of the most perceptive analyses is that of Stewart Sutherland, who writes:

The God whom Ivan accepts is a finite God, he is the god who is the invention
of a Euclidean mind, and of whom one can only think and talk in
anthropomorphic terms. The setting for such a conception, the context which
indicates what can be said of such a god, is the speculations of the Russian
boys passing the time of day over a pint of beer. As such it is a setting in
which the language of belief is quite detached from the life of the believer. It

is in this sense that Ivan is quite happy to accept God: Why not, for what
hangs on it?*

Also useful is Gibson’s assertion that Ivan is ‘not an atheist, but an anti-theist. He
does not deny God, he defies him.”*® There is truth in both these statements;
certainly, Ivan’s mental torture derives in some part from the fact that he cannot
conceive of God in the same way that Alesha and Zosima do, and that this leads
to his feeling of outrage at ‘God’s world’ and rebellion against it. Elsewhere he
more categorically states that there is no God at all (XIV, 123), and he has
explored the hypothetical consequences of the non-existence of God in ‘The
Geological Upheaval’. That he has entertained the notion of no God, as well as a
God of some kind, albeit different from the God believed in by Alesha, is a result
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of his Euclidean mind attempting to make sense of an existence that it can only
partially apprehend. What Zosima tells Ivan of his article on the ecclesiastical
courts may well be true of all his formulations: ‘Iloka ¢ oT4yasHus U BhI
3a6aBiseTech — U XYPHAJIbHBIMU CTaThbAMH, U CBETCKHMMHM CIIOPaMH, CaMH
He Bepys CcBOeil IuajieKTHKe M ¢ O0JIbIO cepilla ycMexasch eit mpo ceGs’
(XIV, 65). Denied access to the joy of true faith, Ivan has trouble believing his
own arguments and vainly tries out a variety of ideological postures. A Euclidean
mind is a Kushite mind, capable of recognising only the principle of necessity,
seeking order in externally imposed structures and dissecting problems into
constituent arguments that cannot stand up alone. Each of Ivan’s attempts to
explain the world to himself exposes the limitations of the mind of the Russian
man educated in Western models of thought. This is not to say that Ivan is
reduced to a one-dimensional caricature, in which his rational mind is focused on
and exaggerated; he is a fully rounded character and has more heart and passion
than Stavrogin, Svidrigailov and even the highly committed Kirillov. But his lust
for life, his strong sense of moral outrage and thirst for justice, much as they
drive his striving for an answer, are in the final analysis equally provoked and
frustrated by his finite intellectual capabilities.

“The Geological Upheaval’ and the ‘salon’ argument®* repeated by
Miusov both begin from the premise that it would be in mankind’s interest to do
away with belief in God and immortality. From this point the two theses diverge.
Ivan’s devil reminds him that he wrote that a world without God is intended to
make men unite, in order to make the best of a single earthly life, and that as they
conquered existence through their will and intellect, men would love each other
by virtue of the brevity of life. Miusov, however, picks out of Ivan’s salon party
piece that he believes it is impossible to love one’s neighbour, and that if any
such love exists, it is purely out of hope for eternal reward. With the prospect of
heavenly reward eliminated, life would operate on the basis of self-interest, and
the notions of crime and immorality would become meaningless. Both the devil
and Miusov are mocking Ivan in their recollection of his ideas and by doing so
they discredit them; the devil can see through the proposition that mankind
would unite in love without God to the same essential conclusion of the salon

argument: ‘Ho Tax kak, BBHAY 3aKOpeHeJIOH IIIYIIOCTH 4eI0BEYECKOH, 3To,
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HOXaJTyil, ellle ¥ B THICAYY JIET HE YCTPOMUTCS, TO BCAKOMY, CO3HAIOLIEMY
yXe M Telepb MCTHHY, NO3BOJMTEILHO YCTPOUTBLCA COBEPIICHHO Kak eMy
yroJHo, Ha HOBEIX Hayajlax. B aToM cMEICiie eMy «BCE mo3BosieHO»’ (XV,
83-84). Miusov, too, scoffs at a system that effectively results in anarchy, or in

other words, unchecked freedom.

Ivan’s article on the ecclesiastical courts is a formulation that appears
much closer to some of Dostoevskii’s own pronouncements on the future of the
Orthodox Church in Dnevnik pisatelia. However, the reader must be wary of
accepting it as valid, in the same way that the professed Christianity of Versilov
and the Prince-Stavrogin are worthy ideas sown on sterile soil. Zosima and Paisii
take up Ivan’s refrain about the State dissolving into the Church, but in their
capable hands it shines with the understanding of sobornost'>® Ivan, by contrast,
centres his argument not on universal brotherhood, but on retribution for the
criminal: he calls for excommunication instead of civil punishment. But Zosima
exposes the flaw in this argument. In his interpretation, excommunication as a
method of enforcing the law is a divisive principle, whereas the Church as he
sees it is the one institution that offers total integration for all, because it
recognises that human fallibility is universal:

I'maBHOe Xe TNOTOMY YCTpaHfeTcs, 4TO CyA LEpPKBH €CThb CYA
eIMHCTBEHHO BMeHIaIOHi B ce6e HCTHHY M HH C KaKMM MHEIM CyIOM
BCJICICTBHE CEro CYIIECTBEHHO WM HPABCTBEHHO COYETATHLCS Haxe U B
KOMIIPOMHCC BpeMEHHEIH He MoxkeT. [...] Ho B ToM u neno, 4to, kxpome
YCTAHOBJICHHBIX CYNOB, €CTh Y HaC, CBEpX TOro, ellle M LEpKOBb,

KOTOpas HUKOTZA He TepseT OOLICHHUS C NPECTYIIHHKOM, KaK ¢ MHJILIM U
BCE ellle JOPOTHM CHIHOM cBouM [...]. (XIV, 60-61.)

Zosima’s response makes it clear that a system that is able to cut off individuals
with such finality, on the basis of sin, is a travesty of the idea of the Church; for
he knows that each is responsible for all. Ivan’s vision of the ecclesiastical courts
is despotism masquerading as brotherhood. Gibson writes, ‘The article throws
light on the concept of sobornost’ but it achieves the sense of togetherness at the
expense of the sense of spontaneity.’36 To put it another way, it represents unity

without freedom.

Now we come to Ivan’s admission of the acceptance of God, his rejection
of God’s world and his attempt to reorder it in ‘The Legend of the Grand
Inquisitor’. We must at this point recall Sutherland’s remark (quoted above) and
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reiterate that the God Ivan professes to accept is a God who may be debated and
dissected by the rational minds of Russian boys over a pint of beer, a God devoid
of much of his divinity and therefore more readily defied or disposed of. In the
notebooks to Brat'ia Karamazovy Ivan adds another element to his acceptance of
God, which is not explicit in the finished version, but may be drawn out of his
discourse. He says: ‘OBkimpaa reoMeTrpus. A moroMy npumu Oora, TeM
foJsiee YTO 3TO BEKOBEYHBIN CTaphlii OOXeHbka M ero He pemmmb. Mraxk,
nyctb OoxeHbka. JT0 CThigHee’ (XV, 231). Ivan would appear to be
expressing a preference for the Old Testament notion of God; but what has this to
do with Euclidean geometry, and why is it more shameful? (Note also use of the
diminutive for ‘God’: it expresses scorn and trivialisation.) The answer may be

gleaned from the finished version, where he cries to his brother:

O, no MoeMy, 1O XaJKOMy, 3€MHOMY 3BKJIUIOBCKOMY YMY MOEMY, §
3HAIO JIMIIb TO, YTO CTPaJlaHHe eCTh, YTO BUHOBHBIX HET, YTO BCE OJHO
U3 OpPYroro BHIXOAUT IpPAMO M TMPOCTO, 4YTO BCE Teu4eT M

ypPaBHOBEILIMBAETCA, — HO BeAb 3TO JIMIUL 3BKJINAOBCKAs AUYb, Belb A
3HAIO Xe 3TO, BeJb XKUTh N0 HEl 51 He Mory ke corjacuthca! (XIV, 222.)

What this passage tells us is that the rational mind of a Westernised intellectual
may accept the idea of a wrathful God who moves in mysterious ways, who
giveth and taketh away, seemingly with little regard for virtue or vice, a God who
delivers worthy servants into the hands of the devil, and whose followers demand
an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. In the world of this God, suffering
exists and no one is to blame, and that is why it is more shameful, however
rational and logical such a world may appear to Ivan. As Robert Louis Jackson
points out, Ivan will not relinquish reason, yet his strong moral sense will not
allow him to accept its consequences.’’ The injection of rationalism into God’s
world drags along with it connotations of egoism and self-interest, with their
associations of materialism and capitalism so derided through earlier
Dostoevskian characters such as Luzhin. The notebooks have the Inquisitor say:
‘Boz xax kyney. 51 o610 4YenoBeyecTBO Goibiie meba’ (XV, 230). Even
without such a bald assertion in the final version, Jacskon notes, Ivan’s
vocabulary is replete with references to buying and selling — the price of an
admission ticket to eternal harmony is too high.”® God’s world as Ivan conceives
of it is not based on voluntary, mutual emptying out of the self, but on necessary

expenditure for individual gain.
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Horrified at the cruel vision presented to him by his Euclidean mind, Ivan
sets his powers of reason and logic to the correction of the vision. ‘The Legend
of the Grand Inquisitor’ is the outcome. In this prose poem, Dostoevskii’s attack
on the principle of necessity and all that characterises Khomiakov’s Kushitism
reaches its apogee. The Grand Inquisitor has taken up the mantle of pagan Rome
and turned the Church into a regimented State where the majority readily buy
material security and unanimity of worship with their freedom. The need to
choose between good and evil has been removed, for all live according to the
Grand Inquisitor’s law, people no longer fight or persecute each other, and even
sin has been incorporated into his scheme because it is permitted and the
punishment is taken by the ruling elite. All has been thus arranged because the
Inquisitor believes that the vast majority of mankind cannot rise to the challenge
of true Christian life, and, feeling sorry for those who are not strong enough to
save themselves, he relieves them of their burden of freedom. The people over
whom the Grand Inquisitor rules are, according to his portrayal, a herd of limited
beings, the very lumps of matter governed by the laws of physical science that
Dostoevskii saw in Chernyshevskii’s works, with all the characteristics described
by Khomiakov in his analysis of Kushite cultures. Khomiakov, it may be
remembered, identified veneration of the flesh as a Kushite attribute; this finds
its equivalent in the satisfaction of material needs in the Grand Inquisitor’s
system. The proliferation of obscure religious practices in Kushite cultures, taken
by the people as mysterious talismans, is reflected in the ‘Legend’ by the
Inquisitor’s emphasis on miracle, mystery and authority in binding the masses. >’
What is more, the Inquisitor’s desire to build a new Tower of Babel recalls
Khomiakov’s assertion that the Kushite hierarchical states enslaved the masses

for the purposes of building grandiose religious edifices:

DT0 BCE TO Xe IUIeMs, JIETKO CMBIKAloOILeeCs B TIOCYJapCTBCHHBIC
$GOpMBI, CTpOIOIliee POCKOIIHLIE XHIMIIA M GE3MOJIBHO JBHXKYLlee
PAaHUTHEIMM MacCaMH B XakOH-TO BOCTOpXeHHo# Goprbe ¢
BeleCTBeHHO npupojoro. [...] Tlamateuxu [...] npencrassnsior
xapakTep peqMrHosHeif. OHH CO3JaHBI BOJICIO HApOAHOIO, HO OHH
BO3MOXHBI TOJILKO non BJIACThIO Kpeyeckoit KacCTHhI,
COCPeOTOYMBABIIEH HApOAHYI0 CHJIy M JaBaBluell el uedb M
HANpAaBJIcHUE, OCBSILICHHEIE PEJIMTHO3HOIO MBIC/IbIO.

The Inquisitor’s attitude towards his subjects and his ordering of society

demonstrate that his conception of man is limited to the non-spiritual. Not once
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does he mention in his monologue the doctrine that man is made in the image of
God, and his system indicates that he does not believe this doctrine. He claims to
love mankind, but he envisages man without that image of God, hence his
assessment that men are weak, rebellious, unable to follow the teaching of Christ,
and not destined for an afterlife. Therefore his professed love turns out to be no
more than condescending pity. Taking into account the evidence from
Dostoevskii’s other works as discussed above, it is clear that there is no room in
Kushite society, that is, a society governed by necessity, coercion, rationalism
and materialism, for the image of God in man: it is a society of bezobrazie, a
world without obraz. Jackson, discussing Dmitrii Karamazov’s assertion that

man’s nature is too broad, observes:
Certainly here is one of Dostoevsky’s most important insights: it is not the
devil, but man himself who gives birth in the suffering of his moral
immaturity to the idea of his own narrowing, his own self-limitation. The
Grand Inquisitor is not a figment of Ivan’s imagination; he is an integral part,

an authentic manifestation, of man’s moral consciousness in recoil against its
own disorder.*!

Ivan and the Inquisitor indeed narrow man to the point of denying the spiritual
element in him, man’s capacity to conquer himself and follow the teaching of
Christ. Ivan’s statement on God’s creation of man actually stresses the
limitations by which he believes man is bound: ‘Ho BoT, oanako, uto Hano
OTMETHTD: €CJTH OOr eCThb U €C/IM OH JEeHCTBHUTENBLHO CO3JaJl 3eMJTIO, TO,
KaK HaM COBEPIUEHHO M3BECTHO, CO3JaJl OH ee MO IBKJIIMAOBON reOMEeTpHH,
a yM 4eJIOBeYeCKHH C MOHATHEM JIMIUL O TpeX H3IMEPEeHUSX NPOCTpaHCTBa’
(XIV, 214). It is the inability to see the image of God in man, the belief only in
man’s existence as a state of bezobrazie, that gives rise to Ivan’s rebellion.
Symptomatic of this stance is his conviction that it is impossible to love one’s
neighbour. He says to Alesha: ‘ITo-Moemy, XpucToBa m10608Bb K JIIOAAM €CTh
B CBOEM pojJie¢ HEBO3MOXHOe Ha 3eMiie uyno. Ilpaeaa, on 6wt 60or. Ho
Mmbl-To He Gorn’ (XIV, 216). In a sense he is right: we are not quite gods. But
Dostoevskii’s oeuvre evinces a profound sense of the image of God in man, of
the existence of an other-worldly part of us that presages the eternal harmony of
paradise. Ivan’s statement denies this aspect of man’s nature as well. It has
already been shown that there is an interrelationship between reason, compassion

and the acceptance of man’s obraz: reason interferes with the perception of obraz
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and destroys compassion; alternatively reason rules out compassion and damages

the image of God in oneself and the other.

Closely connected to Ivan’s inability to perceive obraz is another
fundamental facet of his atheism that underpins his rebellion and his ‘Legend’. It
is possible to detect in his discourse the fact that he does not believe in the
resurrection of Christ, in the possibility that Christ, whether he was divine or not,
was able to conquer death. The notebooks support this supposition, for there the
Inquisitor declares: ‘Te, npeTepneB KpecT ero, He HaiiAyT HUYero, YTo GwLIO
obelllaHo, TOYHO Tak e Kak M OH caM He HallleJl HHYero Iocjie Kpecra
cBoero’ (XV, 236). In the finished version there is no such blasphemous
contention, but the figure of Christ in the ‘Legend’ points to the same conclusion.
Just before he recounts the ‘Legend’, Ivan responds to Alesha’s introduction of
the question of Christ by acknowledging that he shed his blood — but he does not
develop the matter by continuing to the resurrection. The role of Christ in the
‘Legend’ is extremely problematic and open to many interpretations. However, it
must be emphasised that he too is Ivan’s creation, and this fact alone indicates
the need for caution approaching him. In many respects he is Christ as the
Christian would expect him: meek, silent, he heals the sick and raises the dead,
and the people are drawn to him as to an icon. Even his reply to the Inquisitor
seems appropriate; the silent kiss resonates with compassion and humility and
demonstrates active love as a way of overcoming the human condition.
Nevertheless, Ivan imagines that it is possible for the Grand Inquisitor to burn
him, and does not include in his discourse intimations of what may follow the
burning; this Christ is a new incarnation, but apparently one whose immortality
the Inquisitor dares to challenge. By failing to consider the resurrection of Christ,
and by denying the image of God in man, Ivan refutes the Orthodox principle
that ‘God became man that man might become god.’ If Christ did not conquer
death, humanity cannot be saved; if there is no image of God in man, mankind is
forever doomed to be unworthy of salvation, for a vast gulf then exists between
the Creator and his creation. Orthodox theology proposes that there exists ‘a
pefsonal and organic union between God and man —~ God dwelling in us, and we
in Him’;*? this is the essence of sobornost' and tsel’nost'. Ivan’s Euclidean mind

cannot entertain these concepts. Death is the ultimate force of necessity in the
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Inquisitor’s world, and it is a determining parameter of Ivan’s rebellion. His
thirst for life is by his own admission a poignant emotion, because his argument
expresses an implicit resignation to the finality of this life, in the way he posits
despair as an opposition to his desire to live, in his reference to Europe as a
graveyard, and throughout the ‘Legend’. Without the resurrection, and without
obraz, eternal harmony will, in Ivan’s formulation, be permanently priced out of

man’s reach, and death alone remains.

However, this is not the end of it for Ivan. Refusing to rise above the
limitations of his rational approach to life, he cannot partake in the unity of life
with God and other worlds proclaimed by Zosima and experienced by Alesha.
His personal tsel'nost’ is shattered and that facet of himself that he insists on
denying drives him to insanity through hallucinations of the devil. Ivan’s devil is
a manifestation of irrationality, which may be seen as a by-product that results
when reason is separated from, rather than integrated into, man’s powers of
cognition. (Irrationality, it may be remembered, is the governing factor in the
Underground Man’s revolt against a life ordered by reason.) Ivan’s devil is given
to superstition and the partaking of old wives’ remedies for ailments. He talks of
flying through space in evening dress and mocks Ivan’s logical approach to
existence with his discussion of what would happen to an axe in space. However,
though he may be a symptom of Ivan’s mental illness, we must not underrate him
as an authoritative voice on Ivan’s condition. He represents an outburst of
everything in Ivan that the latter has suppressed in himself for the sake of an
order for existence based on the intellect. These suppressed characteristics are by
no means Ivan’s most vile and vulgar traits, as he insists (XV, 72). F. F. Seeley
has convincingly demonstrated the devil’s positive attributes, and points out that
Ivan does not challenge the accuracy of his account of ‘The Geological
Upheaval’.43 Therefore, it is significant that the devil is the only one of Ivan’s
creations to mention the resurrection of Christ; but he contends that he cannot
respond to it because of common sense:

S1 61LT IpU TOM, KOrja ymepitiee Ha kpecte CiioBo Bocxoauso B HeGo,
Hecs Ha IlepcfX CBOMX Jylly pacniToro ojecHyio pasboiiHuka, f
CJIBIIIAJI PAJOCTHBIE B3BU3TH XEPYBUMOB, INOIOUIUX M BOMHIOUIMX:
«OcanHa» [...] . U BOT, KIAHYCh XK€ BCEM, YTO €CTh CBATO, A XOTEJ]

NPHMKHYTb K XOpY H KPHKHYTE Co BceMH: «OcanHal» Ve crierano, yxe
pBaJOCh M3 TPyMM... i Belb, Thl 3HACLIb, OYEHb YYBCTBUTEJEH M
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xyaoxecTBeHHO BocnpuumuMB. Ho 3apaBmiii cMelcn - o0, camoe
HECYaCTHOE CBOMCTBO MOEH NPUPOABl — YIepXal MEHi M TyT B
JOJDKHEIX TPaHUNax, U g MPONycTHJ MrHoBenue! (XV, 82.)

The devil, as a facet of Ivan, speaks with irony of his sentimental reaction to the
resurrection, thus indicating Ivan’s scorn for such an idea, and, importantly,
points to the constraint of reason as something unfortunate. It is indeed
unfortunate for Ivan, for it leads to his mental and emotional disintegration. His
experience with hallucinations recalls Svidrigailov, who tells Raskol'nikov he
sees the ghosts of those he persecuted, and who kills himself after a night fraught
with waking nightmares. Svidrigailov explains the visitation of ghosts as a
symptom of illness, in which contact with other worlds becomes possible. But he
understands good health to mean a life restricted to exclude the possibility of a
spiritual element in man; such is the natural conclusion for a man who has placed
all his trust in anatomy: ‘370pOBHIii Ye10Bek eCTh HanboJiee 3eMHOIf YeJIOBeK,
a CTaJio ObITh, JOJDKEH XHUTh OJHOIO 3[CIIHCIO XHU3HBIO, MJIS MOJHOTHI H
g mopaaxa’ (VI, 221). Dostoevskii is indicating, through the fate of Ivan and
Svidrigailov, that the semblance of health and stability offered by an emphasis on
all that is not spiritual, that is, the intellect and the flesh, is in fact the beginning
of a sickness in which visions of other worlds are dismembered from the whole
and become tormenting instead of joyful. As Bruce Ward comments,

The knowledge of the eternal, accessible to human beings by virtue of the

spiritual principle within them, is knowledge also of the “seeds” — that is the

“essences”, “ideas” or logoi — of everything which “lives and is alive” on

earth. (It is noteworthy that Dostoyevsky thus denies to reason operating
independently of the heart a genuine knowledge even of non-human nature.)**

Consistently throughout Dostoevskii’s works, the Kushite way leads to

bezobrazie and obosoblenie.

One precursor to Ivan’s rebellion is the ‘Necessary Explanation’ read by
Ippolit Terent'ev in Idiot. Ippolit shares Ivan’s thirst for life in the face of despair
and, significantly, his contempt for those who misuse their allotted time,
demonstrating a blindness to obraz in others. He is equally defiant regarding the
idea of eternal harmony and argues that it cannot compensate him for the
impending untimely end to his life. In his eyes, the finity of this life invalidates
any good deeds one may have performed, and feeling mocked by inevitable

death, he resolves to cheat it by taking control of his own fate and dying
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according to his own terms. The centrepiece of his ‘Explanation’ is his reaction
to the Holbein painting of Christ in the Tomb. It is the powerfully realistic
portrayal of a corpse that convinces Ippolit of the invincibility of death and the
impossibility of Christ’s resurrection:
TyT HeBOJILHO NPUXOIUT MOHATHE, YTO €C/IM TaK yXKacHa CMEpPThb U Tak
CWIBHBLI 3aKOHBI IPUPOABI, TO Kak e onoJieTh MXx? Kak ojxonern ux,

Kora He mOOeAMI UX Tenephb Aaxe TOT, KOTOPHIt noGexaan U Npupoay
TIpH XH3HU CBOEH, KOTOPOMY OHA NOAYMHAIIACh, KOTOPHIH BOCKJIMKHYJI:

«Tanmuda xymu», — U OeBULA BcTaa, «Jlazaps, rpaad BOH», — U BHILIE]
ymepumii? (VIII, 339.)

Ippolit is therefore also a fragmented character, riven by his inability to recognise
the spiritual aspect of man’s nature. As a result he too is visited by strange,
supernatural apparitions, including a manifestation of Rogozhin, that earthbound
man of the flesh. One of his hallucinations takes the form of a poisonous insect-
cum-reptile. This creature clearly represents death, which, significantly, has been
deliberately sent for him. He dreams that a long dead pet dog, Norma, comes to
his aid, catching the creature and biting it, but is mortally stung in doing so.
Robert Hollander offers a useful interpretation of this nightmare. He writes:

[...] the reborn savior, while having the power to defeat its adversary, is at the

same time mortally vulnerable to that adversary (Norma is, after all, dead in

Ippolit’s account of her). Ippolit’s savior, like Holbein’s Christ in the Tomb, is

conquered by nature and death. [...] Ippolit’s version of a Redeemer is of a
flawed and mortal one.*

In Ippolit’s dreams and in his arguments nature triumphs over the forces of good
that seek to transcend it. Nature here is a term used negatively, standing in
contrast with the hymns to nature offered by Makar Dolgorukii, Zosima and his
brother Markel; in this context it represents the forces of Kushitism: necessity,
coercion and absence of spirituality. Ippolit’s encounter with nature is as a dark,
savage, immutable force; after viewing the Holbein painting, he firstly likens it to
an unfeeling machine. Here his experience is similar to that of the Underground
Man, for whom the laws of nature are a mechanical force waiting to be tabulated.
Later he has a vision of this force as a repulsive tarantula. His account of this
vision is full of resonances regarding the dwelling of God in his creation, and
elucidates the issue of tsel'nost';

MoxeT M MepellMThcs B oOpase To, 4ro He uMeeT oOpa3a? Ho mue

KaKk Oy/ATO Ka3ajJloCch BPEMEHAMH, YTO i BUXY, B KaKOH-TO CTpaHHOH M
HeBO3IMOXHOH (opMe, 3Ty GeCKOHEYHYIO CHITY, 3TO IJIyXoe, TEMHOE H
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HeMoe cyulecTBo. Sl MOMHIO, YTo KTO-TO OyaTro OBl MOBEJ MEHA 3a
PYKy, CO CBeYkoii B pyKaxX, MOKa3aJl MHE Kakoro-TO OrpOMHOIo H
OTBPAaTHTEJILHOTO TapaHTyJa H CTajl YBEpsTh MeHsA, YTO 3TO TO caMoe
T€MHOe, TJIyX0O€ U BCECHJILHOE CYLIECTBO, M CMesacs Hal MOHUM
HerogoBanueM. (VIII, 340.)

In these instances we find that nature has been bereft of its transcendental
qualities; it no longer acts as an incarnation of the unity of all creation in God.
Aghast at the naturalist realism in the depiction of the dead man in Holbein’s
work — only a man, for the Godhead is absent in this picture — Ippolit makes the
connection between bezobrazie and spiritual death, which leaves mankind in

thrall to the Kushite principle of necessity.

The character of the Russian who has lost his roots in the soil dominates
Dostoevskii’s oeuvre. Such figures as Stavrogin and Versilov, two of the most
detached of all his dissociated intelligenty, represent a type that Dostoevskii
despised most of all, the pinnacle of rootlessness towards which all his rootless
characters are growing: the obshchechelovek, or generic man. Dostoevskii was so
attuned to the spiritual unhealthiness of rootlessness that he greatly feared the
increasing loss of national identity within the educated classes, to the point of
associating it with the Apocalypse. In his copy of the New Testament he wrote
the word ‘obshchechelovek’ beside verse eleven of Revelation 17: ‘U 3Beps,
KOTOpBI ObUI, B KOTOPOTO HET, €CTh OCMBIi, H H3 YKC/Ia CeAMH, U MoitaeT
B noru6ess’.*® The verse he marked is striking. It speaks of an altered and
paradoxical existence; John sees the beast, which was, and is not. So too, for
Dostoevskii, does the uprooted gentleman lead a kind of existence that is not,
detached as he is from the lifeblood of traditional Russian values. What is more,
his fate is certain: he plays a role in the reign of Antichrist, and is heading toward
destruction. Nothing could be more true of Stavrogin, whose symbolic
significance as the Prince of Darkness has been made plain by many scholars,

including Harriet Murav and Leatherbarrow.*’

The obshchechelovek is the wholly nondescript man, the man who lacks a
proper place, a heritage, a nationality. He is the un-Russian Russian, a chimera
composed of sterile Western ideas and fruitless attempts at self-definition.
Stavrogin is exactly that, as I have already shown; empty to the point of being a
moral vacuum, he speaks imperfect Russian, has gained Swiss nationality but
cannot bring himself to live there, is both morally and ideologically lukewarm
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and is thus condemned, as Tikhon reminds him by quoting Revelation 3, 14-17
(X1, 11). Dostoevskii is very clear in the notebooks for the novel regarding the
nullity of the obshchechelovek, denoting Stavrogin’s prototype as follows:
[...] Bompoc OCTaeTcs I HEro — 4YTO Xe OH caM Takoe? OTBeT aJis
Hero: Huymo. Y Hero MHOro yma, 4To0 CO3HaThCA, YTO OH U B CaMOM
nesie He pycckuid. [...] IllaToB €eMy noka3bIBaeT, YTO OH M JIOOHUTL He

MOXeET, NOTOMy 4YTO OH oOIlevYesoBeK, a CNOCOOHOCTBIO JIIOGHTH
oJlapeHbl TOJIKO HallMoHabHEBIE Jroau. (XI, 134, 135.)

Stavrogin, the ultimate moral nihilist, is descended from an equal
obshchechelovek, his spiritual father, Stepan Trofimovich Verkhovenskii. Stepan
Trofimovich, that effete ‘liberal idealist’, for all his professed love of Russia, is
as dissociated from it as the members of the younger generation in the novel. He
has lived abroad for many years, a practice that in real life Dostoevskii abhorred;
during his difficult travels around Europe, the writer shunned the company of
those Russians who had voluntarily emigrated, despising them for their lack of
patriotic loyalty. Stepan Trofimovich’s speech is peppered with French phrases;
he enjoys the status of an exile in his own land, and he has built his dubious
academic career on specialising in the more obscure points of European and
Asian history. He is a character whom Dostoevskii has endowed with certain
right ideas; his oration on the need for beauty to inspire and transfigure man
morally (X, 372-73), is in essence similar to the author’s 1861 article ‘Gospodin
—bov i vopros ob iskusstve’. However, in his mouth the idea becomes high-
flown and ridiculous, because Stepan Trofimovich, having been a poseur all his
life, does not speak with the weight of organic Russian sobornost’ behind him.
His ideas are discredited because they are postures, as detached and illusory as
the ‘half-baked ideas’ that grip Raskol'nikov. Bakhtin formulates a similar idea
regarding Stepan Trofimovich: ‘OH CBHIUIET OTHEJbHLIMH «HMCTHHAMH»
UMEHHO TIOTOMYy, YTO Yy HEro HeT «BJAALIYECTBYIOLIeH HAeH»,
onpeieNsiolleii PO €ro JIMYHOCTH [...].’48 He has dabbled with utopian
socialism in order to appear progressive, not realising that the flirtation of the
liberal men of the forties with such foreign ideological imports has shaken
Russia’s foundations. As the fissure between the strata of Russian society
widens, the path is cleared for the likes of Petr Verkhovenskii. Stepan
Trofimovich is aghast after reading Chernyshevskii’s Chto delat’ when he sees

how the fragmentation has grown:
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— 51 corjaceH, YTO OCHOBHAasA wuuesd BE€pHA, — TOBOPHJI OH MHC B
Jiuxopaake, — HO Beab TEM Y)KaCHee! Ta xe Hama naea, UMCHHO Halla,

MBI, MEI IIepBble HaCaJAWJI €€, BO3PACTWIM, IPUTOTOBWIIM, — A M UTO
Obl OHM MOTLJIM CKa3aThb caMH HOBOro, mnocie Hac! Ho, 6oxe, xak Bcé
9TO BEIpaXeHO, HCKaXeHo, uckosepkaHo! (X, 238.)

The importance of Stepan Trofimovich’s words lies in the fact that his
generation’s idea needed to be implanted (nasadili); it was never a natural fruit
of Russian soil. Now its unhealthy tendrils are breaking rather than strengthening

Russia’s moral infrastructure.

Versilov also represents the obshchechelovek, despite his own
protestation in the notebooks that he cannot be one because there is no such
thing. Here, in the same breath, he admits that he does not want to be a Russian
(XVI, 420). Like Verkhovenskii, he has lived in Europe for many years and has a
tendency to use French in his speech. He is associated with liberalism and the so-
called Geneva ideas, and is rumoured to be a Roman Catholic. What is most
interesting about Versilov’s obshchechelovek nature, however, is that it
illustrates the way the obshchechelovek differs from the Russian capacity for
universal reconciliation, put forward by Dostoevskii in the Pushkin Speech.
Versilov appears to make claims towards having this capacity himself, asserting
that in France he is a Frenchman, with a German he is a German. His
interpretation of universality is as follows: ‘Omun nub pycckuit, nake B
Hallle BpeMs, TO €CTb ropasfo elle paHbllle, YyeM Oyner mnoaseneH
BceoOLMHA MTOr, MOJYyYMJI YXKE CHOCOOHOCTH CTaHOBHUTHCA Haubosiee
PYCCKMM HMEHHO JIMLIL TOrIa, koraa oH HauGoJee esponeen’ (XIII, 377).
This pronouncement is so close to certain parts of the Pushkin Speech that the
reader must be cautious, bearing in mind nevertheless that rarely is anything
what it seems with Versilov. The key is that Versilov advocates becoming
European, in order to become Russian. He does not begin with Russianness.
Dostoevskii clarifies the matter in his reply to Gradovskii after the Pushkin
Speech. Here he refers to a brutal courier, but he may just as well have been
describing his creation Versilov: ‘Dto OblT XOTH M pycckuii, HO yxe H
«eBpONEHCKMI» PYCCKMif, TOJbKO Ha4YaBUIMH CBOH eBpONEH3IM He ¢
IPOCBELIEHNs, a C pa3BpaTa, Kak M MHOIHe, 4YpE3BHIYalHO MHOrHe
naunHam® (XXVI, 156). The Europeanisation, such as was begun by the

reforms of Peter the Great, is not the way to universal reconciliation because it
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denies the natural Russian characteristics, and thus it corrupts. Bruce Ward
concurs: ‘If the universalism of Russian liberals is not directed towards a positive
new order, then it is merely a rationalization of disorder.”* True Russian
universality is innately Russian, it is a national attribute, derived from the
Christian principle of brotherhood, preserved in the narod. Dostoevskii contends
that the religious foundation determines national traits and civic structures; this
process of development must be preserved, and cannot be reversed without
causing fragmentation: ‘CTasio 6bITh, IpaXxkJaHCKHE HAeaIHl BCeTraa MpsAaMo H
OpraHM4ecKH CBS3aHBI C HeajlaMH HPAaBCTBEHHBIMM, a TJIABHOE TO, 4YTO
HECOMHEHHO H3 HHX TOJIbKO OJHHUX U BBIXOAAT. Camu dce no cebe HUKOIAa
He sBasiorcd [...]7 (XXVI, 166). Versilov may be striving for the same goal
posited in the Pushkin Speech, but his starting point is wrong. Without the solid
foundation of Russian sobornost', his aspiration towards universality dissolves
into a will-o’-the-wisp, flickering here and there, but ultimately illusory. He is
obshchechelovek, whereas a genuine universally inclined Russian is vsechelovek,
as Dostoevskii stresses in the Pushkin Speech: ‘CtaTh HacTosIUIMM pycCKUM,
CTATh BIIOJIHE PYCCKHM, MOXET OBITh, H 3HAYUT TOJILKO (B KOHLIE KOHIIOB,

9TO IOJYEPKHUTE) CTAaTh OPAaTOM BCeX JIIOAEH, 6ceuen068ekom, eCIn XOTUTeE’
(XXVI, 147).

The obshchechelovek, therefore, might also be called a Kushite; for he is
unable to participate in mutual brotherhood. He is a meaningless fragment,
devoid of roots in a moral and spiritual heritage, stripped of the image of God
and thus enslaved by necessity. Dostoevskii feared the disintegration of his
country into a herd of obshchechelovek beings, and he fought against it through
the medium of his works. In Igrok he depicted his vision of a kingdom of the
obshchechelovek when he created Roulettenburg, the fictional location of the
novella’s action, and a fantastic Kushite society in its own right. Robert Louis
Jackson’s analysis of Roulettenburg perfectly sums up the essence of
Dostoevskii’s vision:

As the fictitious name suggests, the city is nowhere or anywhere in Europe.
The mixed French and German components of the name suggest the
illegitimate and rootless character of the place. This is the land of Babel, a

place without a national language or culture. The gambling salon — the heart
of Roulettenburg — is situated, symbolically, in a railway station where people
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are coming and going, where all is in continuous movement. Everything is in
flux in this city: people, languages, currencies, values.”
Dostoevskii foresaw St. Petersburg becoming like Roulettenburg. The home of
progressive ideas, it was in his words, ‘caMOM OTBJIE4eHHOM M YMEIILICHHOM
ropofe Ha BceM 3emHoM 1mape’ (V, 101). He continued his critique of
Petersburg both in his fiction and his non-fiction, concluding in Dnevnik pisatelia
in 1881:
Ho IlerepOypr coeceM He Poccus. Jlnd orpomMHoro GoJbLIMHCTBA
pycckoro Hapoja IleTepOypr nMeeT 3Ha4YeHHE UL TEM, YTO B HEM €TI0
napr kuBeT. Mexay TeM, M 3TO MBI 3HaeM, nertepOyprckas
HHTEJUTUTEHIMA HAllla, OT MOKOJIEHHS K MOKOJIEHHIO, BCEé MeHee H MeHee
Ha4YMHAeT NMOHHMMaTh PoCCHIO, HFMEHHO NOTOMY, YTO, 3aMKHYBIUUCH OT
Hee B CBOEM YYyXOHCKOM Ooiyiote, Bcé Gosee U Oojiee M3MEHAET CBOIf
B3rJIA[ Ha Hee, KOTOPBIH Y MHBIX Cy3WICS, HaKOHeEll, 1O pa3MepoB
MHKPOCKOIIMYECKHX, OO0 pa3MmepoB kakoro-uubyae Kaprcpys. [...]
Tauuysa ¥ Jioma napkeTwl, co3gaiorcs B IlerepGypre Oyayiue ChIHBI
oTeyecTBa, a <«depHopabouue KpBICH», kak Ha3biBasli uX MHBan
AnekcaHapoBud XJIECTaKOB, H3YYalOT OTEYECTBO B KaHLEJAPHAX H,

pasyMeeTcs, 4eMy-TO Hay4yaroTcsi, HO He Poccuu, a cosceM HHOMY,
nojgdac o4eHb cTpaHHoMmy. (XXVII, 15.)

Peter the Great’s pride and joy, his window on the West, does not look out onto
Russia. It is for Dostoevskii the gateway to Khomiakov’s Kush. It is the place
where one day Shigalevshchina may be realised, that system of tyranny over the
herd, unity without freedom, ruled from the Crystal Palace. Alternatively, it
could shatter into thousands of conflicting factions that tear each other to pieces
in an excess of self-interested individualism, as prophesied in Raskol'nikov’s
dream of the intelligent microbes. This is the result of the absence of a native
unifying idea, of the condition of rootlessness and the domination of the Kushite
principle. In Dnevnik pisatelia Dostoevskii described it as the Catholic Idea, or
unlimited despotism, and the Protestant Idea, or unchecked freedom. In his
fiction it is embodied in the theories of Raskol'nikov and Ivan Karamazov, of
Kirillov and the Underground Man.
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2.3: Living in sobornost": the Iranian category.

The reader of Dostoevskii may be forgiven for thinking that the fiction of
this writer is overrun with sinister characters who presage a gloomy and perhaps
fatal future for Russia, such is the number, strength and weight of the personages
who lack roots in their native soil. However, Dostoevskii’s talent enables the
positive elements in his works to shine all the more brightly in spite of, indeed
because of, the abundance of darkness around them. Characters such as Sonia
Marmeladova, Tikhon, Makar Dolgorukii, Zosima and of course Alesha
Karamazov may, with the exception of the latter, occupy fewer pages than the
struggling rootless heroes of the novels, but they bring to the works a balance
and an undeniable sense of hope belied by their technically minor status. Many
critics have called into question the effectiveness of such positive characters in
offering an alternative to the rule of tyranny and egoism; in particular, Zosima
and his teaching have been criticised famously by Konstantin Leont'ev in
Dostoevskii’s own time, and by Sergei Hackel a century later.’! However, Eliseo
Vivas comments that ‘genuine goodness and saintliness are harmonious,
unassertive and hence undramatic, dull, affairs. But this is not a comment on
them or on Dostoevsky but on us, his readers.”>? What is more, the effectiveness
of meekness and gentleness in overcoming coercive artificial structures is
prefigured in Khomiakov’s scheme of Iranian and Kushite societies. Khomiakov
emphasises the simplicity and peacefulness of the Iranian principle, as well as its
apparent fragility and the ease with which it can be contaminated by Kushitism,
but he stresses that the principles of brotherhood, communality and love

eventually win out:
Upanckoe ydenue, [...] ydeHue Mupa, mo6su [...]. Ero Bimacte He
ciabeeT, U B €ro pykax cyan0a 4enoBeyectna. [...] Cusia BHEUIHASA €CThb
WIoA cuJbl  BHyTpeHHedl; [...] B  MHoromoacrse IjIeMeHH

(MaTeMaTH4eCKOM NPEBOCXOZICTBE HAJ APYTHMH), KHBET CBHACTENILCTBO
0 nyxe 6paTcTBa, OOLIEHUS M JIIOOBH.

In addition, it is my view that Dostoevskii gave us the key to
understanding the power of these characters in the epigraph to his last and
arguably greatest novel. Let us examine this epigraph from John 12, 24, in the
context of the present study: ‘Verily, verily, I say unto you, except a corn of

wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it die, it bringeth forth
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much fruit.” It is significantly an organic metaphor chosen by Dostoevskii for
Brat'ia Karamazovy, stressing the importance of the natural, and of growth from
roots. A corn of wheat is a simple thing; it is also extremely small, especially
when one considers its ostensible value in comparison with all the might of man-
made technological civilisation, embodied in, say, a Crystal Palace. But it has the
potential to bring forth much fruit, unlike its sterile and unchanging counterpart.
In order to do this it must go through what some may regard as a failure: it must
sacrifice its life and die. However, the words of Christ are quite clear. Life
reaches its full potential only when the self is overcome; to guard the self is to
remain isolated. Dostoevskii could not have chosen a better motto to illustrate the
opposing poles of Kushitism and Iranianism, of obosoblenie and sobornost'. It
may as well be the epigraph to his whole oeuvre. The qualities he emphasises for
living in sobornost' are meekness, humility, self-effacement and voluntary
submissiveness or self-sacrifice. He holds up these qualities as attributes of true
Russianness that develop naturally from a rooted position in a heritage of
traditional values. For Dostoevskii, rootedness does not preclude being educated
or of noble birth; Tikhon, Zosima and Alesha are all of gentry stock and are well-
read, and even Sonia has read Lewes’ Physiology (VI, 16). The connection with
Russia’s traditional heritage comes from emulating the qualities displayed best
by the narod and from a belief in the Orthodox faith, instinctively preserved by

the common people.

Meckness, and the related but subtly different quality of humility — in
Russian krotost’ and smirenie — are characteristics present in the majority of
Dostoevskii’s positive figures. They are among the attributes he emphasises in
his analysis of Pushkin’s Tat'iana (XXVI, 143), whom, as I mentioned in my
previous chapter, he posits as the ideal of true Russianness. They are also
qualities that Dostoevskii associates with the narod, whom he viewed as the
repository of moral and spiritual worth, as numerous passages from Dnevnik
pisatelia testify. For example, in a tacit nod to Grigor'ev’s literary theory of meek
and predatory types in Russian literature, he argues that the majority of positive

characterisations in Russian literature have been developed thanks to inspiration

from the people:
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Ho oOpauryce Jjyuiie k Hamieil JuTepaType: BCE, 4TO €CTh B Heid
HCTMHHO TIpeKpacHoro, TO BCE B3ATO M3 HapojJa, HAuYuHAsg C
CMHPEHHOTO, NpocToaylHoro Thna berxuna, cozganHoro ITylIKHHEIM.
[...] Bc€, uto B 3THX TuUmax I'oHdapoBa M TypreHeBa BEKOBEYHOIO H

NpEKPacHOro, — BCE 3TO OT TOrO, YTO OHM B HHX CONPHKOCHYJIUCH C
HapOJOM; 3TO COIPUKOCHOBEHHE C HAPOJOM IPUIAJIO UM HeOObIvaliHbIE
cwiabl. OHH 3aUMCTBOBAJIM Y HEI0 €ro NpPOCTOAYLIHE, YHCTOTY,
KPOTOCTb, IIMPOKOCTh YMa U Hednobue [...]. (XXII, 43-44.)

The importance of meekness and humility lies in the fact that they predispose a
character to the ability to empty out the Self and look to the Other. Prince
Myshkin is alleged to have said, ‘cMupenne ecTb crpammas cuna’ (VIII, 329).
However, these are words relayed by Ippolit during his ‘Necessary Explanation’;
in his interpretation, humility becomes a force for self-laceration, a double edged
sword, a kind of inverted pride, better represented by the term ‘humiliatedness’,
since it stems from the painful awareness of an insult. (A detailed treatment of
Myshkin will be undertaken later in this chapter.) True humility or meekness is
able to withstand offence without raising the hackles of injured pride - a reaction
of the ego — because the meek person is able voluntarily to abnegate his ego.
Sonia Marmeladova endures endless insults and humiliation as a prostitute, and
is even more greatly insulted by Luzhin when he brands her a thief, but although
her constitution is not strong enough to avoid an attack of hysterics, there is no
seething resentment in her heart at his treatment. On the contrary, her consistent
reaction to ill-treatment is to meet it with love and an acknowledgement of her
own unworthiness, as her account of family life with Katerina Ivanovna testifies:
‘A xoTh OBl M Omaa, Tak uro x! Hy Tak uto %? BBl HHYero, Huyero He
3HaeTe... DTO Takad HecyacTHaf, ax, Kakas HecyacTHas! [...] A CKOJIbKO,
CKOJIbKO Pa3 f ee B CJe3bl BBoauna!” (VI, 243-44). In the same way, Makar
Dolgorukii responds with gentleness and self-effacement when he falls after
Liza’s spiteful order to get up (XIII, 304). Prince Myshkin too, after Gania has
struck him, is prepared to take a blow so long as another, Varia, is spared, and his
reaction is to grieve for the shame Gania will feel afterwards: ‘O, xak BB

6yaeTe CTHIAUTHCA CBOCTO nocrynka!’ (VIII, 99).

In Besy, Tikhon’s reply to constant offensive remarks from Stavrogin
demonstrates the Christian import of humility: ‘Kpecta TBOEro, rocnoau, na
ne nocteikycs’ (XI, 10). Just as Christ met his torturers with submissiveness

and prayers for forgiveness for them, Tikhon strives to react to mental cruelty
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with as much meekness, absence of judgement and indignation. To be ashamed
of the Cross, that is, of being wounded and humiliated, is a reaction of the ego,
and Tikhon prays for divine help in keeping his focus on the Other, that is, on
Stavrogin. He struggles to maintain a voluntary submission to Stavrogin’s
hostility, in the effort to establish a relationship of sobornost’, and there are a few
instances in their conversation where he succeeds, albeit momentarily. For
example, he asks Stavrogin if it would help him to imagine that a complete
stranger had read his confession and forgiven him in his heart. This oblique
suggestion, which avoids the offensive magnanimity of offering to forgive
Stavrogin himself, coaxes Stavrogin into admitting he would like Tikhon’s
forgiveness. The bishop then continues to avoid setting himself above the
penitent by asking for Stavrogin’s forgiveness in return. The latter scoffs at
Tikhon’s humility, but all the same reiterates his need for forgiveness (XI, 25-
26). Here the reader sees a concrete enactment of Zosima’s doctrine that each is
responsible for all; Tikhon says that he is only able to offer forgiveness if he is
humble enough to accept it himself, and indeed, such is the only situation in
whic.h a proud temperament like Stavrogin’s will be able to accept forgiveness
without feeling ashamed and humiliated, as Stavrogin hints:

~ [...] CorpelnB, KaxIbli 4YeJIOBEK YX€ NPOTHB BCEX COrPELIMI M

Kax/blii 4YeJJOBEK XOTh 4YeM-HHOYAbL B 4yXOM Ipexe BuHopar. ['pexa

eAMHUYHOro HeT. S XK€ IpCLIHUK BeJUKHil, U, MOXeT OwITL, Gonee
BallIETO.

— 51 BaM BCIO NpaBAy CKaxy: f XKe€JAalo, YTOOLI BBl MEHS NPOCTHIIH,
BMECTE C BaMH JIpYroi, TpeTuH, HO BCE — BCe MYCTh JIyylle HEHaBUAAT.
Ho 11s Toro xejai, 4ToObl co cmupenuem nepenect... (XI, 26, italics
added.)

Sonia has a similar effect on Raskol'nikov. Her awareness of guilt is striking to
the reader, since it is apparent that she has turned to prostitution for the sake of
her starving family. But as Gibson has noted, she does not shrink from the
comparisons Raskol'nikov makes between his crime and her self-sacrifice;** she
feels her part in the mutuality of responsibility for evil in the world, and this is
the source of her meekness and humility. The fact that she does not set herself
above anyone makes it easier for Raskol'nikov to come to her and confess his
crime. Murav observes that Sonia’s ‘humble authority’ stands in contrast to the

official authority of Porfirii Petrovich, who tries his best to make Raskol'nikov



172

confess, but in whom the latter senses a degree of condescension: ‘Porfirii urges
Raskolnikov to confess by telling him that he will find peace thereby.
Raskolnikov challenges him, asking him what sort of prophet he is and whether
he utters this prophecy of “peace” from “on high™* (VI, 352).%

The humility of such characters as Sonia and Tikhon should not be
confused with the slavish self-abasement of other personages, like Lebedev in
Idiot, for example: his repeated ‘Hu30k, HU30K’ expresses a delight in shame and
a posture of false meekness. In particular, the contrast between true lowliness and
false self-abasement that relies on the tyranny of another is played out in the final
stages of the drama in ‘Krotkaia’. Here the pawnbroker seeks to prolong his duel
of domination and submission with his wife, the gentle girl referred to only by
her defining characteristic, and he takes upon himself the role of abject slave,
thus projecting on to her the role of tyrant. He begs to be ignored, to be her
plaything, her lapdog; he heaps praise upon her, stressing her intelligence and
moral superiority. She, however, is confused and upset by his behaviour.
Dostoevskii’s depiction of the scene exposes the flaws in the pawnbroker’s
posturing and reveals the damage it does to the meek girl, the significance of
which her husband fails to understand:

I'naBHoe, BCE 3TO BpeMs, BCe NATH AHe#, B Heil ObLIO 3aMellaTesIbCTBO
w cTeid. Bosnace Toxe, oueHb Gosiack. [...] Ho s He cMoTpesn Ha ee
crpax, cuano HoBoe! [...] Tyt 4, cdypy-mo, wue coepaucasuiuce,
pacckasal, B KakoM A ObUI BOCTOpre, KOIJa, CTOA TOrAa 3a ABEPHIO,
cAylan ee MOEAWHOK, NMOEJUHOK HEBUHHOCTH C TOH TBapbio, H Kak
HACJIAXOAJICA €€ YMOM, OJISCKOM OCTPOYMHSA H NpPH TaKOM JAeTCKOM
npocroayumn. OHa Kak 6bl BcA B3APOrHyJa, npojleneTaja Obllo onaTs,
YyTO A npeyseauuusalo, HO BAPYr BCE JIMLO ee OMPAYUJIOCh, OHa
3aKpeUIach pykaMHu H 3apeiana... TyT yx u a ne esidepycas: onsth

ymaj nepef Helo, ONATh CTajl LEJIoBaTh €€ HOTH, H ONATh KOHYUJIOCH
NPUNAAKOM, TaK Xke Kak BO BTOPHHK. (XXIV, 29, 32, italics added.)

The meek girl struggles to find the right response to her husband’s melodramatic
effusions, rightly noticing that he is exaggerating. He, conversely, cannot see the
importance of his deliberate abdication of self-control or recognise that it does
not bring her joy. His overblown adulation of her is inappropriate to her, because
she is humble, and acknowledges her own sinfulness, embodied in her temptation
to shoot him earlier in their marriage. When she attempts to establish a relation
of mutual self-abnegation, shared responsibility and forgiveness, by owning up to

her temptation, he replies with more exaggerated behaviour, kissing her ‘xak
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6e3ymunnii’ (XXIV, 32). It is after this final failure to enter into sobornost’ with
him that she commits suicide. Edward Wasiolek correctly identifies the nature of
true humility with regard to the individual’s part in the organic unity of mutual
responsibility; his words refer to Dostoevskii’s view of the narod, but they apply
perfectly to the meek characters Sonia, Tikhon and the meek girl:
Their humility consists of acknowledging that their lives have a dimension
deeper than the depth of their empirical acts, and in acknowledging that they
silently acknowledge that their beings — and by implication the beings of

others — are beyond their own judgement and the judgement of others. In short
they are humble before the sacredness of being, theirs and others.*®

The fact that this comment about the Russian people should also apply so aptly to
Dostoevskii’s positive, meek characters, suggests that these characters possess
the same spiritual connection to the traditional Russian heritage that Dostoevskii
so valued in the common people. Finally, Dostoevskii underlines the importance
he places on meekness and humility in the sermons of Father Zosima, who
proclaims: ‘I3 Hapona cnaceHde BHIAZIET, U3 Bephl H cMHpenus ero’ (XIV,
286).

I observed that the pawnbroker in ‘Krotkaia’ played at humility through a
conscious loss of self-control; the quality of self-control is an important part of
the positive make-up of Dostoevskii’s rooted characters. Zosima is a master of
self-control, as befits his role as a starets. Brat'ia Karamazovy tells us that elders
take disciples in order to help them achieve such a high level of self-conquest
that they attain the absolute freedom that is freedom from self (XIV, 26); it is
therefore to be inferred that the elders themselves have already reached this level
of freedom to be able to pass on the discipline to others. Here we find the very
foundations of sobornost". it is stressed that the disciple’s submission to the
elder’s strict instruction is completely voluntary, and yet through such discipline
of self true freedom is to be found. This is the freedom in the unity of voluntary
selflessness described throughout the writing of Khomiakov on the Orthodox
Church.”” Zosima as a starets displays exemplary control of himself, never losing
his composure in the face of the trials of coping with the troubled Karamazov
family at a time when his health has all but deserted him. That this is an acquired
discipline and not an innate characteristic in him we know from his tales from his

youth, where the reader encounters a boisterous young man, free with his temper
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and given to sensuality and drink. However, his self-control is to be distinguished
from the rule of self-will followed by Stavrogin. Stavrogin’s self-discipline is
motivated by pride and selfishness: he practises it to prove and take glory in his
strength, and he does not care who he hurts in the process — Maria Lebiadkina,
Matresha, countless others, and in the end himself. By contrast, Zosima’s self-
control is directed outwards, towards his fellow-men. A man who is always calm,
meek and kind cannot offend anyone, and indeed can soothe a ruffled
countenance; the suppression of any selfish impulse in him makes him utterly
approachable. Zosima’s self-control is also permeated with self-respect, which
gives him a personal dignity that saves sclflessness from becoming self-
abasement. He can give of himself without becoming a slave, as we see in
chapter three of Book One, where as Sven Linnér has noted, he moves from
supplicant to supplicant with lightning rapidity, spending just enough time to
console or enlighten, but not allowing anyone to stifle him with thanks or
entreaties.’® This characteristic is part of the way in which true meekness,
humility and abnegation of the ego differ from the posturing of Lebedev and the
slavishness of the pawnbroker, both of which stem from self-indulgence. The
pawnbroker abdicates control of his emotions because he finds it intoxicating and
perversely pleasurable, as well as in order to coerce his wife into a new system;
this is evident from his frequent use of the word ‘vostorg’ to describe his

emotions.

The most remarkable example of Zosima’s outwardly directed self-
control has been discussed by Linnér; this is his bow to Dmitrii. Linnér contrasts
Zosima’'s acknowledgement of the great suffering in store for Dmitrii, with
Tikhon’s prophecy of Stavrogin’s further crimes, and commends Zosima’s
control, silence and tact while Tikhon openly displays horror and nearly breaks
down. He writes: ‘Tixon and Zosima have in common the ability to see the plans
their young visitors conceal within them and a feeling of horror at what they thus
perceive. But only the starets retains his composure. Tixon loses his grip on
himself [...]."* Zosima’s bow is a deliberate action, as the text affirms (XIV,
69), whereas Tikhon cannot restrain the prophecy that bursts out of him like a
spasm (XI, 30). The resulting difference between Dmitrii and Stavrogin is

dramatic. Dmitrii’s reaction — covering his face with his hands - is one of shame,



175

and significantly Zosima stresses the humility behind his own gesture by begging
forgiveness of all his guests, including Dmitrii. As the novel progresses, Dmitrii
is brought to the brink of parricide, but holds himself back at the last minute,
because ‘ciie3r! M YbH, MaTh JIM MOS YMoJMja Oora, AyX JIM CBETJIbIi
00J100b3a)1 MeHs B To MrHoBeHHE  (XIV, 425-26). Could the spiritual
glimmer that shines in him for a moment be Zosima’s bow? It is never made
explicit, but the fact remains that Dmitrii steps back from the threshold of crime,
and finds the resources within himself to accept suffering. Stavrogin, on the other
hand, is enraged by Tikhon’s insight. He goes on to allow murder after murder to
be committed in his name or because of his actions, until finally he kills himself.
Linnér cites Tikhon’s lack of self-control as grounds for considering him a less

morally excellent character than Zosima.®’

The ability voluntarily to empty out the ego allows Dostoevskii’s positive
rooted characters to love their neighbour more effectively. The love shown in
particular by Sonia, Zosima and Alesha stands in sharp contrast to the love for
humanity professed by the likes of Kirillov, Versilov and Ivan Karamazov. The
difference is that the Iranian characters love in a concrete, active way, whereas
the Kushite personages love in the abstract. That love should be active and
directed towards specific objects is a vital component of life in sobornost'. If we
give love its ethical name, charity, it is possible to see how it fits into an
organically unified approach to moral-spiritual life, as emphasised by
Khomiakov. He discusses the relationship between true faith and active good

works:

Kak Tesio 6e3fyLIHOE HE €CTh YXKe YeJIOBEK M 4eJIOBEeKOM Ha3BaThCA He
MOXeT, HO TPYIIOM; TaKk M Bepa, He TBOPAIIAA JeJ, HCTUHHOM BepOil
Ha3BaThLCA HE MOXET, HO JIOXKHOIO [...] 00 Bepa HcTHHHas ecThb XHBas,
TBOpAIIAs OeNa: oHa ecTh Bepa Bo Xpucre  Xpucroc B Bepe.*!

This excerpt shows how the above mentioned characters fail in their attitude to
love, and how this attitude is related to the faith they claim to profess. Kirillov’s
drive to suicide is, according to his own argument, for love of mankind, who
needs liberating from the fear of death. But his act is not one of love, but of
despair and destruction. Versilov and Ivan Karamazov both find it difficult to
love their neighbour as an individual, rather than as an abstract concept. In

Versilov’s case this is due to his artificial, self-constructed faith; Ivan’s faith in
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God falls at the hurdle of the risen Christ. In general, as I have already shown,
the characters who follow the Kushite principle cannot love actively, and thus

truly, because they cannot see the image of God in their fellows.

By contrast, Dostoevskii’s characters with roots in the Russian spiritual
heritage value individuals as they encounter them, recognising their obraz
regardless of their outward state and loving them in a positive and identifiable
way. Sonia is a paragon of love; she is devoted to her drunken wastrel of a father
and her crazed shrewish stepmother, and she falls for RaskolI'nikov as she pours
out her compassion onto the hostile, spiteful murderer. That she can love those
whom society would likely reject is evidence of her faith in God and Christ,
which is a truly unified faith imbued with tsel’nost’. She is able to focus on the
good, on the image of God, in whomever she encounters, as her impassioned
description of Katerina Ivanovna testifies (VI, 243-44); moreover, her outburst to
Raskol'nikov, ‘UTto BB, 4TO BBl 3TO Hald coboit caemamu!” (VI, 316)
demonstrates not only her compassion for his suffering, but her
acknowledgement that he has damaged the obraz within him. Her love imitates
the love of Christ, who associated with drunkards and prostitutes; it parallels the
love of St. John the Merciful, who warmed a diseased beggar by embracing him
and breathing into his festering mouth, as Ivan Karamazov recounted (XIV, 215).
Most significantly, her love enacts the exhortation of Dostoevskii in Dnevnik

pisatelia to love the narod for their lofty ideals, in spite of their superficial
barbarism:

B pycckoM 4enoBeke M3 NPOCTOHApOAbS HYXHO yMeTb OTBJICKATh
KpacoTy €ro OT HaHOCHoro mapsapcrtBa. [...] Ilosropsio: cyauTte
pYCCKHil HapOJ HE MO TEM MEP3OCTAM, KOTOPHIE OH TaK YacTo Jefaer, a
0 TeM BEJMKHM M CBATBIM BellaM, IO KOTOPbIM OH M B caMoii
Mep30CTH cBoeil NoCTosHHO Bo3aknixaeT. (XXII, 43.)

Alesha too loves actively and is able to love those who appear unlovable, like his
odious father, of whom he says: ‘Cepane y Bac Jyuwe rosossl’ (XIV, 124).
Considering Alesha’s compassion for all the troubled members of his family, the
narrator describes his attitude as follows:
[...] xapakTep mo6By ero ObUT Bcerna AeaATeNbHHA. JI0GHTL maccHBHO
OH He Mor; BO3JIIOOMB, OH TOTYAaC Xe PUHUMAJICS U NIOMOraTh. A Ui
9TOro Haao OBUIO INOCTaBUTH 1ieJ1b, HAJO TBEpAO OBLIO 3HATH, YTO

KaXJOMy M3 HUX XOPOIIO M HYXHO, 3 YTBEpAHBLIKUCE B BEPHOCTH LeJIH,
eCTeCTBEHHO, KaXJIOMY U3 HUX ¥ noMoub. (XIV, 170.)
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The ability to perceive the image of God in even the apparently worst of
people is bound up with true faith, because, as I have outlined above, it is part of
an integrated belief that God dwells in man and man in God, that the conquest of
death by Christ demonstrates the organic unity between God and his creation.
Such a love also requires humility, for only by accepting one’s own sinfulness
can one love another in spite of their sinful state. In my previous chapter I
examined Dostoevskii’s notes made at the bier of his deceased first wife; here he
begins with a statement that seems to prefigure Versilov and Ivan Karamazov:
‘Bo3yIOOHTL YeJIOBEKa, KAaK camozo cebsa, no 3anopeaun XpUCTOBOH, —
HEBO3MOXHO. 3aKOH JIMYHOCTH Ha 3eMJIe CBA3biBaeT. S NpensATCTBYeT.
Omuu Xpuctoc Mor’ (XX, 172). However, he quickly asserts that man’s eternal
task is to struggle to realise the ideal of Christ by voluntarily annihilating the
ego: ‘[...] BEIcouaiiliee ynoTpebieHHe, KOTOPOE MOXET CAEJIaTh YeJIOBEK M3
cBoeil JIMYHOCTH, M3 IOJIHOTHL Pa3BUTHA CBOEro A, — 3TO Kak Ol
YHUYTOXHTB 3TO A, OTAATh €ro LEJMKOM BCEM M KaxaoMy GespassensHo
H 6e3zaBeTHO’ (XX, 172). How this is to be achieved is expressed in Zosima’s
exhortation, learned from his brother Markel, to recognise the mutuality of
responsibility for evil, which requires loving humility. He says:

Ilpen MHOIO MBICTBIO CTaHEWb B HEOYMEHHMH, OCOOCHHO 6uda zpex
modeli, W chnpoculib cebs: «B3ATh M CHJIOH aimM  CMHUpeHHOIo
nro6oBbio?» Beerna pewait: «Bo3smy cmupennoro aobossion. [...] Onno

TyT cnaceHue ceGe: BO3bMM CeOs U cleaaii ceba e omeemuukom 3a
gece 2pex modckoil. (XIV, 289, 290, italics added.)

Zosima’s sermon stresses the relationship between the emptying out of the ego
and the ability to love one’s neighbour in spite of their sin. Sonia follows this
doctrine to an extremely well-developed degree. She is aware of her contribution
to humanity’s state of sinfulness, and will not judge others who contribute too.
But she does not just offer compassionate words to those she loves; her love for
her family leads her to sacrifice her own innocence, and her love for
Raskol'nikov takes her to Siberia with him. Indeed, her active love with its roots
in her genuine faith finally begins to sway Raskol'nikov. Her example of active
love eventually awakens love in him too, which, as Gibson comments, is the
beginning of his journey to salvation: ‘[Raskolnikov] does not envisage a

Christian frame of reference and then love: he loves first, and it so changes his
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own frame of reference that he asks himself whether he might possibly come to

share Sonya’s convictions.”*?

In the teachings of Father Zosima we find further evidence of the organic
link between active love and faith, when he advises Khokhlakova how to
strengthen her belief in the afterlife. He says to her:

IToctapaiitech ToOUTH BaliuX OJIMXKHHUX AeATeIbHO M HeycTaHHO. Ilo
Mepe Toro kak Oynere mpeycnesaTh B JIo6BH, Oynere y6exaaThcs M B
o6niTHH Oora, u B Oeccmeptnn aym Baiueili. Eciu ke moiiaere no
MOJIHOTO CaMOOTBEpXKEHHS B JOOBM K OJMXHEMy, Toraa yx

HECOMHEHHO YBEpyeTe, M HHUKaKoe COMHEHUEe Jaxe M He BO3MOXeT
3aiiTH B Ballly AyIny. OTO HCNBITAHO, 3TO TouHo. (XIV, 52.)

Here it can be seen that just as true faith gives rise to charitable deeds, so specific

acts of love engender faith and reinforce it. Ward explains:

To penetrate to another’s essence, to know that person as he is “in himself;” it
is necessary to somehow “become” that person; it is necessary to love him.
Only reason informed by love can penetrate to the highest principle within a
human being, can truly “know” him. And, for Dostoyevsky, to know a human
being truly is to know him as claimed by God. Thus, while he eschews any
attempt to “prove” the existence of God by rational argumentation, he does
offer the “proof” through love formulated by Father Zosima.*®

The fact that Zosima’s emphasis on active love does not offer a proof of
Christian doctrine underlines an idea that is fundamental to Brat'ia Karamazovy:
the idea that Christianity is not a theory or a formula, but a practice, as many
critics have noted, including Gibson and Linnér.** It is not something that can be
argued, expounded or deconstructed; it can only be experienced or /ived. For this
reason, Zosima sends Alesha out into the world, to work and be useful. For the
same reason, Tikhon advises Stavrogin to seek the guidance of an elder, but still
to live in society. Whilst Dostoevskii is firm in his support for the tradition of
startsy and Russian Orthodox monasteries, he is also clear that holy orders are
not the path for the majority and that asceticism for its own sake is fruitless. The
portrait of Father Ferapont emphasises this point. A rigorous ascetic who fasts,
keeps a vow of silence and wears chains, Ferapont is depicted as unsympathetic,
judgmental and bordering on insanity. In contrast to Zosima, who keeps a busy
schedule of receiving visitors and blessing the public right into his last hours,
Ferapont, full of vigorous good health, allows himself scarcely any company and
is quite rude to those he does admit. He leaves his cell only to pour triumphant

condemnation on those who believed Zosima’s death would produce a miracle,



179

and his outburst contributes to Alesha’s crisis of faith. Ferapont’s brand of
Christianity is, to be sure, a way of life, but it is centred on himself; it is insular
and atomised, not at all conducive to brotherhood. Even his one public
appearance at Zosima’s funeral spreads only dissent and invites adulation for
himself (XIV, 303-04). Zosima on the other hand unites those around him, just as
Alesha tries to effectuate reconciliation between his brothers and their lovers.
True active Christian love thus becomes zhivaia zhizn', this is Dostoevskii’s
expression for the motivating force of sobornost'. He makes the most use of this

phrase in Dnevnik pisatelia, where in the issue for September 1876 he writes:

BHUKHHMTE B IIpaBOCJIaBHE: 3TO BOBCE HE OJIHA TOJILKO LIEPKOBHOCTbL M
OoBpANHOCTb, 3TO JHCuU60e Yy8cmeo, OOPATHBILIEECH Y Hapojda Hallero B
OJIHY M3 TeX OCHOBHBIX XMBHIX CHUJI, O€3 KOTOpBIX HE XMBYT Hauuu. B
PYCCKOM XPHCTHAHCTBE, IO-HACTOALIEMY, OaXe M MHUCTHLM3Ma HeT
BOBCE, B HEM OJIHO wes06exoaiobue, onuH Xpucmos 06pas, — no xpaitnei
Mepe, 3TO rnaBHoe. B EBpone naBHO yke M Mo mpaBy CMOTPAT Ha
KJIEpHKAJIU3M H LEPKOBHOCTh C ONACEHHMEM: TaM OHH, OCOOEHHO B MHBIX
MECTaX, MeEIIAIOT TEYEHUIO JKHBOHM JKM3HHM, BCAKOMY IIpeyCresHUIO
KHM3HH, U YK KOHEYHO, MelIaloT camoil pesmmrud. Ho noxoxe s Haue
muxoe, cmupennoe npasocaasgue |[...]7 (XXIII, 130, italics added.)

In this passage we find emphasised all the points I have mentioned with regard to
Dostoevskii’s rooted characters who live in sobornost”. humility, meekness,
active love and a sense of the image of Christ all combine into a force that is
lived in the fullest sense of the word. Zhivaia zhizn' is totally alive and organic
and it is the experience that Dostoevskii posited in answer to Ivan’s rebellion. It
is the only possible answer, because by focusing on practice rather than on
theory, he transcends the boundaries of the self-contained fortress of logical
argument. As Gibson asserts, ‘Dostoevsky did not deny the conclusions of
reason; he even accepted them (Alyosha did not dissent from Ivan’s argument);

but he found them to be relative in the context of Christian action.’%*

There is a particularly Eastern colouring to Dostoevskii’s conception of
the Christian faith as a living life to be practised not learned. It taps into the
tradition of Orthodoxy that rejected the kind of scholasticism followed by
Western Christianity under the auspices of theologians like St. Augustine. Jones
concurs that Dostoevskii’s religious views ‘are rooted not just in a Christian soil
but in a specifically Russian Orthodox soil, which [...] is inimical to the

predilection of Western Christianity for rational argumentation and for its
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repeated attempts through the ages to accommodate theology to the prevailing
secular culture.”®® As I have already shown, it was central to Slavophile thought
to advocate the integration of reason into faith and to seek a more holistic
apprehension of existence through all the cognitive faculties: this was
Kireevskii’s tsel'nost’ dukha principle. Dostoevskii expresses his own virtually
identical idea through his positioning of zhivaia zhizn' as a counter point to
Ivan’s intellectual dilemma. Linnér has also made the connection between
zhivaia zhizn' and tsel'nost' dukha as formulated by Kireevskii;®” he notes the
emphasis on rational and supra-rational levels of understanding in an early
mention of zhivaia zhizn' from Dostoevskii’s notebooks of 1864, where the
writer discusses the effects of atheism: ‘[...] YesIOBeK B 3TOM COCTOSIHHU
yyBCTBYeT Ce6s IIIOX0, TOCKYeT, TepsieT HCTOYHHK JKUBOIi XKM3HH, He 3HAaeT
HENOCPEeACTBEHHBIX OIIylIeHHHA M Bc€ co3HaeT’ (XX, 192). This note of
Dostoevskii’s could rather aptly describe Ivan Karamazov, whose insistence on
his rational mind cuts him off from the living life he loves so much. Ivan loves
life, but his doublespeak declaration of his love for life shows that he cannot love
it regardless of logic, try as he might. His Euclidean mind cannot see the
beautiful wholeness of zhivaia zhizn', and so his thirst for life is to spite the
bezobrazie he sees instead:

[...] He Bepyd % B XH3Hb, pa3yBephCs i B JOpPOroil >XEHILHMHE,

pa3yBephcsa B NOpsake Belled, yOemauCh Aaxe, 4YTO BCE, HANpOTHUB,

6ecropsIOYHbIH, NPOKIATHIA M, MOXET ObITh, OecoBCckuii Xaoc, mopasu

MeHS XOTb BCE YXachl 4eJIOBEYeCKOT0 pa3o4yapoBaHHs — a s BCe-TakKd
3axovy XHuThb [...]. (XIV, 209.)

Alesha, on the other hand, truly loves life regardless of logic. For him, a shift of
emphasis away from a rational perception of life allows him to see coherence and
sense in the world. He replies to Ivan, ‘HenpemenHo Tak, momoGuts npexae
JIOTHKH, KaK TBI FOBODHIIb, HEMPEMEHHO YTOOB! MpeXae JIOTHKH, U TOraa
TOJBLKO % M CMBICHT moiiMy. BoT uto MHe maBHO yxe Mepewmtes’ (XIV,
210). The one brother is torn in two by a desperate thirst for a life that his
rationalism tells him is corrupt and nonsensical; the other brother apprehends life
through faith and love, and has a kind of instinctual feeling of meaning in life.

Here is the difference between the Kushite and the Iranian principles as they

affect individuals.
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It has therefore been demonstrated that a faith practised through active
love is a fundamental part of life in sobornost’, but the precise nature of this faith
needs to be explored in more detail. The question of denominational bias in
Dostoevskii’s religion as expressed in his fiction has occupied scholars since the
writer’s own time: whilst his denunciations of Western Christianity, his aversion
to scholasticism and his emphasis on particularly Eastern motifs suggests an
adherence to Orthodoxy, it has been noted on many occasions that the religious
ethos of his novels is far from belonging to the Russian Orthodox mainstream.
Hackel’s well-known article speaks of ‘evasion’ of Orthodoxy proper and of
‘Christian cosmetics’ applied to ‘little more than nature mysticism’;*® Richard
Peace has drawn attention to Dostoevskii’s fascination for schismatic groups and
asserts, ‘The hint of heresy is never far away’.® Even Jones’s article “The Death
and Resurrection of Orthodoxy in the works of Dostoevskii’, which in my
opinion offers a more measured perspective, considers the religion portrayed in
the writer’s novels as a rejection of official Orthodoxy so as to allow the
germination of a new Orthodoxy. It scems to me that whilst there is merit in all
these perspectives, they do not provide an entirely satisfactory answer. At the
same time, there is danger in trying to claim Dostoevskii wholeheartedly for the
Orthodox Church as it was in his time. But if we examine his fiction by the
criteria of the main motifs of Slavophile thought, as laid out in this study, a more
comprehensive picture emerges. Khomiakov and Kireevskii had a certain vision
of what true Orthodoxy meant, whether or not that vision corresponded to the
position of the Church in their day. I shall attempt to show that Dostoevskii’s

attitude to Orthodoxy has much in common with their perspective.

In my previous chapter I mentioned Apollon Grigor'ev’s appeal to
‘humble’ Orthodoxy, or the inner spirit of brotherhood in the Russian people. 1
find this to be the principal determinant of the religion expressed in
Dostoevskii’s fiction. His references to Orthodoxy are most usually in relation to
the narod, who in his opinion have preserved the true ethos of Christianity. He
also stressed the importance of the Raskol in the pages of Vremia, suggesting that
it epitomised the people’s preference for creating their own indigenous cultural
forms rather than accepting changes imposed from above (XX, 20-21). The

overall impression from fiction and non-fiction is that Dostoevskii would not
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accept an organised religion that did not grant as much credence to the combined
wishes of the people as to the decisions of ruling committees. Such a view of his
attitude to religion suggests a belief in the importance of universal sobor or
consensus; that Orthodoxy should not reside solely in the hands of a few
educated theologians, and that within the unity of the Church there should be
freedom. Khomiakov also held this view, declaring that the Church should
represent ‘UIeI0 eduncmea 60 mHoxcecmeée’ and that its unity was ‘He MHOe
YTO, KaK CorjlacHe JIMYHBIX cBoGox’.”® This view makes admissible the
admixture of certain sectarian and even pagan elements such as kissing the earth
and watering it with tears, elements noted by Peace to have origins in pre-
Christian forms of religion.”! Indeed, Peace concurs: ‘Moreover, the old
believers with their rejection of the state are actually nearer to the ideal Church
envisaged by Zosima than is contemporary Russian Orthodoxy, under the
watchful eye of the Procurator of the Holy Synod.’” (The Procurator was a
layman appointed by the Tsar.) The fact that pre-Christian traditions should
survive in some form in Christianity is, from the Slavophile view, not necessarily
a bad thing, and the reader of Dostoevskii should not automatically read heresy
into his portrayal of Orthodoxy. Tat'iana Blagova remarks: ‘XoMmskoB
COBEpIIEHHO CNPaBe/UIMBO 3aMeEYaeT, 4YTO HOBas DeJUrus He MorJia
MOJHOCTBIO H3IJIAANTE CJEAbI CTAapHIX BEPOBaHHIiA, KOTOpPLIE elue JOJro
npono/kamu obyCIOoB/IMBATE XapakTep XPUCTHAaHCKOH Bephl’”> What is
important are the principles underlying the pagan characteristics absorbed into
Christianity. As both Khomiakov and Kireevskii stressed, in the West the
heritage of pagan Rome and its principles of rationalism and hierarchy distorted
Catholicism, whereas in ancient Russia Christianity took root in an environment
already highly similar to the religion, embodying principles of brotherhood and

mutual love.™

Nevertheless, caution must be exercised when examining Dostoevskii’s
interest in sects; when specific organised sects are mentioned, they are more
often than not associated with characters in turmoil than with positive characters,
Thus Rogozhin is connected with the Castrates through his father, a sympathiser,
and the sinister looking house he lives in; Shatov and Kirillov, the two
misbegotten progeny of Stavrogin’s evil mind, live in the house of Filippov, the
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leader of the Castrates and Flagellants. Smerdiakov is also described as looking
like a Castrate. Conversely, suggestions of sectarianism and heresy in connection
with Zosima must be treated carefully. Peace draws attention to Fedor
Pavlovich’s accusation of flagellation at the monastery, and notes that the name
Zosima recalls a fifteenth century Metropolitan who practised heresy and lewd
behaviour.”” However, Linnér points out that Zosima was a common name
among Russian Orthodox saints,”® and we must take note of what Gary Saul
Morson has called ‘the irony of origins’ when considering the value of

Karamazov’s judgement of the monk.”’

Therefore, what we find in Dostoevskii is not so much a positive interest
in well-defined extreme sects with their connotations of violence and distortion,
although a respect for Old Believers is evident. Instead we see a leaning towards
aspects of Orthodoxy that are out of the mainstream, but belong to ancient
Orthodox tradition, thus remaining as close to the origins of Christianity — and
hence to the source of rootedness — as possible. The aspects that appear most
important to Dostoevskii are the institution of starchestvo; two interrelated
theological concepts: Hesychasm and apophatic theology; and iurodstvo or holy
foolishness. The role of the elder in monastic life is important in Brat'ia
Karamazovy not just because of the character of Zosima, but because it
exemplifies a facet of Orthodoxy that may be regarded as questionable, but is
extremely popular with the common people. The time taken by Dostoevskii to
have his narrator give a few words of explanation about the institution shows that
in the novel not just one elder, Zosima, is significant, but the whole tradition.
From this passage we learn that starchestvo is a tradition over a thousand years
old, especially prevalent in the Orthodox east; that it may have existed in ancient
Russia too but fell out of practice until it was revived by Paisii Velichkovskii
towards the end of the eighteenth century. The narrator stresses that in spite of
the suspicion of official Church bodies, ‘cTapueB ToT4ac xe cTanu BHICOKO
ypaxaTs B Hapozne’ (XIV, 27), and that simple and aristocratic people alike
sought advice and forgiveness in those few monasteries where the institution
took hold. From what we know of Dostoevskii’s opinion of the Russian folk,
there is no greater endorsement for him than the approval of the narod. In

addition the qualities of starchestvo that are picked out in the narrator’s
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explanation are the freedom to be found in voluntarily submitting oneself to the
will of an elder and the special bond that develops between the elder and his
disciples, of a kind recognised even by Church officials to transcend earthly
authority (XIV, 26-27). In this way, the institution is held up as an instrument for
creating sobornost’, and it is referred to as ‘opyame I1a HpaBCTBEHHOrO
nepepoXieHUsl deaoBeka OT pabcTBa k cBoOOOJe M K HPAaBCTBEHHOMY
cosepiieHcTBoBaHHIO’ (XIV, 27). Thus Zosima is portrayed as not only an
exceptional man, but one who is part of a great spiritual tradition of special
benefit to mankind, trusted by the Christ-bearing people of Russia. Dostoevskii’s
narrator is realistic enough to point out that even this worthy tradition is not
infallible and remarks that a practice requiring such obedience is open to abuse.
Thus the emphasis is that the motivation of the individuals involved is essential
to make starchestvo work. This is consonant with all of Dostoevskii’s moral
philosophy; he will not accept that any system, however morally sound, is in

itself a panacea for the human condition.

The focus on starchestvo and the part it plays in the life of Russian
monasteries provides a link between the works of Dostoevskii and the writings of
the Slavophiles, in particular of Kireevskii. Kireevskii was also very interested in
the function of the monasteries in Russian spiritual life and wrote of their
importance in his essays ‘V otvet A. S. Khomiakovu’ and ‘O Kharaktere
prosveshcheniia Evropy’. According to Blagova and Gleason,”® he frequented
Optina Pustyn, the monastery to which Dostoevskii made pilgrimages in his later
life, and he was especially interested in the work of Paisii Velichkovskii, who
himself had not resided there, but who had many disciples and followers there.”
Kireevskii in fact published the first Slavonic version of the Life of
Velichkovskii, in Moskvitianin in 1845.%° He was involved with a project to
translate and publish the literature of Orthodox spirituality, alongside other
contributors, one of whom was Apollon Grigor'ev, whose influence on
Dostoevskii I have already discussed in my previous chapter.'" The editors of the
Academy Edition of Dostoevskii’s works suggest specific publications from
Optina Pustyn, well known to the writer, from which he too would have become
acquainted with the monk mentioned by name in Brat'ia Karamazovy (XV, 528).

However, what is most significant about Kireevskii’s and Dostoevskii’s mutual
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interest in Velichkovskii is that this monk was involved in a revival of the
tradition of Hesychasm, based at Optina Pustyn, and that their knowledge of his
writings may account for the common strand of Hesychast principles in

Slavophile thought and Dostoevskii’s moral-spiritual views.

Hesychasm is a traditional aspect of Orthodoxy which teaches that the
nature of God cannot be apprehended by reason alone, but rather by inner
contemplation and prayer with the heart, suggesting a need for faith rather than
reason. Ware says this on the practice of prayer with the heart: ‘But if he
perseveres, praying continually with recollection, his intellect and his heart
become united: [...] It becomes something not merely said by the lips, not
merely thought by the intellect, but offered spontaneously by the whole being of
man [...].”*? This is very similar to Kireevskii’s formulation of tsel’nost' dukha:

IlepBoe yciioBHE IJI TAaKOTO BO3BHILICHHS pa3yMa 3aKJIIOYaeTCA B TOM,
4yTOOLI OH CTPEMIICA coOpaTh B OJHY HEJEIMMYIO LEJIbBHOCTh BCE CBOM
OTHEJIBHEIE CHIILL, [...] YTOOBI MOCTOSHHO MCKaJ B IJTyOHMHe NylId TOTO
BHYTPEHHETO KOPHA pa3syMeHHd, I/ie BCe OT/JeTbHbIE CHJIBI CIMBAIOTCH B
OJIHO XHBOE U IeJIbHOE 3peHne yma.®

Such inner prayer enables a Hesychast to experience a transfiguration with divine
light, akin to the transfiguration of Christ on Mount Tabor. This transfiguration
acts as a revelation of divine truth, and the Hesychast becomes part of that truth
as it is revealed to him. Hesychasm is an aspect of Orthodoxy which stands in
direct opposition to the scholasticism of St. Augustine, which predominates in
Western Christianity and which was one of the main objects of criticism of that
creed by the Slavophiles. Per-Arne Bodin also mentions ‘the concept of the
deification of matter and, more generally, a weakening of the dichotomy between
heaven and earth’ as characteristics of the tradition.* It should by now be quite
clear why this tradition appealed to Kireevskii and why its attributes are the
facets of Orthodoxy that Dostoevskii preferred to emphasise in his fiction. I have
already discussed how characters who give precedence to the mind over the heart
experience fragmentation, and how fsel’nost' dukha informs Slavophile thought

and Dostoevskii’s poetics.

The inner discipline of Hesychasm is very similar to the self-discipline
practised and advocated by Zosima. Appreciation of the Hesychast tradition

helps the reader to understand the role of Zosima and elders in general within the
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Church, and offers an answer to the criticism of Hackel that ‘Zosima’s
recommended path to salvation [...] concerns the individual rather than the
group, the body or the Church’ and that ‘it is a path which does not necessarily
demand a lifelong discipline on the part of those that tread it.’® The inner
discipline of Hesychasm, which Zosima expresses as obedience, fasting and
prayer (XIV, 285), is a discipline without walls, free from dogma and the
prescriptions of official ritual, and therefore universally accessible, as possible
for a layman as for a monk. What is more, as I noted earlier, the discipline
involved in loving one’s neighbour in spite of their faults fosters unity and
brotherhood, creating a spiritual church that transcends the geographical
restrictions of parish and diocese. Zosima himself encourages this interpretation
of a life dedicated to God:
KTo Xe H3 HHX CIOCOOHee BO3HECTH BEJIMKYIO MBICJIL M NONTH eit
CIy)XUTb — YeIWHEHHBIH JM Oorady WM ceid o0ceoboxcoennsii OT
THpPAaHCTBa Belledl M npuBbluek? MHOka KOPAT €ro yeauHEHHEM:
«YenuHwics Thl, 4TOObI ceOd cmacTH B MOHACTBIPCKMX CTEHax, a
Opatckoe CIyXeHHe 4eloBeuecTBy 3a0bl». Ho mocMoTpuM eue, kTO
6oJiee 6paTomobuio noycepacTeyer? 6o yennHeHue He y Hac, a Y HHX,

HO He BUAAT cero. [...] IIpaBeguuk oTxoauT, a cBeT ero ocraerca. (XIV,
285, 292.)

The elder could be said to have his own ‘humble church’, embodied in the people
who come to him regularly for advice and comfort, and who grow in spiritual
stature after heeding his words. This is very close to Khomiakov’s description of
the true Church: ‘lleficTBuTenbHO, LlepkoBr — He B Oonee MM MeHee
3HAYUTEJILHOM  YHCJIE BEpyIOIMX, HO B  JyXOBHOH CBA3M  MX
o6 bemuusromeii’.*® In addition, there is a certain pragmatism to Hesychasm that
also features in Zosima’s way of life; there is a flexibility that David Prestel
identifies as diacrisis or holy discernment of the needs of the spiritual son.!” An
example is when Zosima advised a monk suffering from visions of evil spirits to
take a medicine in addition to fasting and prayer; also he advises Alesha to leave
the monastery, sensing that for his disciple God’s purpose would be best fulfilled
in the secular world. Thus what Hackel sees as a tendency towards laxity is,
according to Hesychasm, a spiritual wisdom that allows individuality to flourish
in harmony with the demands of a life in sobornost'.
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The theme of transfiguration, the aim of the Hesychast prayer discipline,
is significant in Dostoevskii’s portrayal of faith, most particularly in Brat'ia
Karamazovy. 1t demonstrates man’s potential for becoming deified, of the
connection between God and man and of the dwelling of God in man; thus it is a
refutation of the Grand Inquisitor’s belief that man is pitiful and unworthy of
Christ’s salvation. In the notebooks for the novel, we find two references to
transfiguration, among the preparatory notes for Zosima’s sermons: ‘Mi3sMenutcs
wiotk Bama. (Ceer ¢aBopckuii.) [...] Cser daBopckuit: oTkaxercs
yesIOBEK OT NMUTAaHUS, OT KpoBH — 31aku’ (XV, 245, 246). Here it is clear that
Dostoevskii is acknowledging the unity of man’s relationship with God and how
he is different from the rest of creation thanks to the salvation of Christ. It should
be noted that Dostoevskii was no expert on theology, despite an interest in
theological works, and these statements in his notebooks should not be taken as
an open adherence to Hesychasm as a theological tradition. Nevertheless they
indicate that he absorbed those aspects of traditional theology that he found
valuable, and built them into his works. In the finished version of the novel, these
references of the light of Tabor do not appear. Hackel alleges that this omission
causes the final version to lose ‘an important gloss and validation.’®® However,
the essence of the transfiguration idea is present in Alesha’s vision of the
wedding feast at Cana, and in his subsequent resurgence of faith (XIV, 327-28).
Alesha sees Zosima at the feast, albeit in his everyday clothes but showing signs
of transfiguration: ‘Jluno Bcé oTkpbiToe, rinasa cusior’. The elder speaks
quietly and joyfully of the celebration of eternal life, and points to the presence
of Christ in his transfigured form, referring to Him as ‘connue wawe [...]
CTpalleH BeJIMYHEM IpeJl HaMH, YXaceH BBICOTOIO CBO€IO’. (Bodin notes that
Hesychast liturgy makes use of light metaphors for describing Christ, thus
demonstrating the acceptability of what Hackel terms an ‘effective absence’ of
Christ.*) The sight is so awe-inspiring that Alesha fears to look: only Zosima in
his newly deified state can look freely. As the elder reassures him, Alesha begins
to be transfigured himself, as the communion between heaven and earth takes
place within him:

YT10-TO 20peso B cepAue AJielid, 4YTO-TO HAIOJHHIIO €ro BAPYr 10

0oy, cJe3sl BocTopra pBajMch M3 Iy ero [...]. Ho ¢ xaxamim
MTHOBEHHEM OH YyBCTBOBAJ SIBHO M Kak OBl OCf3aTeNILHO, KaK YTO-TO
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TBEpA0E U He3bl0JIeMoe, KaK 3TOT CBOJ HeGeCHBIH, CXOAMJIO B IyLIy €ro.
(X1V, 327, 328, italics added.)

Closely related to the concept of Hesychasm is apophatic theology,
another facet of Orthodoxy with overtones of the themes found in Slavophile
thought, and relevant to Dostoevskii’s interpretation of faith. Jones describes it as
follows:

It is the tradition associated with Dionysius the Areopagite for whom God is
essentially mysterious and unknowable. God may ultimately be approached
only by the negative route, by defining all the things which he is not, and may
be known not in his essence but, paradoxical though this may seem, through
his energies, as the sun is known in its rays. It is thus a mistake to try to

apprehend God through the categories of human understanding and reason, or
through dogmatic formulations.*’

Once again in this aspect of Orthodoxy it is notable that man’s intellect is
perceived as deficient when it comes to a relationship with God. Therefore
according to apophatic theology, we find that attempts to define, describe or
explain the idea of God are fruitless, because He is beyond all vocabulary and all
understanding. This is not to make Him remote or inaccessible, because there are
ways to knowing God that transcend rational understanding, as for example the
revelation experienced during Hesychast prayer with the heart. It is into this
category that Zosima’s advice to Khokhlakova falls: she must become aware of
her relationship with God by loving his image in her neighbours, and thereby
acknowledging it in herself, not by seeking proof of the afterlife. Charges of
avoiding talk of God have been levelled at Dostoevskii in the past. Hackel notes
that Zosima proclaims love, joy, mutual forgiveness, and the Russian Christ, but
very little about God, and that Alesha’s resurgence of faith is in response to a
Creator apprehended only through his works.”! However, according to the
apophatic tradition, this is entirely appropriate. Gibson enlarges on the matter:
We are expecting Dostoevsky to recognize God first, and to discern Cixrist as
God afterwards. [...] Dostoevsky’s natural approach to God was through his
manifestations; at the end of his life, through the joy and gladness of nature,
but all through by way of Christ and his gospel. Like Peter, he saw Christ as
man transfigured; with Peter he was one of those ‘who by him do believe in
God, who raised him up from the dead, and gave him glory’ [...]. If he came

to tl;g Christian faith in this way [...] he had some Christian precedent behind
him.

Many of Dostoevskii’s characters remain inarticulate on the subject of

God (I choose this term deliberately over Hackel’s use of the negatively slanted
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‘evasion’). They prefer to say little or nothing rather than expound on a dearly
held ideal. Sonia’s speech is hesitant at the best of times, and she aptly lives with
a family who suffer from speech impediments. She is barely able to fend off
Raskol'nikov’s challenge concerning God’s goodness and existence, resorting to
reproachful silence, then telling Raskol'nikov, ‘Momaute! He cnpammsaiire!
Bs! He cTtouTe!” (VI, 248) when he asks what God does for her. She can answer
no more than ‘Bc€ nmesnaer’, and then her most coherent expression of faith is a
reading from the Bible, which as such is not her own word. The Bible reading is
the most she ever says at once. Significantly, her only forthright utterance is on
the subject of action: failing to debate with RaskoI'nikov on the reasons for his
crime, she is suddenly as clear as crystal when it comes to what he should do
about it (VI, 322). As a woman of few words, she is most effective as an icon;
Raskol'nikov needs only to look at her face and consider her life to find the
resolve to confess. Myshkin is a man who eschews explanations. When asked
questions, he answers indirectly, professing ignorance, as in his response to
Aglaia about beauty (VIII, 66), and often relating something else instead, usually
a story, as in his reply to Rogozhin’s question about faith (VIII, 182-84). Indeed,
he has a greater effect on his audience with this tactic than when he holds forth in
an uncharacteristically didactic way about the Roman Catholic Church, at his
engagement party (VIII, 452-53). Even Alesha has no satisfactory answer to
Ivan’s discourse and is forced to agree with his brother on death for the
nobleman who set his hounds on a child (XIV, 221). Dostoevskii knew
instinctively that explicit argument, words and reasoning work only against God;
hence his famous declaration to Pobedonostsev to portray his answer to Book
Five not point by point but in an artistic picture (XXX/i, 122). This decision to
use images rather than words, also evident notably in Dnevnik pisatelia, suggests
that the writer had taken on board principles common to apophatic theology and
Slavophile thought, namely a wariness towards plain exposition of argument and

rational explanation, and a preference for revelation.

The essence of apophatic theology, together with Dostoevskii’s
awareness of the power of the image in contrast to that of the verbal arguments,
signals the necessity to consider the theme of silence. The avoidance of

loquaciousness and discursive speech in rooted characters is one of many forms



190

of silence in Dostoevskii’s novels, and these must be carefully distinguished so
as to understand fully the strand of Slavophile thought in them. Characters such
as Sonia, and the Ridiculous Man after his redemption, appear inarticulate
because of an inability to find the right words. This does not signal ignorance,
but rather an awareness of the difficulty of expressing what they hold as the
ultimate truth in words. (This concept will be explored in more detail in the
following chapter.) Sonia tumns to reading the raising of Lazarus when she shies
away from explaining her faith in her own words to Raskol'nikov, and even this

indirect expression of her ideal is painful for her, causing her voice to falter:

OH NOHAJI, 4YTO YYBCTBA 3TH MOCHCTBHTEJILHO KakK OBl COCTaBiIAIH
HACTOSIIYIO H yXe JaBHUILIHIOIO, MOXeT ObITh, maiiny ee [...]. Ho B TO
Ke BpeMs OH Y3HaJI TeNnepb, M Y3HaJI HABEPHO, YTO XOTh M TOCKOBasa
oHa M 0047aCh YE€ro-To yxXacHO, IPHHUMAACh Tenepb YHTATh, HO YTO
BMECTe C TeM eif MyYHTEJILHO CaMoi XOTeJIoCh NPOYECTb, HECMOTPA Ha
BCIO TOCKY M Ha BCE ONACCHMS, ¥ UMEHHO emy, YTOO OH CibILUAJ, M
HermpeMeHHo meneps [...]. (VI, 250.)

Sonia’s trouble with words is different from the lack of articulation that marks
out other characters, from Stavrogin and Kirillov to the pawnbroker in Krotkaia.
The first two characters are distinguished by their grammatically inaccurate and
clumsy speech, which is a symptom of their lack of rootedness: they do not even
have a full command of their mother tongue. The pawnbroker, conversely,
chooses to maintain a silence with his young wife, even when she initiates free
and easy conversation. Therefore when he reverses his system so as to become
her slave, he finds he has lost the art of communication: ‘ITorosopum...
jHaelllb... Ckaxu 4To-HHOyas!” (XXIV, 28). His silence is similar to Ivan
Karamazov’s tendency to be silent; it is a silence of conscious repression that
gives rise to negative consequences. Jones has analysed Ivan’s silence in detail,
and argues that Ivan’s outburst of rebellion to Alesha parallels the Grand
Inquisitor’s tirade to Christ: both have kept silent about the idea in their hearts,
culminating in an outburst. Jones also draws a contrast between the repressive
silence of Ivan and his Inquisitor, and the tranquil quietness of Alesha and Ivan’s
Christ; he calls the one molchanie and the other tishina.>® There is more to add to
this useful analysis. When Ivan and his Inquisitor speak out, they do so in a
torrent of words that formulate a rational argument, and the outburst originates

from a self-centred motivation. Jones’s molchanie is clearly a Kushite pattern of
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silence and speech, encompassing as it does the factors of coercion (the
repressive silence), rationalism (the form of the outburst) and focus on the self
(the reason for speaking). Moreover, Khomiakov actually used the word
molchanie with reference to the Kushite peoples.®* However, when Alesha and
Zosima speak, they do so not for their own sakes but for the sake of their
interlocutor, and the rest of the time they are content with silence. Indeed, their
speech is frequently motivated by communication on an emotional or spiritual
level: they see into people’s hearts, or something instinctively prompts them to
speak. Such is the case with Alesha when he tries to give money to Snegirev: ‘O,
OH NOHMMAJ, YTO TOT JI0 CAMOrO NOCJIEJHErO MrHOBEHHS CaM He 3HaJl,
yTO CKOMKAaeT M mBBIpHET KpeauTku’ (XIV, 193); and when he confronts Ivan
about the murder: ‘SI TeGe Ha BCIO XH3Hb 3TO CJIOBO CKa3ajl: He mol!
CbllIHNIIb, HAa BCIO XH3Hb. M 3TO 60or monoxusa MHe Ha Iywy tebe 3To
cka3aTh, XOThb OBI THI C CEro yaca HaBceraa Bo3HeHaBuaea MeHa’ (XV, 40).
On some occasions, the communication is given without words, as with Zosima’s
bow to Dmitrii. Characters given to fishina in fact experience many kinds of
wordless communication, such as when Alesha has his moment of transfiguration
at Zosima’s funeral, or the spiritual communion with nature lived by the
inhabitants of the Ridiculous Man’s dream world. Thus tishina is shown to be an

Iranian quality.

Akin to the concept of the inadequacy of reason, logic and verbal
argumentation to fully understand existence, is the peculiarly Orthodox notion of
jurodstvo or holy foolishness, sometimes called foolishness for Christ’s sake.
The holy fool is an eccentric, sometimes exhibiting confrontational, anti-social or
irrational behaviour, whose differentness from the mainstream, often assumed
voluntarily, is intended to challenge the establishment in order to prevent
stagnation and complacency. At the same time, the holy fool is not so
marginalised as to be ostracised or disregarded. Murav’s comprehensive study
describes the phenomenon thus: ‘[...] the holy fool is understood to function
within the community, to share in its central values, as defined by the church. He
or she is seen to bring the image of God closer to man, to provide that “example”
of which Dostoevsky’s Zosima speaks.’® It is important to stress the inclusion of

the holy fool within the tradition of Russian society, for it demonstrates the way
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in which individuality is allowed to flourish within the unity of Orthodox
Christianity; this undoubtedly would have appealed to Dostoevskii. Many of his
characters have been classed as holy fools, including Sonia, Myshkin, Makar
Dolgorukii, Zosima and Alesha. In my opinion, the character who best illustrates
iurodstvo is Maria Lebiadkina in Besy.

Maria Lebiadkina shows attributes typical of holy foolishness: she is both
mentally and physically disabled, she behaves inappropriately in public, and lives
in équalor, unkempt and barely eating. The lowly if not utterly destitute status of
the holy fool is significant because it forges a link between God and man in a
special way. Murav explains that the holy fool imitates Christ, although ‘not
Jesus enthroned but the sufferings of “the word made flesh.” [...] The holy fool
[...] takes on the form of a fool, thereby inviting the mockery and abuse that are
symbolised by the cross.” Therefore, ‘the holy fool, as he is represented by the
hagiography, seems to be an emblem of both the incarnate God and the most
fallen man.”® In such instances we see an example of the way in which God
dwells in even the most repugnant of his creation, and an exhortation to accept
and love such people who carry the image of God like everyone else. As I have
already stated, this was a central refrain in Dostoevskii’s moral ideals, expressed
in fiction and non-fiction alike. Maria is looked on with contempt by most of
society and cruelly misused by Stavrogin, which evokes the reader’s sympathy.
From the narrator’s meeting with her, it is clear that there is something special
about her, because of the gentle joy in her eyes; in Dostoevskii’s oeuvre this is
often a sign of great spiritual stature; the same is said of Makar Dolgorukii and
Zosima. Thus, it is from this pathetic figure who plays at guessing fortunes, that
the first true denunciation of Stavrogin comes. Beneath the fagade of nonsensical
discourse and detachment from reality lies an insight lacking in other more
intellectual characters like Shatov and Kirillov. Her speech may be disjointed and
peppered with rhyming folksy expressions, but the meaning of her conversation
with Stavrogin is clear. She sees her husband for what he really is, a hollow,
worthless pretender who can give nothing to anyone, and so she pronounces the
ecclesiastical judgement of anathema on him, as if speaking with a higher
authority casting out any hope for his desolate soul.
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Maria’s place within Orthodox folk tradition is further intensified by her
adherence to peasant semi-pagan beliefs, specifically reverence for Mother Earth
and nature as manifestations of God, and the practice of watering the earth with

tears. She says:

«Boropomuna 4ro ecTb, kak MHUIIL? — «Benukas MaTh, OTBevalo,
ynoBaHHe poja 4YejoBeueckoro». — «Tak, rosopur, Goropoauua -
BeJIMKas MaTh ChIpa 3eMJIi e€CTh, M BelMKas B TOM [JIS YeJioBeKa
3aKJIIo4aeTcd pagocTh [...]». 3anajo MHe Toraa 3to ciioBo. Crana 1 ¢
TeX NOp Ha MOJIMTBE, TBOPS 3€MHOH INOKJIOH, KaXAbli pa3 3eMiIo
1[eJIOBaTh, CaMa LeJIyIo U Iu1avy. (X, 116.)

As I have already outlined, from the Slavophile perspective, such marginal
beliefs and practices do not invalidate the Christianity of Dostoevskii’s believing
characters. Maria is shown to have an awareness of the spiritual unity of all life
in her reverence for the earth, and to have firm roots in popular spiritual
tradition; this is a source of strength for her in her confrontation with Stavrogin.
The spiritual element in the natural world is a recurring theme in Dostoevskii’s
fiction and is a further manifestation of the importance for the writer of an all-
pervasive sobornost'. It counters the negative perception of nature by characters
living under the rule of Kushitism, such as the Underground Man and Ippolit, as I
discussed earlier. It is often portrayed through moments of ecstasy granted to the
positive characters: we recall Alesha Karamazov’s devotion to the earth under a
starry autumn sky, the dying Markel’s prayers for forgiveness from the spring
birds, and Makar Dolgorukii’s nights in the open air while on pilgrimage. What
is remarkable about these passages is firstly that a religious emotion is evoked by
communion with natural creation, and secondly that contemplation of the beauty
of nature makes the spectator aware of the interconnectedness of all life, human,
animal and plant, past, present, future, worldly and other-worldly. Such is

Zosima’s teaching:

JIro6ute BcEé co3nanue Goxue, H Lesioe M Kaxayio necunHky. Kaxasiii
JMCTHK, Kaxablil Jiyd Ooxwuit yiroGure. Jlio6uTe XUBOTHEIX, JIOGHTE
pacTeHus, JOOHTe BCAKYIO Bellb. bynems JoGHTB BCAkylo Belub M
TaiiHy GOXMIO NOCTHTHellb B Bellax. [...] bor B3sn ceMeHa U3 MHpOB
HHEBIX M IOcesJl Ha ceil 3eMJIe M B3pacTHJI cajl CBOM, M B3OLLIO BCE, YTO
MOIJIO B30HTH, HO B3pallleHHOE XHBET M XMHBO JIMIUL 4YYyBCTBOM
COMPUKOCHOBEHHS CBOCTO TaAHHCTBEHHBIM MHpaM MHEIM [...]. (XIV, 289,

290.)
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This awareness draws the subject into that holy communion, and his realisation
of his part in it is his transfiguration, as we see from Alesha’s moment of bliss
(X1V, 328).

Passages such as this illustrate the Romantic trend in Dostoevskii’s work
by the special significance assigned to natural, organic symbols, but they also
emphasise the Slavophile tsel'nost’ inherent in his ideology. In Dostoevskii’s
more overtly religious scenes, we still find natural images which have a
particular significance for the hero. For instance, Alesha remembers his mother
holding him before the icon of the Mother of God when he was a small child, but
what he remembers particularly is the slanting rays of the setting sun that
illuminated the scene.”” Similarly, Arkadii Dolgorukii remembers a dove which
flew across the cupola when his mother took him to church. These are
Dostoevskii’s way of reminding the reader of that interconnectedness
experienced by Alesha, Markel, Zosima and Makar Dolgorukii during their

moments of transfiguration.

I have devoted considerable attention to the way in which rational
understanding is shown to be inadequate in Dostoevskii’s works, but this is not to
say that Dostoevskii advocated irrationalism. One must be careful to draw the
distinction between instances on the one hand where a dependence on reason
alone leads to fragmentation and isolation, and on the other hand where the
author approves a healthy, down-to-earth attitude to life, so long as it does not
exclude the awareness of higher moral and spiritual planes. The Underground
Man rebels against the confines of rational egoism and materialist determinism,
by choosing irrationalism and spite; but he is not happy and yearns for ‘4to-TO
Apyroe, COBCEM [pYroe, KOTOPOIO s jaxay, HO KOTOPOro HHMKAaK He
naitmy!” (V, 121). This case clearly underlines the fact that Dostoevskii was as
aware of the dangers of irrationalism as of the pitfalls of a reliance on the
intellect. The character of Razumikhin in Prestuplenie i nakazanie illustrates the
balance to be found in practical good sense. Frank asserts: ‘Raskolnikov’s loyal
friend, the open-hearted, generous, and boisterous Razumikhin, whose name
contains the Russian word for “reason”, razum, indicates Dostoevskii’s desire to
link the employment of this faculty not only with the cold calculations of

Utilitarianism but also with spontaneous human warmth and generosity.”® Later,
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in his last novel, Dostoevskii took care not to combat Ivan’s intellectual rebellion
with unrealistic mysticism: Zosima and Alesha, the bearers of the spiritual
message, are well-educated. Alesha is the picture of sensible level-headedness;
the narrator takes great pains to insist on his sharp wits, his realistic attitude to
life and lack of fanaticism or mysticism (XIV, 17, 24). Zosima is not averse to
turning to modern science for help, prescribing medicine alongside fasting and

prayer for a disciple with hallucinations (XIV, 303).

Until now I have made little mention of Prince Myshkin, arguably one of
Dostoevskii’s most controversial characters, judging by the range of
interpretations existing of him in the critical literature. I have chosen to examine
this character separately because of this plethora of opinions, through which it is
necessary to navigate a complex course. If one considers Myshkin as the
fulfilment of Dostoevskii’s intention to create a ‘mONIOXHTENLHO NMPEKACHOrO
yesjoBeka’ (XXVIII/ii, 251), an intention further intensified by the notebook
entry ‘Kussp Xpucroc® (IX, 249), then one would expect him to feature highly
in my arguments about his positive characters. However, the weight of critical
opinion is against this simplistic interpretation of Myshkin, either denying
anything divine in him, as do Murray Krieger, Ronald Hingley and Konstantin
Mochulsky, or at best acknowledging a far-reaching duality in him that leave his
failures mitigating his successes, as do Gibson and Maurice Friedman.”
Friedman asserts that ‘one must see Prince Myshkin not in terms of
Dostoievsky’s stated intention but of his actual achievement’.'® I do not wholly
agree; in my opinion, we must also keep in mind Dostoevskii’s intention, for it
has to be acknowledged that Myshkin is like no other of the writer’s characters,
and was not planned as such; not again until ‘Russkii inok’ in Brat'ia
Karamazovy, where the writer aimed to portray the real possibility of a ‘uncrriit,
uneannelii xpuctHaHuH' (XXX/i, 68), does Dostoevskii make such an
extraordinary and, it has to be said, ambitious project. Therefore we must make
Myshkin a special case in the writer’s oeuvre, and hence my decision to devote a

special section to him in my study.'"'

My task, then, is to evaluate whether Myshkin is a character who lives in
sobornost’, is motivated by the Iranian principle, or whether he is controlled by

the forces of Kushitism. This is similar but not entirely identical to the task of
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proving that Myshkin is indeed a ‘positively beautiful man’, and I shall
endeavour not to duplicate the studies that tackle this question, such as that of
Howard Keller, among others.'® At first sight the matter is far from
straightforward, as Myshkin is not rooted in any discernibly Russian tradition,
nor does he demonstrate an obvious faith in Christ. Neither does he appear to
have any kind of iconic function in the novel, and the fact that he is isolated by
continual misinterpretations by other characters and ends by reverting to idiocy
adds further complications. Let us begin by addressing the issue of Myshkin’s

rootedness or lack thereof.

Myshkin’s strangeness, his lack of congruity with the society he finds
himself in, is universally acknowledged. The peculiarities of his personality are
compounded by the fact that he sees Russia as for the first time, having spent a
great period of his life in the West, in a state of greatly reduced mental
awareness. Janet Tucker identifies this rootlessness as being ‘tied in with the
awkwardness of trying to function in a culture “foreign” to him because of long
years abroad.’'® [t therefore may seem to the reader that Myshkin, arriving as he
does in his impractical Swiss cloak and gaiters and with his ignorance of Russian
social graces, cannot really be considered a Russian. This perception of him is
exacerbated by Aglaia’s association of him with Pushkin’s ‘Rytsar' bednyi’, a
model of the Western chivalric tradition, which, as described by Kireevskii, is
based on self-interest rather than ascetic virtue. Is Myshkin then an emissary of
Kushitism? This is not the case. To begin with, Tucker has not considered the
irony that Myshkin finds the culture of Russian gentry society foreign, because
that is precisely what it is in Dostoevskii’s conception. As I have demonstrated in
the preceding chapter, Dostoevskii was concerned about the Europeanisation of
the educated classes and believed that a foreign culture was being forcibly
imposed upon the true Russian tradition. Therefore it is to Myshkin’s credit that
he seems a stranger in hi§ own country: he stands out in an environment
populated by westernised aristocrats. His time in Switzerland has not damaged
him in this respect: it has not turned him into the kind of Russian émigré
Dostoevskii so despised (Turgenev being the first example of such to come to
mind). It is feasible that his mental condition protected him from this fate, an
interesting possibility that suggests that his idiocy may be viewed as a positive
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attribute. Secondly, the reader should be wary of accepting Aglaia’s
interpretation of Myshkin as the poor knight-errant. Leatherbarrow emphasises
the irony associated with this incident, noting, ‘The mockery that informs her
reading of the poem reminds us that her admiration for Myshkin’s selfless love
of Nastas'ia Filippovna must be understood in the light of her own jealousy and
personal love for the Prince.’'® Myshkin then is as unlikely to be a crusader
acting in the name of false morality and temporal power as he is a deracinated

émigré.

However, whilst Myshkin is not a typical westernised gentleman, neither
does he have much at all to connect him with Russia. He has no family, despite a
thorough knowledge of his ancestry; he admits his memories of his childhood in
Russia are meaningless for him because of his illness (VIII, 25). These
circumstances point away from the pattern of strong family values or positive
childhood influences linked with Dostoevskii’s rooted characters and would
seem to set Myshkin apart from them. But as soon as the Prince arrives back in
his native land, he appears to start absorbing the values of the narod and shows a
depth of perception that is unexpected for someone so ostensibly disconnected.
Reacting to a peasant woman’s blessing on her child, he says:
ST0 MHe 6aba cka3zasa, MoYTH ITHMH XKeE CIOBaMH, U TaKylo IIyboKylo,
TaKyl0 TOHKYIO M MCTHHHO PEJIHMIHO3HYI0 MBIC/Ib, TaKyl0 MGICIb, B
KOTOpO# BCS CYLIHOCTh XPHCTHAHCTBAa pa3OM BHIpa3uJach, TO €CTh BCE
HoHATHE O OOre kak O HalleM POAHOM OTLE U O pagocTd Gora Ha
yejloBeKa, KaKk OTLA HAa CBO€ POJHOE AMTHA, — TrJaBHeHIIas MBICIb
Xpucrosa! [...] Ho riasHoe To, 4TO BCero sicHee M CKopee Ha pYCCKOM
cep/ilie 3TO 3aMETHLIb, H BOT Moe 3aKkJroueHHe! Omo oono u3 camwix

nepevix moux ybexcoenuti, xomopsie A u3 naweti Poccuu gvinowy. (VIII,
184, italics added.)

This is just the kind of reaction one might have expected from the later
incarnations Zosima and Makar Dolgorukii, and it posits Myshkin as a character
with a greater connection to the traditional Russian heritage than any of the

others in the novel.

The primary characteristics that mark the Prince out are his meekness and
humility; indeed, in Frank’s analysis of ‘a discontinuity that springs from a total

*19 ot only do they mark him out but

surrender of self in each human encounter
they are one of the reasons for his strangeness. I have already discussed his meek

acceptance of a blow from Gania, and there are numerous other incidents in Idiot
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where he puts up with insults and unfair treatment from other characters with the
greatest degree of patience and understanding, including the mercurial moods of
Aglaia, and especially during the incident with ‘Pavlishchev’s son’. In this
protracted episode, Myshkin falls over himself trying to make allowances for the
obnoxious Burdovskii and his cronies, arguing that this man is as much a victim
of a swindle as himself, and endeavouring to identify with him. His approach, as
the narrator concedes, owes more to well-intentioned sincerity than to tact or
diplomacy (he does not possess Zosima’s talent for handling delicate situations);
however, when the Prince instantly realises his clumsiness, he is filled with
remorse: ‘«Hazno Obuio OBl mepexJaTh U NPEeJJIOKHTH 3aBTpa HaeauHe, —
TOTYAC Xe MoJyMaJl KHA3b, — a Telepb, NoXalyil, yX He nonpasuis! [la,
s UOAUOT, HCTHHHEIH MIMOT!» — pelllsl OH mpo ceGs B mpHmanke CThIAA U
ypessbIyaiiHoro oropyenus’ (VIII, 230). His thoughts are only for Burdovskii’s
wounded pride, and he has no thoughts for his own pride or reputation; he
experiences none of the righteous indignation expressed so splendidly by
Epanchina, a reaction one would normally expect in such a situation. On the
contrary, he thinks nothing of effacing himself so that Burdovskii may be

pacified, satisfied and redeemed.

This intense abdication of self and overriding concern for the happiness
of others means that Myshkin becomes very closely linked with the people he
meets. Everyone is drawn to him, often in spite of themselves, even those who
are initially hostile to him. The frustration and ridicule he frequently evokes in
people are usually the result of disappointed expectations of him. For those who
are able to overcome these expectations, the friendship with Myshkin becomes
more fulfilling. This is the experience of many of the minor characters, such as
Burdovskii and Keller, who become loyal to the Prince. Gania also becomes his
ally after overcoming his opinion of the Prince as an idiot who may be
manipulated to his own ends. Aglaia, Nastas'ia Filippovna and Rogozhin,
however, are caught in a constant unresolved struggle between their various
expectations of Myshkin to behave with pride, arrogance, or self-interest, and
their subconscious admiration for his purity, selflessness and humility. But
whatever the ups and downs of their relationship with him, all those who come

into contact with him cannot but help an involvement with him. Myshkin clearly
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offers something so attractive that it cannot be refused. What is this quality?
Frank terms it a ‘total absence of vanity or egoism, a unique capacity to take the
point of view of his interlocutor — to such an extent, indeed, that he fully
understands the other’s view of himself.’'® One may also call it sobornost'.
Myshkin’s attractiveness is that he offers an invitation to sobornost' to everyone
he encounters; unfortunately their human faults prevent them from fully
accepting his invitation. Myshkin’s call to sobornost’ is so strong that one
wonders whether he depends upon close relationships for survival. Mochulsky
makes the rather exaggerated but nonetheless interesting assertion that Myshkin
cannot exist in isolation: ‘One has only to tear him away from the world in which
he lives, to consider him separately, and at once his image becomes obscure. In
effect, alone, separately, he does not even exist. He lives not in space, but in the
souls of the people surrounding him [...].'"” Whilst I would not go this far, I
would still note that Myshkin’s idiocy occupied the time after the death of his
parents and during his care by strangers; he began to come out of it when he
formed relationships with the children and Marie in Switzerland, and most
importantly he descends again into idiocy when Rogozhin has severed the bond
between Myshkin, Nastas'ia Filippovna and himself by murder.

The Prince’s profound awareness of sobornost’ is also his tragic flaw. In
his understanding of the experience of the Other, he is also overwhelmed by his
responsibility towards that Other. Myshkin is the first of Dostoevskii’s characters
fully to understand the notion that each is responsible for all; for this reason he is
so ready to say he is to blame, and to forgive all who wrong him; for this reason
he tells Radomskii that he should not only forgive Ippolit, but also accept
Ippolit’s forgiveness (VIII, 281-82). This point needs to be stressed as a reply to
critics who debate whether Myshkin is responsible for the fates of Nastas'ia
Filippovna, Rogozhin and Aglaia, Krieger, for example, arguing that he is, whilst
Seeley, on the other hand, asserts that he is not.'”® The important question is not
whether his actions cause the demise of these characters, but whether Myshkin
accepts responsibility for it: surely he does, as he lives the ethic of mutual
responsibility so utterly. It is quite possible that this burden of responsibility is
one of the causes of his return to idiocy, as the Prince empties out every drop of

his compassion in the acceptance of the sins of others — a truly Christ-like
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gesture. Fr. Alexander Webster refers to this event as Myshkin’s crucifixion, a
moment of triumph, and writes that he ‘was not really destroyed by the world but

rather emptied his personal existence for the world.”'*

Myshkin’s insistent assumption of responsibility is linked to his
clumsiness in dealing with people, and his failure to choose between Aglaia and
Nastas'ia Filippovna. Frank traces this characteristic back to Myshkin’s unique
understanding of human existence, contending: ‘Both his joyous discovery of life
and his profound intuition of death combine to make him feel each moment as
one of absolute and immeasurable ethical choice and responsibility.’’'® This
leads the Prince to find himself torn in opposing directions, as with Aglaia and
her rival: he is so aware of the impact of one person’s actions on another that he
hopes, foolishly in the opinion of Radomskii, that both women will behave in the
same utterly self-giving way as he, thus avoiding the possibility of anyone being
hurt. That this is his hope is clear from his conversation with Radomskii, when
he stresses that the confrontation between the women did not dwell on the thing
he considered most important — sobornost', although this word is never actually
used: ‘Buaurte, 06e OHH roBOPWJIM TOIZa HE NPO TO, COBCEM HE Mpo TO,
NOTOMY TaK Y HHUX H BBHILLIO... S| HUKaK He MOTY BaM 3TOro OOBACHUTH; HO
i, MOXeT ObITh, H OOBACHUI OBl Arnae... [...] Ona noiimer, ona noiimer!’
(VIII, 483). But Aglaia cannot allow for Nastas'ia’s pain, and Nastas'ia is too
proud to surrender Myshkin graciously, and he becomes paralysed by the
responsibility for hurting both of them and the human impossibility of consoling
them both. Myshkin’s handling of this situation has induced Friedman to argue
that there is no real mutuality or equality in his love, and that his love for
Nastas'ia is not active:

Jesus’ relation to Mary [Magdalene] is one of active love without personal
involvement; he accepts her and does not judge her for what she has done, but
at the same time he places a demand upon her and expects from her a new
way of life. Myshkin places no demand on Nastasya but accepts her as she
was, as she is, and as she may become [...]. In place of Jesus’ active love is a

passive fascination and terror before her suﬁ'ermg and her demonic beauty
which entangles him beyond hope of extrication.!!

Let us answer these charges in turn. Myshkin’s love for both women is an
expression of his call to sobornost": it is precisely a relationship of complete

mutuality and equality that he offers and seeks. His humble abnegation of self
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has nothing to do with the lacerating self-abasement of the kind practised by
Lebedev, as I have argued above. It is true that he does not satisfy or eliminate
either Aglaia’s need to feel a sense of social pride in her relationship, or Nastas'ia
Filippovna’s need to indulge her inverted pride in her pain; but this is because in
Idiot Dostoevskii set sobornost’ as ultimately incompatible with everyday human
nature, just as he did in his private notes before the body of his late first wife
(XX, 172). Frank also notices the similarity between the mood of the novel and
‘Masha lezhit na stole’ as he writes, ‘The inner logic of [Myshkin’s] character
now requires that the absolute of Christian love should conflict irreconcilably
with the inescapable demands of normal human life.’!!? To the criticism of
passive love, I would respond by referring to my own discussion of active love
above, and by quoting again Dostoevskii’s own description of active love as
practised by Alesha Karamazov:

[...] xapakTep moGBH €ro ObLI BCETrAa AeATeNbHBIA. JIIOOMTL MaccuBHO

OH He MOT; BO3JII00HMB, OH TOTYac ¢ MPUHUMAJICA M NMOMOraTh. A 114

3TOro Hajgo ObUIO NOCTaBHTh MLiesib, HAJO TBepao ObLIO 3HAThL, YTO

KaX/IOMy H3 HHX XOPOIUO M HYXHO, a YTBEPAUBIUHCh B BEPHOCTH LIeJIH,
eCTeCTBEHHO, KaXJIOMYy M3 HHX H noMous. (X1V, 170.)

Myshkin goes a great way towards loving as Alesha does; he perceives the need
for help in Burdovskii, Ippolit, Rogozhin and, most prominently, Nastas'ia
Filippovna, and is convinced of the worthiness of trying to help them renounce
their individual kinds of pride and sense of humiliation. He is able to see the
image of God in these difficult, often unlikeable characters and to value them for
that reason, and therefore his love is not of the false, abstract kind professed by
Versilov and Ivan Karamazov. However, Myshkin, it is true, does not succeed in
helping many of those he loves. He opens Burdovskii’s heart, and has a degree of
success in softening Ippolit, but he cannot dissuade Rogozhin from murder and
we are not told of whether Rogozhin came to find repentance and peace in prison
as Raskolnikov did. Finally, of course, he never completely heals Nastas'ia’s
wound, despite moments such as her kiss of Epanchina’s hand where she is able
to let go of her humiliation. Nevertheless, this is not because his love is not
active, but because he does not have the self-control of Zosima, or the robust
normality (potential to succumb to vices) of Alesha. He is more akin to Tikhon,

whose desire to help Stavrogin is thwarted.
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I shall end my discussion of Myshkin with a mention of the qualities of
iurodstvo in him. Since this is a subject commonly remarked upon by critics,
including Webster and Murav,'" I shall devote only a few lines to it here. The
Prince may be seen as a holy fool because of the way in which his strangeness,
naive honesty and humble purity challenge the conventions of an aristocracy
corrupted by pride, egoism and materialism. For these qualities he endures
mockery and hostility, but this fact should by no means deter the reader from
having faith in Myshkin as the locus of good and the force for moral change.
Jacques Catteau explains: ‘No one has understood better than Dostoyevsky the
great lesson of the Passion: spitting, the crown of thorns, flagellation, mockery,
even more than death by crucifixion, mark out the person who speaks the
truth.”!"* Moreover, the association with iurodstvo places Myshkin within the
Orthodox tradition, despite his background and his reticence on the subject of
faith. It is within the context of holy foolishness that I would like to refer to
Myshkin’s tirade against the Roman Catholic Church (VIII, 450-53), delivered in
his pre-fit ecstatic state, and which sits so incongruously in the novel’s structure.
This is not the place to discuss the appropriateness of this monologue of views
extremely similar to the author’s own in the text; suffice it to say that the
strangeness of the outburst is vindicated if one considers Myshkin a holy fool.
The perplexity, disapproval and ridicule it invites from the listeners, including
the narrator, paradoxically affirms it as a message of truth, to a great extent free
from the complexity of shaping given by other characters such as Raskol'nikov
and Ivan Karamazov to their ideas. It is my belief that the author gave the speech
to Myshkin for just this reason. It is perhaps as a holy fool that the Prince has the
most success in Idiot, shocking the vain Petersburg society into a new awareness
with his ideal of sobornost’, and it is Epanchina who most fully realises his role
as she proclaims: ‘JIOBOJILHO YBJIEKaTLCA-TO, MOPA M PACCYAKY MOCITYXHTb.
U Bcé 3TO, M BCA 3Ta 3arpaHMua, M Bcs 3ta Bama Espona, Bcé 910 oaHa
¢anTa3us, 4 BCe MBI, 3a rpaHuled, oaHa c¢aHTtasus...’ (VII, 510). As
Webster points out, ‘She seems to be asking, “Who, in the long run, are the real

fOOIS?”’l 15

Therefore 1 would argue that Myshkin can be described as a character of
the Iranian category. His meekness and humility, his complete belief in and hope
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for the ideal of total mutual love and renunciation of self, his active acceptance
of the ethic of mutual responsibility show him to be an incarnation of sobornost’.
His qualities as a iurodivyi and his separateness from the westernised Russian
educated classes indicate a connection to the Russian spiritual heritage that is
belied by his alien habits and appearance. To say that he aims to live in
sobornost' is separate from the question of whether he is a success or a failure;
indeed I have noted areas in which Myshkin’s ideal does not succeed. However,
the bleak fate of most of the novel’s principal characters should not detract from
the significance of Myshkin’s message. Frank draws a parallel between the
Prince’s values and the common motif in his stories of the faith of the narod. 1
would concur with his conclusion: ‘The values of Christian love and religious
faith that Myshkin embodies are, in other words, too deep a necessity of the
Russian spirit to be negated by his practical failure, any more than they are
negated by reason, murder, or sacrilege.”''® I believe that Myshkin is extremely
important as a creation in Dostoevskii’s oeuvre, for he demonstrates the author’s
understanding of the Christian ideal identified as sobornost’ by Khomiakov, as

well as the importance Dostoevskii attached to it.

The characters who live in sobornost’ in Dostoevskii’s novels do so in a
world dominated by the Kushite principle. Only in ‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’
do we find the depiction of a society totally infused with the Iranian principle.
The Ridiculous Man’s dream of his suicide, his burial and his transportation to an
idyllic world of instinctive love and harmony engenders his transformation from
a man limited by Western principles into a man in whom love is the central force.
The fact that the dream begins with his death and portrays experiences beyond
the grave, is indicative of his move beyond the limitations of rational experience.
The world of which he dreams stands in sharp opposition to his earthly life, for
there science and logic have no meaning, and the inhabitants are united in love
for one another and for the world around them. Here, everything matters to
everyone, even the trees and the stars. Communication takes place almost
wordlessly, ‘He MBICIIMIO TOJIKO, a KaKHM-TO XHMBRIM myTeM’ (XXV, 113),
transcending rational cognitive processes. The Ridiculous Man’s attitude of
questioning and seeking comprehension is contrasted with the inhabitants’

acceptance and instinctive knowing. He remarks on the difference between his
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level of understanding and theirs, due to the absence of scientific inquiry: ‘Ho
3HaHME MX OBUIO IuryOXe M BHICIIEE, YEM Yy Hamlell Haykd; HOo Hayka Haia
HIIET OOBACHUTh, YTO TAKOE€ XHU3Hb, CaMa CTPEMHTCH CO3HATh ee, YTOO
Hay4dTb OPYTHX JKHTh; OHM Xe M 0e3 Haykd 3Ha/M, Kak MM XHTh’ (XXV,
113). The dream world is, in fact, the most ideal fulfilment of the Slavophile
principles of sobornost' and tsel'nost”. it is just like a Khomiakovian Iranian
society. However, just as Europeanisation contaminated Russia, so the
Ridiculous Man’s intrusion into the dream world corrupts its inhabitants. The
dream society soon loses its unity; the inhabitants form alliances against each
other and construct external governing forces to maintain a degree of order. They
turn to science and rational enquiry to recapture their happiness, and self-interest
overrides their former self-effacement. Meanwhile, the Ridiculous Man can only

offer them compassion and self-sacrifice.

On his awakening, the Ridiculous Man is filled with an awareness of the
importance of the dream world’s original principles, and sets out to bring a
message of truth to the world. He has now renounced rationalism and self-
interest, and instead espouses love for one’s neighbour and intuitive knowledge.
As Christopher Pike has written, the Ridiculous Man’s turn from rationalism is
demonstrated by his inability to explain his experience or find the right words to
justify his mission.'” The hero laments: ‘Ho kak yCTpOHTb pai — f He 3HaIO,
noToMy 4TO He yMero nepenathb cioBamu. Ilocne cHa Moero morepsan
cioBa. [...] Ho mycTs: [...] TIOTOMY 4YTO s BCe-Taku BUAEJ BOOYHUIO, XOTA H
He yMelo MepeckasaTh, 4ro s BHAeNX (XXV, 118). Because of his new
rejection of Western principles, the ridiculous man still attracts ridicule. Since he
remains isolated, Pike questions the validity of his conversion.''® But one must
ask: for whom is he still a ridiculous man? It would be fair to assume that only
other ‘modern Russian progressives’ such as he was before, would laugh at his
new-found sense of sobornost', and that he would no longer seem absurd to, say,
the destitute little girl, whom he tracks down. One might also believe that he
would not be isolated in the company of simple Russian people or peasants. His

experience has helped him make the transition from Kushitism to Iranianism.

‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’ brings together the points I have discussed

concerning the Iranian category, presenting a picture of an ideal society that has a
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dramatic reforming effect on the protagonist. The Ridiculous Man learns from
the inhabitants of his dream world meekness and humility, active love for his
neighbour, a sense of responsibility for all sins and an awareness of zhivaia
zhizn'. Gibson points out that to begin his new life the Ridiculous Man must first
admit his responsibility for corrupting the dream world, thus acknowledging a
moral code that prefigures the teaching of Zosima, and then he must set out on an
active path by tracking down the little girl he refused to help.!"® Also present in
this tale are elements that may be described as apophatic: whilst full of
essentially Christian morality, the story makes no direct mention of Christ or
religious faith. Instead the Ridiculous Man preaches ‘BeuHoif ucTuHE’ and
‘xuBoii o6pa3’, phrases that suggest a divine figure in much the same way that
the Gospel of St. John refers to Christ as the Word.

‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’ depicts an ideal society, one that the
Ridiculous Man has to admit is a paradise that may never come to pass; it is
witnessed only by him and he is the only beneficiary, within the bounds of the
tale, of the moral vision. The reader is not permitted to find out how he succeeds
with his mission to spread the word. Thus as a lesson in living in sobornost’, its
results are somewhat limited. However, in Brat'ia Karamazovy we encounter a
similar conversion grounded not in a higher reality but in everyday life, and it
affects a group of people, thus engendering brotherhood for the reader to
appreciate. This group is Alesha’s society of boys and the experience that binds
them is the death of Iliusha. The foremost among the boys, Kolia Krasotkin,
shares many characteristics with the Ridiculous Man, despite his young age. A
highly intelligent and sensitive boy, he has learned the basics of socialism from
the unpleasant seminarist Rakitin, and professes the progressive ideas of Voltaire
and Belinskii. And yet, as much as he excels in his scholarship and tries to show
off his learning, he is, like the protagonist of the earlier short story, quite
convinced that everyone considers him ridiculous: ‘SI BooGpaxaio unoraga 6or
3HaeT 4TO, YTO HAJO MHOH BCe CMEIOTCS, BeChb MUD, U Sl TOrAa, s NPOCTO

rOTOB TOI'Aa YHHYTOXHTB BeCh nopsanok Betei’ (XIV, 503).

Left unchecked, the nihilist streak in Kolia would lead to self-destruction,
just as the Ridiculous Man planned to commit suicide. But friendship with
Alesha turns him round. Alesha is the ideal for which Kolia has been longing:
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‘JIro6un, yxacHo mobwi, obun 1 Meuran o6 Bac!’ (XIV, 504). Alesha
brings Kolia and the other boys to be reconciled with Iliusha, not through
cajoling or reproach, but naturally, as though they had thought of it themselves;
brotherhood arises spontaneously from mutual goodwill and trust: ‘Bcé
HCKYCCTBO €ro B 3TOM CIIy4a€ COCTOSJIO B TOM, 4TO CBEJI OH HMX C
Wmouieii, oqHOTO 3a ApYruM, 0€3 «TeJISYbMX HEXHOCTel», a COBCeM Kak
65 He HapouyHo M HedasHHO® (XIV, 485). Kolia and the other boys attend
Iliusha’s funeral, memorable for the terrible grief that drives Snegirev to
distraction and that so impresses the mourners. The funeral is also notable for the
picture it presents of the unity and continuity of life and all creation, in this world
and the next: Iliusha is covered with flowers, and requested before his death that
crumbs of bread should be scattered on his grave so that the sparrows should
come down and keep him company. These details recall the death of another boy,
Zosima’s brother Markel, his fondness for the spring buds and his prayers of
forgiveness from the birds. They also remind the reader of the higher communion
with creation shared by the inhabitants of the Ridiculous Man’s dream world.
Having witnessed the suffering of Iliusha and his family, and moved by
compassion for them just as the Ridiculous Man was moved by the suffering of
the dream world people, the boys respond to Alesha’s exhortations to remember
the moment and each other forever, so as to ward off evil impulses. Alesha cries
to them: ‘MaJsio TOoro, Moxet OLITh, UMEHHO 3TO BOCIIOMHHAHHE OJHO €ro
OT BEJIMKOTO 3J1a YIEPXHT, H OH oAyMaeTcs H ckaxeT: «[la, s ObuI Toraa
no6p, cMen u decten»’ (XV, 195). So too does the Ridiculous Man insist:
‘YKJIOHIOCh, KOHEUHO, JaXke HECKOJIKO pa3, U Oyy roBOpHTh Aaxe, MOXET
ObIThb, YyXKHMH CJIOBaMH, HO HEHaJI0JIT0: XHBOH o6pa3 Toro, uTo s BUJEJ,
OyaeT BCerAa €O MHOM M BCETrla MEHs MONpaBUT M Hanmpaut (XXV, 118).
In addition, the Ridiculous Man’s promise to go on — ‘U noiiay! (XXV, 119) -
is echoed by Alesha’s invitation: ‘Hy noiinemrte xe! BoT MbI Teneps H uaem
pyka B pyky’ (XV, 197). In this way Dostoevskii transfers the ideas of ‘Son
smeshnogo cheloveka’ out of the fantastic setting and shows that all that is
needed to begin to establish the ideal of the dream is to realise the existence of

the bond of sobornost' between men.
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Alesha’s speech at the stone has further significance within Brat'ia
Karamazovy. Robert Louis Jackson has shown that it offers an answer to Ivan’s
rebellion. He argues that Ivan’s tirade embodies solitariness, being self-
orientated despite addressing someone; it is full of references to ‘ia’ and centres
on Ivan’s refusal to participate in universal harmony - he sets himself apart. By
contrast, according to Jackson, Alesha’s speech refers only to ‘my’ and ‘vy’ and
is about a spiritual bond between fellows proclaimed in a chorus of brotherhood.
In addition, he asserts that Ivan’s speech is premeditated and is a product of his
intellect, his head, whereas Alesha’s is a spontaneous impulse of the soul: ‘Uro-
TO KaK OBl coTpsaciochk B ero ayue’ (XV, 194). Jackson points out that these
contrasts between the two speeches are especially important given that both of
them have as their basis the suffering and death of a child: Ivan’s rebellion
promotes isolation, whilst in Alesha’s hands the suffering child becomes the
motivation for unity and harmony.120 Jackson’s analysis highlights aspects of the
speech that have resonances in Slavophile thought, namely the connection
between the guidance of the heart, spontaneous love and brotherhood, and

between limited rationalism, fragmentation and despair.

Therefore it is clear that what Dostoevskii’s positive, rooted characters
have in common is an overarching, unifying idea that guides them and links them
into all life, offering a part in a brotherhood with the living and the dead and the
natural world, a brotherhood that is voluntary, mutual and imbued with freedom.
This is the nature of his Slavic Idea, as mentioned but barely described in
Dnevnik pisatelia (XXV, 9). It may be that Dostoevskii held back in this issue of
the Dnevnik because he sensed that the journal form was not suitable for best
depicting this idea, and that he instead presented it in an artistic picture in his
fiction. It is possible that he recognised that the lengthy and explicit passage
about brotherhood in Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh, surely
Dostoevskii’s own expression of the concept of sobornost’ (V, 79-80), does not
have the convincing power of Sonia’s humility and voluntary self-sacrifice,
Zosima’s inner freedom, Alesha’s gift for creating bonds of love between people.
The Slavic Idea is unity with freedom, latent in the hearts of the common people,
and transmitted via Orthodoxy, which from Dostoevskii’s perspective must allow

a variety of traditional forms so as to provide a true consensus. It is the essence
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of true Russianness and it is the source of salvation for Russia’s dissociated
gentry and for the rest of the world, as both Dnevnik pisatelia and Brat'ia
Karamazovy testify. On this point Dostoevskii was in agreement with
Khomiakov and Kireevskii, and in his fiction, through his rooted characters, he
illustrated the ways in which sobornost’ might be brought about.
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relationship between characters and their ideas as follows: ‘JlocroeBckuif, rosops
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Dostoevskogo (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1972), pp. 156-57, p. 131.
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Columbia University Press, 1978), p. 119.
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Chapter Three: The Iranian Text: Slavophile Principles Applied to the
Practice of Writing.

3.1: Introduction.

In Idiot, the young nihilist Ippolit, after a meditation on the depiction of
the dead Christ in the painting by Holbein, asks: ‘MoxeT 11 MepeluuThcs B
obpase TO, 4To He uMeeT obOpasza?’ (VIII, 340). He answers himself with a
description of chaos personified, a hideous, giant, all-powerful yet deaf and
dumb spider that laughs at his insignificance; this is his representation of the
ultimate disorder of death with no promise of afterlife and the absurdity of
existence without God. Dostoevskii was also preoccupied for most of his mature
years with Ippolit’s question. Unlike Ippolit, however, he believed in the
redemption of disordered earthly life by paradise, and he was determined both to
see and to portray the promise of this potential perfection latent in mankind and
its society. Right from his earliest works he made it his mission to write about
Russian society, and later in life he challenged the view of Goncharov that art
could only successfully present ‘a life fixed in some image’, such as the lives of
the aristocracy in previous decades.! In the Dnevnik pisatelia for January 1877 he

wrote:

Ilo kpaiiHeli Mepe, ACHO, 4YTO JKH3Hb CpeAHEBBICLIEr0 HalIero
JBOPAHCKOTO Kpyra CTOJb fPKO ONHCaHHas HalMMHU OesLieTpuCTaMy,
eCThb yXe CJIMIIKOM HHYTOXHBI# M 0GOCOGJICHHBIH YroJIOK PYCCKOH
am3Hu. Kto x Oyaer wucmopuxom OCTaIbHBIX YIOJIKOB, KaxXeTcs,
cTpaliHo MHorouucieHHuIX? M eciim B 9TOM Xxaoce, B KOTOpOM AaBHO
yXe, HO Tenepb 0COOEHHO, NMPeOLIBAET OOLIECTBEHHAS KHU3HD, H HEJIb3A
OTHICKaTh €llleé HOPMAaJILHOrO 3aKOHA M PYKOBOAALIEH HHUTH [axe,
MOXET OBITh, U LICKCITHPOBCKHX Pa3MEpPOB XyAOXHHKY, TO, IO KpaiiHei
Mepe, KTO e OCBETUT XOTHA Obl 4aCTh 3TOro xaoca M XoTd Obl M He
MeuTas o pykosoasuiei HUTH? (XXV, 35.)

Whilst acknowledging the difficulty of bringing to life in fiction the
disordered Russian majority, Dostoevskii felt that here lay his calling, his duty,
and indeed his glory, as the well-known passage from the notebooks to
Podrostok testifies (XVI, 330). But how was it to be done? The question of the
right artistic form for his innovative subject matter obsessed him with every work

he wrote; the notebooks show a mind struggling to bring order to a plethora of
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contrasting and often conflicting ideas, interspersed with exhortations to self-
discipline in style. This struggle has been thoroughly examined by Robert Louis
Jackson and Jacques Catteau among others.? I would like to explore the notion
that many of Dostoevskii’s works show evidence of a consonance between form
and idea, and that there is a deliberate coherence in that form, whilst
acknowledging that, as is generally agreed, his novels do not display the classical
form that he so revered in Pushkin and Shakespeare. In other words, I propose to
examine the paradox in his works of depicting, in a whole image, that which has
no form, and in this chapter I shall argue that the key to the paradox lies in
Dostoevskii’s adherence to concepts that underpin Slavophile thought. For here
Slavophilism offers a new way of understanding Dostoevskii as an artist, as well
as a thinker. Firstly I shall discuss his philosophy of art in relation to Khomiakov
and Kireevskii’s ideas on art, tracing the common elements that I have
emphasised throughout this study. Then I shall examine examples of how this
philosophy is put into practice and how Slavophilism provides a fresh

perspective on Dostoevskii’s fiction and non-fiction as works of art.
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3.2: Dostoevskii and the Slavophile Aesthetic.

In my introductory chapter I gave an account of the fundamental ideas of
Slavophilism as expressed in the thought of the early leaders of the movement,
Khomiakov and Kireevskii. Throughout this study I have focused on the
principles of sobornost’, tsel'nost', wholeness and fragmentation, and have made
use of Khomiakov’s model for cultural development based on the interaction of
the Kushite and Iranian principles. From these basic ideas grow Khomiakov and
Kireevskii’s notions of art and aesthetics; it is necessary at this point to examine
them in a little more detail, in order to understand how similar principles inform
Dostoevskii’s attitude to aesthetics. To begin with Khomiakov, this original
thinker paid attention to the role of art when developing his theory of Kushitism
and Iranianism, and considered it an important facet of life in sobornost'.
According to his ‘Zapiski o vsemirnoi istorii’, Iranian cultures were based on
free creativity. Their works of art tended to be verbal in form, such as poetry and
song; their written language reflected the spoken language. The organic unity of
all aspects of Iranian society meant that art expressed faith and had a moral
purpose. Conversely, in Kushite cultures, mute, physical forms of art
proliferated, such as architecture and sculpture, and their written language was
expressed through obscure hieroglyphics. There was no moral or spiritual

dimension to their art, because it concentrated on external qualities.

Working with his dual system of Iranian and Kushite cultures,
Khomiakov proposed that true art was an expression of communal, inner life. He
explained how sacred art, such as icons and liturgical chants, were among the
highest forms of art because of their moral and spiritual content, and because
they were expressions of a renunciation of individualist tendencies in favour of

sobornost’. He wrote:

[...] U060 HCKYCCTBO, HEBOJIBHOE M, TaK CKaslaTh, He3aJyMaHHOE
BOILIOLICHHE XH3HEHHBIX M JYXOBHEIX 3aKOHOB Hapoja B BHAMMBIE H
CTpoifHble 00pa3bl, HEBO3MOXHO NpPH OTHAENCHWHM JMua (kak Obl HH
ObLLJI0 OHO OJAPEHO XYIOXKECTBEHHBIMH CIOCOOHOCTAMM) OT caMoil
®H3HH HaponHOH. [...] ToBOps B npexHel cTaThe O IIKOJIAX XUBOIMKCH,
A yXe yka3aJ Ha 3aBHCHMOCTb HX OT HapOJHON XH3HM; 3TO yKa3aHHe
OTHOCWJIOCh 1O HpPeMMYLIECTBY K IUTacTUKe OLITOBOH, B KOTOpOi
3aKJTIOYaloTCcd Bee Apyrue ponsl [...] kpoMe HkoHBI. Bricliiee pa3BuTHe
9TOTO BBHICIIETO poAa NOAYMHAETCH OTYACTH TEM XK€ 3aKOHaM, HO
OTYACTH OHO MOBHHYETCA M JADYTHM 3aKOHaM, MeHee 3aBHCALUUM OT
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ciry4ailHocTH BpeMeH M Haponos. [..] IlpousBemeHus oamHoro jMua,
[MKOHEBI] He ciIyXaT ero BHIPAXEHHEM; OHH BBIPAXAIOT BCEX JIOAEH,
KUBYIIMX OJHUM AYXOBHBIM HauaioM [..]. Tlo ToMy camMoMy, 4To
HKOHA €CTh BLIpaXxeHHe 4YyBCTBa OOHIMHHOrO, a He JIMYHOrO, OHa
TpeOyeT B XyAOXKHHKE IIOJIHOro oOLIeHHs He ¢ AorMaTHkoro LlepkBH, HO
CO BCEM €€ GBITOBBIM H XY/IOKECTBEHHEIM CTpoeM [...).°

Kireevskii’s pronouncements on art are not based on such a complex
philosophy of history, but he made similar distinctions to Khomiakov between
principles of freedom, unity, moral and spiritual qualities, which he associated
with Russia, and principles of coercion, disintegration and moral stagnation,
which he associated with Western Europe. He too attributed these qualities to the
cultural development of the peoples, and argued that this affected the
development of their art. He asserted that tsel'nost’ was the foundation both for
producing true art and for understanding it:

[Ha 3anane] pa3sBuBajIuCh [M3ALIHBIE HCKYCCTBA] COYYBCTBEHHO € OOLIMM
JIBUXKEHHEM MEIC/IM, U IIOTOMY Ta Xke pa3fgpoOJIeHHOCTh AyXa, KoTopas
B YMO3PEHHH INpPOM3BeNa JIOTHYECKYIO OTBJICYEHHOCTb, B H3SILHBIX
HCKyCCTBaxX NMOPOJUJIA MEYTATEIbHOCTh M Pa3pO3HEHHOCTh CepleqHbIX
crpemJiienuii. [...] BMecTo TOro 4ToObI CMBICI KpacoThl M NpaBAabl
XpaHHTb B TOH Hepa3pbIBHOHA CBA3H, KOTOpas, KOHEYHO, MOXeET MeLIaTh
ObLICTPOTE HX OTIEJLHOTO pa3sBUTHA, HO koropas Oepexer o6iuyio
LEJILHOCTh Y€JIOBEUECKOTO JIyXa M COXpaHsieT UCTHHY ero NposBJICHHIA,
3amaJHblii MHpP, HAalpOTHB TOro, OCHOBaJl KpacoTy CBOIO Ha obGMaHe
BOOOpaXeHHA, Ha 3aBEAOMO JIOKHOM MeYTE€ HJIM Ha KpaHHeM
HanpsXeHUH  OIHOCTOPOHHEro  YyBCTBA,  DPOXJaIOLIerocss U3
YMBILIEHHOTO pa3/iBoeHus yMa. U6o 3ananuelil MUp He CO3HaBAJ, YTO
MeYTaTeILHOCTh €CTh Cep/ieyHast JIOKb M YTO BHYTPEHHAA LEJIBHOCTD

ObITHS HeoOXOomMMas He TOJbKO JUIs MCTHHBI padymMa, HO M JUiA
NOJIHOTHI M3SIHOTO HachaxaeHus.*

What is interesting about Kireevskii’s statement is that he makes the link
between art, beauty, and truth. His holistic outlook suggests that real aesthetic
enjoyment can only be attained if the work of art allows an apprehension of truth,
and for this to be possible, the work of art must be grounded in fsel'nost’. In
short, real beauty is a portrayal of truth, and truth is beautiful. If the artist is
affected by cognitive fragmentation, or if he tries to separate beauty and truth,
the resulting work of art is a failure. These views are strikingly similar to

Dostoevskii’s as we shall see.

Clearly the views of the Slavophiles as outlined above are akin to the
stance of Romanticism, which reacted against Western Enlightenment ideas.

Their aversion to rationalism, which they saw as a Western phenomenon, is
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expressed in their celebration of fsel'nost’, and their insistence on truth and
spiritual morality in art is a rejection of the Utilitarian aesthetic. Their aesthetic
terminology is also typically Romantic, as I discussed in my Introductory
Chapter. Dostoevskii was to take the same essentially Romantic position. The
relation between Dostoevskii and Romanticism has already been well

documented, most notably by de Jonge.®

We have seen how both Khomiakov and Kireevskii saw art and aesthetics
in terms of two opposing principles; Khomiakov envisaged a conflict between
Iranianism and Kushitism, Kireevskii a battle between Western and traditional
Russian principles. Dostoevskii too had his own concept of a dual manifestation
of aesthetic principles. He wrote of the positive attributes he believed art should
have, and upheld beauty as something pure, ideal and imbued with moral
qualities. He also described what would become of art if its true qualities were
compromised, and his fiction posits the existence of two kinds of beauty: that of
the Madonna and that of Sodom. Robert Louis Jackson has extensively analysed
this feature of Dostoevskii’s aesthetic;® what I propose to do is to examine the
points of similarity between the positive and negative poles of the theorics of

Dostoevskii, Khomiakov and Kireevskii.

All that is positive in Dostoevskii’s aesthetic can be referred to by Dmitrii
Karamazov’s expression ‘the ideal of the Madonna’. This phrase succinctly
encompasses the notions put forward by Dostoevskii throughout his work, both
fictional and otherwise. Above all, the ideal of the Madonna is concerned with
form; ideal form for Dostoevskii constituted harmony, measure, proportion. But
the concept of the ideal of the Madonna can be better understood if we use the
Russian word for ‘form’: obraz. This means not only form, but image, or icon.
We can immediately see points of correspondence between Dostoevskii’s idea
and Slavophile philosophy when we consider that obraz denotes something
whole, something shown to the observer all at once, with both form and content,
if we allow that an image has content. When the meaning ‘icon’ is incorporated
into this definition, the already positive characteristics are elevated to a spiritual
plane. So the notion of obraz brings together the aesthetic and the religious in
Dostoevskii’s thought, as Jackson has observed.” For Khomiakov, as has been
shown, the icon was the most perfect unity of the beautiful and the sacred. I shall
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develop the idea of the icon in relation to Dostoevskii’s aesthetic later in this

chapter.

In considering embodiments of his ideal, Dostoevskii does not make
value judgements on specific media, as did Khomiakov by aligning poetry and
song with the positive Iranian principle and sculpture and architecture with the
negative Kushitism. Nor does he find that the nationality of the artist is the
source of negative characteristics in a work of art, in the way that Kireevskii, and
indeed at times Khomiakov, scorned Western art. For Dostoevskii, painting, such
as Raphael’'s Sistine Madonna, sculpture, such as the Venus de Milo, and
literature, such as the works of Pushkin, all represent ideal form. But leaving
aside these differences, we see that what is positive for Dostoevskii is prefigured

in Slavophile themes. Let us look at this issue more closely.

The ideal of the Madonna is an expression of tsel’nost’ and unity. Jackson
makes the following analysis: ‘“Reality strives toward fragmentation,” the
narrator remarks in Notes from the House of the Dead. On the other hand, art
imposes order upon reality — not mechanical order, but the order of organic
form.’® Jackson has rightly made the distinction between mechanical and
organic; true art has a form in which all elements — moral, spiritual aesthetic,
emotional, intellectual — comprise an organic, unified whole, which cannot be
broken down into its constituent parts, for to do so would destroy the very nature
of the ideal of the Madonna. This wholeness is also manifested in a unity
between the artistic idea and the form of a work of art. Dostoevskii argued that
such a unity was the mark of artistic quality in his essay ‘Gospodin —bov i
vopros ob iskusstve’ (XVIII, 80). The principle of tsel'nost’ in art thus allows for
the presence of truth, for it follows that if there is in art a synthesis of all facets of
human cognition, then art is able to portray more than simple superficial details
perceptible only to the naked eye. Dostoevskii was against the trend of realism
that allowed art to be passive, like a mirror; he asserted that art was capable of
exploring a broader notion of reality, a reality which encompasses ends and
beginnings as yet unknown to man. Discussing Jacoby’s painting ‘Convicts at a
Halting Point’ in his article ‘Vystavka v Akademii khudozhestv za 1860-61 god’,
Dostoevskii calls for a grander purpose for art and rejects art that does not

achieve such a purpose, such as Jacoby’s painting:
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Her, ne To TpeOyercs oT XynoxHHKa, He ¢oTorpaduyeckas BEpHOCTb,
He MeXaHu4yeckas TOYHOCTh, a KOe-4TO Jpyroe, OoJibllie, Iupe, rIyoxe.
[...] B 3epkaJlbHOM OTpaXX€HHM HE BHAHO, KaK 3epKajlo CMOTPUT Ha
npeaMeT, WM, JIydllle CKa3aTh, BUAHO, YTO OHO HHKAK HE CMOTPHT, a
oTpaxaeT MacCUBHO, MexaHn4eck. (XIX, 153.)

Here we find the Romantic aversion to the mechanical, and an advocacy
of the kind of wholeness in art put forward by Kireevskii. Truth in art, however,
is not just a function of tsel'nost’' within a specific work of art, but also arises
from a unity with all humanity and all time. In ‘Gospodin —bov’, Dostoevskii
challenges the utilitarian argument that art should describe only contemporary
matters, with the assertion that true art is always contemporary and relevant, no
matter what historical period it may refer to, because of its universality and
transcendence of time. He cites Fet’s poem ‘Diana’ and observes that although
the subject belongs to the past, it has come to life through the poet’s
interpretation and even points to the future through anguish for the ideal of the
beautiful statue:

BeckoHEYHO TOJILKO OJAHO Oynylliee, Be4HO 30BYyIllee, BEYHO HOBOE, M
TaM TOXE €CTb CBOH BBHICIUMH MOMEHT, KOTOPOIrO HYXHO HCKaTb H
BEYHO MCKaTh, H 3TO BEYHOE MCKAHHE U Ha3bIBAETCA KH3IHHIO, H CKOJILKO
MYYHMTEJIbHOH TIPYCTH CKphIBaeTCA B 3HTy3uasme mnooata! Kakoi
OeCKOHEYHLIH 30B, Kakas TOCKa O HACTOSLIEM B 3TOM JHTy3Ha3Me K
npowenmemy! (XVIII, 97.)

Elsewhere he echoes Khomiakov by stating his belief that literature is one of the
main manifestations of Russian conscious life, and thereby acknowledges art as a
repository of communal ideas (XIX, 150). In this way, Dostoevskii demonstrates
that truth in art is a synthesis of all that is within man and wider than man.

The striving toward the future motivated by true art in Dostoevskii’s
conception, comes about because of the ideal beauty of such art. The ideal of the
Madonna for Dostoevskii means beauty which inspires unconditional worship,
because it is the beauty of a higher, spiritual truth. As we know, it was
Dostoevskii’s belief that the most perfect embodiment of this ideal beauty was
the figure of Christ. In Dostoevskii’s aesthetic, real art is able to reveal higher
truth because of its active role in interpreting reality: art is a transfiguration of
reality. By virtue of tsel'nost’, art presents not a passive reflection of reality, nor a
formulaic analysis of it, but an obraz, an image with a spiritual content.

Therefore, art transcends the boundaries of that which only reason can perceive,
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and ‘partakes of the ineffable’, as Jackson puts it.” The holistic nature of the ideal
of the Madonna not only transfigures reality but also allows man to be
transformed through contemplation of its beauty and longing for its perfection;
for example, the Ridiculous Man is brought back to living life by his vision of a
dream world made beautiful by sobornost’. A. S. Kurilov and V. P.
Meshcheriakov note that only a few years earlier than ‘Gospodin —bov’,
Slavophile critics were discussing a very similar point in the journal Russkaia

beseda:

OaHUM CIIOBOM, HCKYCCTBO O0S3aHO NOKa3bIBaTh XHU3Hb TAaKOM, KaKoOi
OHAa OJoaxcHa bwimb B Haeasie, YTOOBI BCe JIIOAM, BCE YeJIOBEYECTBO
CTPEMIJIOCH K BOIUIOLUEHHIO 3TOrO HAcajia B XH3Hb, NPUYEM HJeasl
9TOT JOJDKEH OTBeYaThb popMaM, «BbIpaOOTAaHHBIM CaMO# XHU3HbIO», a
He GLITH IUIOZIOM YMO3PHTEILHOrO, abcTpakTHOro (haHTasupoBaHus.'

Several scholars have discussed Dostoevskii’s emphasis on aesthetic
appreciation over rational education as a means to moral re-formation, Jackson
and Robin Feuer Miller to note but two;'' what is particularly relevant to this
study is the parallel between art as a teacher in Dostoevskii’s aesthetic and the
function of icons in Orthodox theology.'? In my previous chapter I considered
the concept of obraz in terms of the image of God in man, the image of man’s
spirituality and potential for wholeness and perfection. Now, by adding in the
meaning ‘icon’, this notion becomes important not just in respect of man, but
also in respect of beauty, giving art a moral function. Therefore, it is possible to
say that for Dostoevskii, the ideal of the Madonna meant obraz: beauty, and thus
art, should be iconic. Zernov writes of icons:

They were dynamic manifestations of man’s spiritual power to redeem
creation through beauty and art. [...] The artistic perfection of an icon was not
only a reflection of the celestial glory — it was a concrete example of matter

restored to its original harmony and beauty, and serving as a vehicle of the
Spirit. The icons were part of the transfigured cosmos.'?

The icon thus has two main functions. It does what words are unable to do
adequately: it reveals God, or truth, in the form of transfigured reality. The
venerator of the icon comes closer to God by the contemplation of beauty, which
permits a leap of faith, enabling the venerator to become transfigured also. Here
we see that Hesychast theology, with its emphasis on transfiguration, revelation
and wordless contemplation, as I stated in my previous chapter, has an

importance for artistry as well as for thought. In Dostoevskii’s view, to reveal a
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higher truth in order to permit a leap of faith is the true purpose of art; the leap of
faith also lies at the heart of his belief in the ideal of Christ, as Jackson has
shown.!* When we recall Khomiakov’s remark that the icon is ‘the highest
development of the highest form of art’, we find a correspondence with
Dostoevskii’s understanding of the essentially iconic role of art. For instance,
‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’ is not only an example of how the experience of
beauty changes the protagonist, but the story itself also plays an iconic role
within Dnevnik pisatelia. It draws together themes and issues explored in a more
analytical way in the ostensibly journalistic parts of the Dnevnik, and synthesises
them into an organic whole, an obraz which acts first upon the reader’s aesthetic
sensitivity, and only then reveals its hidden moral message. In addition, the story
‘Muzhik Marei’, a piece of aestheticised fact, is iconic throughout. The memory
of the peasant, who is already transfigured into an icon himself, with his maternal
smile and fingers outstretched in blessing like the Madonna, is embedded in the
recollection of life in prison. This memory transfigures the convict Dostoevskii
and reveals to him the truth that it is possible to look with more love on his
fellow inmates. Moreover, the story itself is an artistic synthesis of recurrent
Dnevnik themes intended to reveal to the reader the same higher truth. The scene
also takes place in a tranquil, natural setting, again linking natural creation to

moments of spiritual insight.

To create truly iconic art is a daunting endeavour; Dostoevskii knew there
were problems associated with doing so, and he flagged these problems both in
his fiction and in his non-fiction. Firstly, in order to perceive the higher truth, one
must know how to look; secondly, one’s creation must express that truth. The
difficulties of perceiving truth or beauty become the subject for debate in Idiot
and are reformulated in Brat'ia Karamazovy through Dmitrii. In the earlier novel,
Myshkin and the Epanchin ladies are discussing Adelaida’s painting hobby, and
the Prince is asked to suggest a subject for a painting. Myshkin replies, and the

discussion develops as follows:

— 51 B 3TOM HHMYEro He NMOHMMalo. MHe kaxeTcs: B3IJISHYTh M NHCATh.
— B3rsisHyTH HE yM€EIO.

- Jla uto BHI 3aragxu-To rosopute? Huuero He nonumaio! — nepebua
reHepaibiua. — Kak 3To B3rjsHyTh He ymero? ECTh rnasa, u raaau. He
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yMeelllb 3[1eCh B3IJIIHYTh, TaK M 3a IpaHuleil He Belyuniubcsa. Jlyuine
pacckaxnTe-Ka, Kak Bbl CAMH-TO ITIACIH, KHA3b.

— Bor 3to ayume Oyner, — npubaBuna Anenaupga. — Kusse Benb 3a
rpaHuLel BHIyYHIICS TJISOETh.

— He 3Ha10; 1 TaM TOJILKO 3/I0pOBbE NOMPABHJI; HE 3HAIO, HAYYUJICS JIH
a1 raa0eTh. 51, BOpo4YeM, NOYTH BCE BpeMs ObLII O4YEHb CHACTJIMB.

— CyactimuB! Brl ymeere OBITh cuacTiBbLIM? — BckpHyasia Arjas. — Tak
Kak ke BLI TOBOpHMTe, YTO He HaydYuJmch risneTh? Eie Hac noyuuTe.
(VIII, 50.)

Jackson has analysed this important passage and emphasises the key question of
revelation. Myshkin does indeed know how to look: he achieves happiness
because he perceives the higher, spiritual truth of the beauty of life when
regarding the Swiss countryside. The Ideal of the Madonna is revealed to him.
Adelaida, on the other hand, cannot see beyond the surface reality of life.
Jackson also points out here that Myshkin finds he cannot explain how to look.!*
Instead, the Prince can only give examples of his looking, by relating stories
from his past and impressions he has formed. However, in doing so he really is
fulfilling the request of the Epanchin sisters to teach them, despite his
protestation that he cannot teach them, for the pictures he describes are
illuminated by a beauty that indicates a spiritual truth. He talks of the yearning
for unity with a transfigured creation in his description of the mountains, in his
story of the man condemned to death contemplating the church domes shining in
the sun, and his tale of Marie presents an icon of suffering innocence redeemed
by love (VIII, 51-65). Once again we find here the stress on image rather than
explanation, the importance of the artistic picture in conveying a higher message.
Myshkin knows how to look, and is able to create such artistic pictures; however,
whether the Epanchins are able to perceive the beautiful message in his stories,

given that Adelaida for one does not know how to look, is another matter.

However, knowing how to look is not all that is required for the creation
of iconic art. If one’s medium is literature, then the artist must be able to
transcend the inadequacies of language. Dostoevskii complained on more than
one occasion of the difficulties of expressing his idea. As early as 1839 he wrote
to his brother, ‘Ilyma Bcerja 3aTauT O6osiee, HEXEJM CKOJILKO MOXET
BBIPAa3UTh B CJIOBaX, Kpackax WM 3BykaX. OTTOro TpyAHO HCHOJHUTD

naero TBopuectsa’ (XXVIII/, 63). On completion of Idiot he complained to his
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niece, ‘Ho poMaHOM s He NOBOJIEH; OH He BhIpa3wi U 10-i gosm TOoro, 4To
A XOTeJ1 BHIPAa3UThb, XOTH BCE-TakU f OT HEro He OTPHLAIOCH M J100JIIo
MOIO HeyHaBLIyIoCS MBICIL 00 cuX mop’ (XXIX/i, 10). Ippolit and Arkadii
Dolgorukii both reflect, when creating their personal discourses, that one’s
deepest and most serious thoughts are impossible to convey in words and lose
something in the creative process (VIII, 328 and XIII, 36 respectively).
Nevertheless, the more Dostoevskii considered the problem of effective
expression, the more he saw that it may actually be to a writer’s advantage. I
have already explored in my previous chapter the concept of verbal expression
and characters’ choices and difficulties regarding it. Jones has drawn attention to
two of the author’s meditations, written only a couple of months apart, on
Tiutchev’s well-known aphorism from his 1836 poem Silentium.'® These
passages, in Jones’s analysis, show how Dostoevskii was thinking not only of the
difficulty of expressing an idea in words, but also of the appropriateness of doing

So.

Jla mpaBaa, 4To OEeHCTBUTENBHOCTh TJIyOXe BCAKOIO YeJIOBEYECKOro
BooOpaxenus, Bcikoil daHTazuu. M HecMOTps Ha BHIMMYIO NPOCTOTY
sBjeHMii — cTpamHas 3aragka. He or Toro oM 3aragka, YTO B
JEHCTBUTEJILHOCTH HHYEro He KOHYEHO, PABHO KaK HeJIb3s NPHUUCKAThL U
Hayajla, — BCE TeYeT M BCE ecmb, HO HMYEro HE YXBaTHIb. A 4TO
yXBaTHILIb, YTO OCMBIC/IHIIb, YTO OTMETHIUL CJIOBOM — TO YX€ TOTHac
Ke CTaJIo JIOKbIo. « MBICIIb HM3peueHHas ecTh JJoXkb». (XXIII, 326.)

A BrpoueM, ¢ Apyroi CTOpOHHI, ecad 6 MHOIHMe M3 H3BCCTHEMILMX
ocTpoymueB, BoabTep Hampumep, BMECTO HAacMelIEK, HaMEKOB,
II0JTyCJIOB M HEAOMOJIBOK, BAPYT PEIUMJIMCh OBl BEICKa3aTh BCE, ueMy
OHM BepAT, NMokaszaju OBl BCIO CBOIO MOAKJIAAKY pa3oM, CYHHOCTb
CBOIO, — TO, IOBEPbTE, U AECATON AoJm npexHero 3ddekTa He CTAXKAIN
Gb1. Majio TOro: Haa HMMH OBl TOJILKO NOCMessiuCh. Jla yesoBek M
BOOOIIE KaK-TO He JIFOOMT HH B YeM INOCJIEQHErO CJIOBa, «HU3PEdYeHHOMN»
MBICJIH, TOBOPHT, YTO «MBICJIb M3peYeHHas eCTh JIOXkb»., (XXIX/i, 102.)

These statements would seem to indicate that Dostoevskii had come to the
conclusion that to preserve the truth of an idea, its expression should remain
open-ended or unfinalised. When the reader looks at his fiction, there is much
evidence that he tried to avoid finalisation as much as possible. This attitude
towards the expression of ideas is reminiscent of apophatic theology, which 1
discussed in the previous chapter. Bakhtin has written extensively on

unfinalisability in Dostoevskii:!” it suffices here to present a few examples to

illustrate my argument,.
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The narrator of Idiot is widely agreed to be one of the most unreliable and
reticent of Dostoevskii’s narrators. There are many events to which the narrator
is not party and about which he is unable to comment, most notably the six
months that elapse between Part I and Part II. The reader is left in the position of
frustration that the already remarkable but mysterious character of Myshkin is in
no way illuminated by the view of the narrator. However, if we consider
Dostoevskii’s thoughts about the expression of an idea, it is possible to argue that
he was right to choose a narrator who is only partially informed. The notebooks
to Idiot present several drafts of the character of Prince Myshkin, and, strangely,
they seem to become less concrete as the plans progress. Once Dostoevskii
discarded the idea of a great sinner who was to be redeemed, and decided to
begin with the positively beautiful man, Myshkin appears to recede into the mist.
An entry for 10™ March 1868 shows that Dostoevskii was still intending to make
Myshkin more easily open to interpretation: ‘I'n1aBHas uepra B XapakTepe
KHa34: 3a0MTOCTh, MCIIYTRHHOCTb, NPUHHMKEHHOCTb, cmupenue’ (1X, 218).
However, the following day he appears to have had doubts: ‘He BecTu am smuo
KHs34 no écemy pomany 3arajilodHo, U3pelka omnpeaesisis NoApoGHOCTAMMU
(baHTacTH4HEE M BONMPOCHTEJNIbHEE, BO30YkAas JMOGONBITCTBO), M BAPYT
pa3bACHUTH JMIO ero B koHue’ (IX, 220). A month later, he rejected the
concept of a final revelation of the Prince’s nature: ‘A He BricTaBuThL ;M KHs34
6ecnpepriBabIM churkcoM? (IX, 242). Finally, at around the same point in the
novel’s development as the precision of the idea ‘Prince Christ’, Dostoevskii
decides: ‘Kua3b cpunkcom. ChunkcoM. CaM oTKphIBaeTcs, Ge3 ob6vacHenuti
om asmopa, xpoMe pa3Be nepBoii ryiaBul’ (IX, 248, italics added). So it is
through a progressive paring down of material from the notebooks, and
effectuated by narratorial ignorance among other techniques, that Dostoevskii
ensures the unfinalisability of Myshkin.

The most successful way in which Dostoevskii tackles the problem of
expression of truth is, in my view, with Alesha Karamazov. In contrast to Ivan,
who, like his younger brother, is taciturn by nature, Alesha does not speak out on
the subject of his personal ideas, except in his speech at the stone, which I have
already shown to be more of a celebration of a common feeling. Ivan gives his

account of his rebellion, together with his Legend of the Grand Inquisitor, which
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the reader witnesses as if at first hand, the narrator-chronicler fading into the
background at this point. Alesha, on the other hand, like Sonia, has no answer to
Ivan’s argument, but finds recourse to the word of another — Zosima’s sermons.
These, however, are not read by him in the real time of the novel, but inserted in
the form of a manuscript by the narrator, whose presence is clearly signalled
here. This fourth-hand presentation of a set of values leaves both Alesha and
indeed Zosima as more unfinalised characters than Ivan. Ivan breaks his usual
silence in order to pronounce what, at that time, he doubtless imagines to be his
final word. Conversely, by couching the discourse of Alesha / Zosima in several
layers of transmission, Dostoevskii successfully removes as much of the
‘utteredness’ (to coin a phrase) as possible, in order to distance himself from the
problem identified by Tiutchev. Or, to put it as Robert Belknap has said, ‘At two
removes, the extraneous data drops out, and only what is universal and essential
is left.’'® Leatherbarrow disagrees; he argues, ‘These various narrative “layers”
allow Dostoyevsky the opportunity to slip away unnoticed from the scene of that
most heinous of the novelist’s crimes — direct and overt moral idealism and
didacticism.’'® This is not the case. The possibility of moral didacticism is
dissipated by the unfinalised nature of the text, because of its avoidance of
monologism. Didacticism is very much the product of one voice, it is an uttered
thought. A message shaped and affirmed by the voices of many different
narrators, idealistic though it may be, has the power of a still small voice in a
whirlwind.

The sermons of Zosima solve the puzzle set by Tiutchev in an additional
way that also has resonances in Slavophile thought. It may be remembered that
according to Khomiakov’s theory of Iranian and Kushite cultures, Iranian art was
based on the aestheticised word, such as poetry and song, and because of its
moral-spiritual content it was part of an organic whole with the life of its people.
Zosima’s sermons are also presented in the form of aestheticised word: they can
be categorised as hagiography. Hagiography may be described as the record of
the life of a saint retold for the spiritual benefit of its audience and in order to
consecrate the memory of the saint. It shares many characteristics with the icon
as a form of art, in that a Life must transfigure its subject and its audience by

aesthetic and spiritual beauty. Kristin Eikeland, writing on the hagiographic
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nature of Zosima’s sermons, speaks of the stylised tones of the Life of Zosima as
presented by Alesha. She identifies Dostoevskii’s hagiographic discourse as skaz,
‘an artistic blend of traditional Orthodox elements and the didactic narrative style
of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century edificatory literature’.?® Moreover, she
asserts that the narrative mode of the sixth chapter of Brat'ia Karamazovy does
not represent, as Hackel has argued, ‘Dostoevsky seeking to absolve himself
from at least some of the responsibility for his elder’s teaching’,?' but is in fact a
skilful play on ‘the vast register of the rhetorical and poetic potential of the
hagiographic discourse.” Thus, the register of hagiography is able to preserve
truth because it is a moral-aesthetic utterance, and so Tiutchev’s conundrum is

broken.

Dostoevskii firmly believed that for art to fulfil its iconic role, it had to be
free. His emphasis on freedom for art is in line with Slavophile teachings on
freedom. At the same time, both Dostoevskii and the Slavophiles also rejected
the notion of art for art’s sake. Kurilov and Meshcheriakov assert: ‘Bce Ge3
MCKJIIOYEHHS CJaBIHO(UIKI OTBEpralOT TBOPYECTBO pald TBOPYECTBaA,
MCKYCCTBO pald MCKYCCTBA; OHH BCELEJIO 33 MCKYCCTBO aKTHBHOE,
noJjie3Hoe, JEHCTBEHHOE, OCMBICIICHHOE, BOOJYIIEBJACHHOE HACaJIOM
HapoHoit xusnn.’>> However, the issue of freedom specifically with regard to
art is in my opinion more overt in Dostoevskii’s writings. In many of his journal
articles, ‘Gospodin —bov’ being the most prominent, he attacked the calls of the
utilitarians for the imposition of a ‘contemporary’ tendency on art, in order to
make it more useful to society. Dostoevskii countered that external prescriptions
and contrived laws for art would affect the creativity of the artist and so damage
the natural organic beauty of the work of art. This in turn would sabotage the
message of the work of art and render it useless. (A parallel may be seen here
between Dostoevskii’s earlier refusal to renounce the spiritually beautiful person
of Christ despite Belinskii’s exhortations to view the Saviour as an ordinary
human who would have bowed to modern science and socialism, as I mentioned
in my first chapter.) In his attack on external laws for art, and his defence of
freedom in art, Dostoevskii shares with the Slavophiles an insight which is
deeply Romantic. His rejection of tendency has echoes of Khomiakov’s rejection

of Kushitism; this can clearly be seen in the following passage: ‘Bcg e
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BEITpeGOBaHHOE, BCE BBHIMYYEHHOE CIIOKOH BEKy [O HAllMX BpeMeH He
yIaBaJIoCb ¥ BMECTO NOJIL3BI NPUHOCHIIO OJUH ToJbko Bpen’ (XVIII, 77).
His advocacy of freedom of creativity is imbued with Slavophile sel'nost’ in that
he presents creativity as an inherent, organic attribute of human nature,
inseparable from man, that must be left to develop freely in order that it remain
true and beneficial to humanity. Man craves the ideal of the Madonna and seeks
it through free, organic creative art; the ideal cannot be realised if the organic
nature of creativity is stifled by the loss of freedom. Dostoevskii assures us:
‘Uneasm XpacoThl, HOPMAJILHOCTH Y 3J0pPOBOr0 OOINECTBA HE MOXET
NOrHOHYTh; H IOTOMY OCTaBbTE HCKYCCTBO Ha CBOeil JOpore M JOBEpLTECH
TOMY, 4TO OHO C Hee He cobberca’ (XVIII, 102). What is more, art should be
free not only in the sense of being unhampered by tendency or socio-political
dictates. It should be free in the sense of not being closed or finalised — it should
not be monologic, to use Bakhtin’s terms. Murav writes that an icon should be ‘a
model, not a law, something whose meaning cannot be exhausted in advance but
must be continually interpreted, something that points the way but never fully
discloses itself.’?* If art is to be iconic, it should be a continuous source of
inspiration; rather than provide an answer or a prescription, art should interact
with man to enable him to strive toward the ideal, unattainable in this life, and to
achieve this it must be unfinalised.

In opposition to the ideal of the Madonna stands the negative pole of
Dostoevskii’s aesthetic: the ideal of Sodom. Jackson explains that this is an
unhealthy, false beauty, to which man in a state of moral turpitude may also be
attracted. Dmitrii Karamazov may refer to it as beauty, as an ideal, thus
conferring ambiguities on those terms, but Jackson demonstrates that in fact, for
Dostoevskii, it is not beauty which is problematic, but man whose aesthetic sense
becomes blunt when his moral standards fall” In the same way that we see
characteristics similar to the Slavophiles’ positive aesthetic theories in the ideal
of the Madonna, so we find attributes akin to Kushitism and Western ideologies
in the ideal of Sodom. In addition, just as the primary notion inherent in the ideal
of the Madonna is obraz, that of the ideal of Sodom is bezobrazie. Literally
‘formlessness’, bezobrazie also has connotations of monstrosity and disgrace.

Something that is formless has come apart, or was never whole, and thus
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bezobrazie stands for disintegration and non-integration: of the individual, of
society, of man with nature. When one’s moral sense becomes dissociated from
one’s other faculties or from the repository of communally held beliefs, a state
deplored by Khomiakov and Kireevskii, one becomes liable to perceive beauty in
evil

Bezobrazie lacks tsel'nost'; in art this can lead to a lack of form, or a lack
of truth. The result is fragmented art. Dostoevskii discusses both these cases in
his work. In ‘Gospodin —bov’ he takes the example of Marko-Vovchok’s story
Masha, and argues that her poor artistic craftsmanship obscures her worthy point
of view on serfdom, rendering it absurd and unconvincing (XVIII, 93).
Dostoevskii believed that art is the best teacher, and without aesthetic
appreciation, a work cannot reveal its hidden truth. However, artistic talent alone
is not enough to imbue art with the ideal of the Madonna. In ‘Vystavka v
Akademii khudozhestv za 1860-61 god’, Dostoevskii considers a painting by
Klodt which depicts a girl dying of tuberculosis (XIX, 167). Dostoevskii is
fascinated with this picture because he finds it a well formed, remarkable piece
of craftsmanship. But the painting has portrayed only surface reality: it depicts
the grim physical realities of impending death and no more, no suggestion that
death may be experienced on the spiritual plane. For this reason, although the
painting is irreproachably executed, Dostoevskii considers that it lacks beauty:
the absence of tsel’nost’ means that it has no inner, transfiguring beauty so as to
reveal the truth. Kireevskii’s comment on the ‘fancifulness and dissociation’ of
Western art comes to mind. Indeed, when an artistic work is grounded only in
superficial realism, it may even become monstrous. Such is the case of Holbein’s
painting ‘Christ in the Tomb’, which so horrifies Ippolit Terent'ev and fascinated
Dostoevskii himself. Ippolit’s description of the desecrated form of Christ the
man brings home the full force of the painting’s bezobrazie: ‘Ha xaptune 310
JIMLO CTpAalIHO Pa30HTO ylapamu, BCIyXILEe, CO CTPALUHBLIMH, BCIYXLIHMH
M OKDOBAaBJICHHBIMH CHHAKAMH, TI/la3da OTKPBITBI, 3PaykM CKOCHJIHCH;
Gonplune, OTKPHITHIE OelkM rja3 OJeLIyT KaKHM-TO MEpPTBEHHEIM,

cTeKJISHHBIM oTOJsieckoM’ (VIII, 339).

A fragmented work of art loses its moral content; a work which cannot

transfigure superficial reality cannot transfigure its audience. Without moral
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beauty, man has nothing to strive for. This leaves open the possibility of
increasing concern with immediacy, from which arises sensuality. Caryl
Emerson considers the danger of sensuality as shown in Dostoevskii’s work as
‘the blackout that sensuality imposes on the future, its impatient and trivialising
demand that everything essential be squeezed into the present.’”® Such is the
nature of the ennui of Svidrigailov and Stavrogin. In this moral vacuum, man is
in a state of fragmentation and his aesthetic sense may no longer lead him to the
ideal of the Madonna, but instead to perceive beauty in evil. In other words, he
has lost the ability to ‘look’. Thus Ivan Karamazov comments on the ‘artistic’
cruelty of the Turks in Bulgaria, and his tormented brother agonises over his
ability to see beauty in Sodom. In ‘Otvet Russkomu vestniku’ Dostoevskii
provides a detailed analysis of the sensualism which overtook the regime of
Cleopatra, as depicted in Pushkin’s ‘Egyptian Nights’; his account displays all
the characteristics of a typical Khomiakovian Kushite society: mute subjects, the
absence of independent thought and faith, submission to the brute forces of
necessity, a fixation on the body, bloodlust and human sacrifice (XIX, 135-6). It
is striking that Egypt was for Khomiakov a prime example of the workings of the
Kushite principle. This passage functions as the antithesis to the Ridiculous

Man’s dream world in Dostoevskii’s moral-aesthetic universe.

Just as the ideal of the Madonna can only thrive in an atmosphere of
freedom, so the ideal of Sodom grows from the restriction of freedom. The
demands of social or political tendency, as advocated by the utilitarians, stifle
creativity and art becomes a function of necessity, subject to external law.
Without spontaneous organic creativity, art is not whole, nor is it living:
tendency objectifies art, so that it becomes a dead thing, rather like the graven
images worshipped by the Kushites, and man cannot enter into communion with
it. Both Dostoevskii and Khomiakov, it may be remembered, believed in art as an
expression of the ideals of the people; art is therefore an integral part both of its
individual creator and of humanity as a whole. For art to be detached from man is
to dehumanise him, and he too is reified, the divine image in him deformed. Thus
a restriction of freedom in art leads to bezobrazie. Dostoevskii’s words in

‘Gospodin —bov’ illustrate the harm done to man by the imposition of an alien
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tendency. The suggestion that an artist forced to write according to prescription
is not himself is quite plain in its implication:
Henp3g ke Tak oOCTpUYb YeJIOBEK3a, 4YTO BOT, OeCKaTb, 3TO TBOA
HOTPeOHOCTh, Tak BOT HET XK€, HE X04Yy, XKHBH Tak, a He 3Tak! [..] HO
JIeCIIOTH3M Halled KpHTHKH NPOMAET; CTaHYT MUCaTh MO OXOTe, OyayT

fosiee camMu Mo cede M, MOXET OBITb, U B OOJHYMTESILHOM pojJe
HanUIIyT 4TO-HUOYAb npexpacHoe. (XVIII, 99, 100.)

Many of Dostoevskii’s views on art, beauty and creativity are coloured by
his own experience as a writer. All his life he struggled to bring into his work as
much of the ideal of the Madonna as was within his abilities. He conceived of the
creative process as being driven by two forces: that of the poet, who brings forth
the idea of a work of art, and that of the artist, whose role is to a greater or lesser
degree to devise the form which would express the idea. With regard to his own
work, Dostoevskii had great faith in the poetic ideas of his works and would
always defend them on that score, but he had less confidence in his innate ability
to incarnate those ideas artistically. In his notebooks to Podrostok are frequent
exhortations to find the right form for his novel: ‘®opma! ®opma! Ilpocroii
paccka3 a la ITymxun!” (16, 122). He envied the gentry writers Turgenev and
Goncharov their leisure to revise and polish their works endlessly, and bemoaned
the pressures of financial hardship or ill-health which dictated his own writing
schedule. In the final analysis it is generally maintained that his artistic works are
not an embodiment of that perfect, harmonious form he held as an ideal, but have
a dynamic form of tension between contrasting forces.?” I would like to consider
the issue of the form of Dostoevskii’s fiction in the light of my proposal of
similarities with the Slavophile aesthetic. For having demonstrated that in
Dostoevskii’s aesthetic theory there are strong elements of Slavophilism, it
remains to evaluate the way he put those ideas into practice. To what extent is
there a discrepancy between Dostoevskii’s notions of obraz and bezobrazie, and

the artistic form in which he expressed those notions?

In order to answer this question, I would like to turn to the critic and
symbolist poet Viacheslav Ivanov, who in my view sums up the matter most
succinctly. He writes: ‘[Dostoevskii’s] work is the most striking example we
know of the identity of form and content — in so far as by content we mean the

original intuitive perception of life, and by form the means of transmuting this by
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art into the flesh and blood of a new world of living entities.”?® Ivanov uses
terminology that has noticeably Slavophile overtones. He emphasises the non-
analytical approach in Dostoevskii’s apprehension of reality, and he underlines
the organic, holistic nature of his writing.?’ He also makes it clear that form
according to Dostoevskii’s aesthetic need not mean Homeric classical measure
and harmony. Form according to the ideal of the Madonna means obraz: the
unity of moral, spiritual and aesthetic elements with the power to transfigure. So
it is according to these terms that I judge the form of Dostoevskii’s works.
Dostoevskii perceives life in all its diversity and through the transfiguring touch
of his artistry he creates a world that is fresh, emergent and authentic. His works
represent the cutting edge of creativity. They encompass the breadth of the
Russian nature which so troubled Dmitrii Karamazov, a breadth with enables
man to entertain both the ideal of the Madonna and the ideal of Sodom. Catteau
comments on the uniqueness of Dostoevskii’s artistry:
Why should simplicity be preferable to complexity, if genius is more inclined
to express the increasing complexity of modern life? How can we blame an
author for introducing too many characters, if the future is with the crowd and
the city? Why is the interweaving of ten or twenty subjects a fault if the writer
is trying to penetrate the texture of motives which are naturally entwined?
Why celebrate the artistic perfection of the monophonic novel when

Dostoyevsky, an innovative and original %enius, was constructing the
polyphonic novel with its infinite possibilities?’

Dostoevskii’s artistic world is one of accidental families and underground
men, fragmented, suffering individuals, holy fools existing alongside nihilist
monsters, above all one of a reality that ‘strives toward fragmentation.” In
depicting the most contemporary reality, or the news, as it were, just breaking,
Dostoevskii employs a form that is equally vital and new, but at the same time,
because of its transfiguring power, the form is not tied to his century: it
transcends time and will always have relevance. Just like Arkadii Dolgorukii, he
is obliged to guess, at the risk of making mistakes, but in his guessing,
Dostoevskii makes a leap of faith: somewhere in the morass of bezobrazie into
which the inhabitants of his world are disintegrating, lies a fervent hope in the
Russian people. Dostoevskii wished to depict contemporary life, but also to seek
the existence or resurgence of a moral strand in the new way of life. Just as the
measured form of Pushkin and Shakespeare is not Dostoevskii’s form, so the

disorder he saw around him, which may have been his subject matter, is not the
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poetic idea of his works. He hoped it was not the symptom of deep-rooted
bezobrazie; through the transfiguring power of his art maybe it was possible to
find and nurture the germ of true Russian spirituality. In Dnevnik pisatelia

Dostoevskii exhorts us:
Her, cyanTte Ham HapoJ He II0 TOMY, Y€M OH €CThb, a IO TOMY, YeM
*eJ1ast Obl CTaTh. A Hjealbl €ro CUJILHBI M CBATHI, H OHH-TO M CIIACIH
ero B BeKa MYyYeHHH; OHH CPOCJMCH C JYIUOH €ro MCKOHH H Harpaauu
€€ HaBeKH NPOCTOIYLIMEM H 9€CTHOCTBIO, HCKPEHHOCTHIO U IIMPOKHM
BCEOTKPHITBIM YMOM, M BCE 3TO B CaMOM NpPHBJIEKAaTeJLHOM
rapMOHUYECKOM COCAMHEHMM. A €CIIM NPUTOM M TaK MHOTO IpS3H, TO
pycckuii 4eJIoBEK H TOCKYeT OT Hee Bcero GoJiee caM, M BEPHUT, YTO [...]

KOHYHTCH ThMa M 4YTO HENPEMEHHO BOCCHUAET KOIAa-HHOYAL BeuHHIif
cBeT. (XXII, 43.)

Here Dostoevskii highlights those qualities in the Russian people which also
motivate his artistic style: the Russians are a people of potential, of becoming, in
whom the ideal of the Madonna certainly exists, and in whom, in spite of their
bezobrazie, there is harmony and unity. Dostoevskii, poet of the darkness, shapes
his creation with a hope in the light. The freedom of his art, his refusal to write to
the historical prescriptions of a Goncharov or a Turgenev, allow for his works to
be living, organic, forward looking. The becoming of his form is consonant with
his poetic idea: Dostoevskii’s works show an essential, Slavophile tsel'nost’. The
paradox lies in the fact that this harmonious wholeness is not fully integrated
with ideal beauty, as one might expect from the arguments I have laid out above.
What is still more interesting, is that Dostoevskii’s approach to art resolves a
double standard in Slavophile attitudes to art, observed by Kurilov:
CnaBaHodunbl  XOTelM, 4YTOOBI  MCKYCCTBO  M3o0paxano  He
JIeHCTBUTENILHYIO XXH3Hb HApOJa, CUMTAs €€ «HEeNpaBaoii», HCKaXKEHHEM
NOJUTMHHO PYCCKOM XM3HH, a TaKylo, KoTopas oTBeyasia Ohl HX Mjealy.
[...] TIpunaMas ¥ o00pAs H300paxenne OTPULATENILHLIX CTOPOH B
%U3HU «00pa3oBaHHOrO KJacca», OHH B TO XKE BPEMsS HHKOMY He
NpolIaJA NMOACOHOr0 KPHTHYECKOTO OTHOIIEHMS K XH3HH INPOCTOro

HapoJa U «OTPULATEIbHOro» XyJI0XKECTBEHHOTO H300paXKeHUs JePEBHH,
KpecTbsHCKOro GniTa.”

Dostoevskii succeeded in preserving the ideal of the redemptive qualities of the
Russian people, whilst at the same time portraying the reality of his
contemporary life, and all through concentrating on aesthetic standpoints found
in Slavophile thought. Once again, it appears that the writer was more
‘slavophile’ than the adherents to that movement themselves.
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The ideal of the Madonna is present in Dostoevskii’s works as we have
seen, as the highest form toward which he maintained art should strive, and as
the moral-aesthetic goal that motivates his positive characters and transforms
them in occasional, brief moments of ecstasy. That Dostoevskii’s art does not
have the measured, classical form he so admired in Homer and Pushkin is not the
question. The icon that is Dostoevskii’s oeuvre portrays a disfigured subject, and
yet it still retains its transfiguring power thanks to its Slavophile organic
wholeness, its living form and its sense of hope. As an artist, Dostoevskii is not
unlike his Ridiculous Man, whose ideal dream world became corrupted, but who
loved it all the more for its fall, and who with that poignant, burning vision in his
heart, looks amid the bezobrazie toward the future, proclaiming: ‘U moitny! U
noiiay!” (XXV, 119).
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3.3: Examples of Slavophile writing in Dostoevskii’s oeuvre.

I have by now made it clear that when examining the form of
Dostoevskii’s writing, the reader must concentrate on form as a moral-aesthetic
all-pervading design. The writer may not have realised it himself — indeed his
letters and notebooks suggest that he did not — but in fact he had created the ideal
form for his poetic ideas: his pronouncements on art and the evidence in his
works testify to this fact. From the arguments I have laid out above, it is
therefore possible to posit the existence of an artistic form, centred on the ideal
of the Madonna, which I would like to call ‘Iranian art’. This is art that is an
obraz, whole, iconic, transfiguring both reality and the appreciator of art to
reveal a higher truth, and free from external coercion. Harmony or simplicity of
form become secondary issues. It now remains to ask how frequently and how
successfully Dostoevskii realised Iranian principles in his art. To some extent this
question has already been answered in the preceding chapter, through my
examination of Kushite and Iranian themes in his fiction. But as I stated earlier,
the ideal of the Madonna in art requires that there is a unity between the idea and
the form of a work. Therefore it is necessary to judge the form of Dostoevskii’s
writings according to the criteria of ‘Iranian art’. However, to examine every
work would be a Herculean labour beyond the scope of this study, and so I intend
to focus on a few selected works in which the salient points of the ‘Iranian art’
category are most clearly discernible. One way to achieve this is to look in these
works at the writer’s use of a variety of experiments in or combinations of
different genres, narrative techniques and formal structures. This then, shall be

my next subject for study.

I shall consider three works of non-fiction, and only one fictional work;
this is not, as it may seem, an emphasis on the non-fiction over the fiction, and it
should not be inferred that I consider the form of the non-fiction to be more
important. Rather, the study of Dostoevskii’s works according to the criteria of
‘Iranian art’ means that both fiction and non-fiction may be judged as works of
art; so I have simply selected the works which, in my opinion, best illustrate the
principles of ‘Iranian art’. Therefore the distinction between fiction and non-
fiction (which often in the critical literature is used as grounds to devote less

attention to the latter) becomes unimportant. The concept of ‘Iranian art’,
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suitably all-embracing rather than selective, enables the significance they
deserve, in my view, to be ascribed to the major non-fictional works. The key
works Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, Zimnie zametki o letnikh vpechatleniiakh and
Dnevnik pisatelia are of note in that they are of indeterminate genre; the former
is widely accepted to portray experiences very similar to Dostoevskii’s own, and
yet it is not autobiography; the latter two cannot really be categorised as
journalism in the same way as Dostoevskii’s non-fiction articles for Vremia and
Epokha because of their distinct artistic structure. (This is not to say that when
Dostoevskii wrote articles for journals he did not do so artistically; however, the
works mentioned above convey to the reader a sense of the importance of the
chosen form and artistic purpose.) I would argue that precisely because of the
uniqueness of genre of these works, they may be read as Iranian texts, in which
the ideal of the Madonna provides a unity for material depicting often shocking

scenes of obosoblenie.

In my first chapter I argued how in Siberia Dostoevskii saw convicts
struggling to preserve their obraz under conditions of great moral and social
bezobrazie, and how this sight helped him to reshape his view both of the
Russian common people and of humanity in general. In Zapiski iz mertvogo
doma Dostoevskii uses the artistic medium of writing to demonstrate that
process. This piece of prose is like no other in his oeuvre, and it is this very
originality that is its strength and the locus of its importance. To begin with, its
genre is uncertain. Based so closely on autobiography, one hesitates to call it a
novel, yet the deliberate use of fictional narrators distances the work enough
from the real life of the author for it to be neither a memoir. Secondly, it is
widely agreed that the tone of the work is very different from that of the majority
of Dostoevskii’s fiction, being as it is controlled, measured, to the point of being
oddly impersonal at times. Gone is Dostoevskii’s usual passionate prolixity, his
tendency to melodrama. Indeed it seems ironic, that when Dostoevskii depicts
scenes of barbarity and cruelty to rival the horror stories of Ivan Karamazov,
scenes very similar to those that he witnessed first hand, he should find his
greatest level of control and elegance. Clearly the classical proportion he
idealised was not so beyond him after all. Thirdly, the text makes use of several

narrators; the first is the anonymous first person narrator who introduces the text;
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the second is Gorianchikov, the convict narrator of the story proper, and then
there are a number of other convict narrators, including most notably the narrator
of the horrifying tale ‘Akulkin muzh’, embedded in the text as an overheard
reminiscence. However, despite this cocooning in fiction, the text is transparent
enough for Dostoevskii’s contemporary readers to be aware that he was
essentially relating his own experiences. Let us consider the reasons for

Dostoevskii’s choice of form and narration for his story.

Obviously to remember such a painful experience was difficult for the
author. His private reticence, broken only by one letter to his brother, testifies to
this fact. Therefore it must have been quite a task for him to share it with the
public. What was his motivation for doing so? To make the public aware of the
harsh conditions of prison life — to be sure; but Dostoevskii had a higher purpose
for his work: he wanted to restore the image of the people he had come to
understand as ‘caMbIif JapOBHTHIi, CaMBIil CHJIBHEIR HApOJ M3 BCero Hapojaa
namero’ (IV, 231). But the question for him was how to achieve this purpose;
for surely in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma the appalling, upsetting subject matter is
the epitome of disorder. The question facing Dostoevskii was that posed by
Ippolit Terent'ev: how to present in an artistic picture that which has no form. To
put it another way, he had to know how to look at his subject and perceive the
inner truth under the terrible surface reality. Jackson raises this question in his
discussion of Zapiski iz mertvogo doma; he points out that the central concern for
Dostoevskii was to present his material ‘not only with ruthless honesty but as a
poet with an ideal’, and that the choice of artistic form was crucial.’? Dostoevskii
had the option of writing a memoir with himself as the central figure, but as his
letter to Mikhail demonstrates, his personal experience was one of insult and
bitterness. A fictionalised form was necessary to separate his painful private
memories from his deeper spiritual understanding. This is where not only the

narrator Gorianchikov comes in, but also the fictional editor-narrator.

On one level, Dostoevskii stepped back from his experiences by giving
them to someone else: Gorianchikov, a nobleman like him, ostensibly the
perpetrator of a crime of passion, but who evidently undergoes the experience of
a political prisoner. However, it was still possible that the memoirs of ‘someone

else’ would have a purely subjective slant and would not be able to present the
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wider picture of a people transfigured. Therefore the nameless editor, who has
not been a convict, is introduced. He is presented as a man of compassion, taking
an interest in the distrustful Gorianchikov, and a man of education, being able to
offer his acquaintance literary journals and books. This makes him a worthy
candidate for the task of editing Gorianchikov’s manuscript. As if to emphasise
to his readers the painful process of recalling his prison experience, Dostoevskii
has the original manuscript interspersed with another text, ‘kakMMu-TO
CTpaHHBIMM, YXKACHHIMH BOCIIOMHMHAHUAMM, HAOpOCAHHBLIMH HEPOBHO,
CYAOPOXHO, Kak OyATO Mo KaKOMY-TO NPUHYXACHHUIO [...] OHH NMHCaHH B
cymacmectBun’ (IV, 8). This opinion of the manuscript, given by the editor-
narrator, in addition to the general portrait of Gorianchikov as a fearful recluse, is
evidence of the profound disturbing psychological effect prison may have on a
person. So even the fictional Gorianchikov’s memoirs needed a degree of
selective processing by a more objective personality. No doubt critics of the
psychoanalytical school would find something to say about the creation of
successive narrators to maintain a distance from a distressing experience, but
without wishing to consider such implications, it is sufficient to say that this
technique allows Dostoevskii the possibility of focusing on a broader plane.
Jackson sums up the matter and asserts that the choice of narrator not only helped
the writer in his poetic task, but also healed a wound within him; writing Zapiski
iz mertvogo doma transfigured the artist as well as the subject:
But the use of an unknown narrator made it possible for [Dostoevskii] to
structure his experiences and impressions on the basis of his deepest insights.
He freed himself from the exacting and distracting demand of adhering to the
temporal and spiritual timetable of his own personal experiences. Removing
himself from the center of attention, Dostoevsky was able artistically to shape
himself. Above all, he sought to eliminate as far as possible the contradiction

that had clearly rended his own spirit: the contradiction between subjective
bias and objective insight, personal hatred and loving understanding [...].**

What is more, Gorianchikov is a pleasantly self-effacing narrator, who
devotes only a few pages of the whole work to his thoughts on his own situation
and misery, and instead concentrates on the stories, feelings and lives of his
fellow convicts. He weaves them into a wider context illustrating the importance
of work, or of church-going, or of looking after animals; this wider context raises
the question of man’s humanity and his spiritual unity with God’s creation. The

editor-narrator claims to find Gorianchikov’s notes ‘bessviaznoe’ (IV, 8), but
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there is a structural unity that ensures that what remains with the reader is not the
individual suffering of Gorianchikov or the specific cruelties and bestialities of
individual convicts, but the timeless theme of man’s struggle to retain his dignity,
his spirituality and his moral centre. The unity lies in several factors. Had
Dostoevskii chosen to write a straightforward, linear, day-by-day account of his
experiences, the result would not be an artistic picture. Therefore, whilst the
more specific chronology of ten years of imprisonment is disregarded, the text is
attached to the very broad chronological sequence of the pattern of seasons. This
is an organic pattern, and therefore significant in terms of Slavophile thought. It
brings to mind the secasonal implication of the famous epigraph to Brat'ia
Karamazovy concerning the life cycle of the corn of wheat. The image of the
death and resurrection of the wheat also relates to another thematic structure that
runs parallel to the seasonal chronology, this being the notion of spiritual death
and resurrection, as Jackson concurs: ‘The continual cycle of death and
resurrection [...] expresses the tragic optimism of House of the Dead, its triumph
over the finite.” Gorianchikov enters the prison in December, where the promise
of rebirth appears briefly during the Christmas festivities. The text then moves
into the atmosphere of sickness and death with the hospital chapters, where
physical infirmity is a metaphor for spiritual sickness; its darkest point is reached
in ‘Akul'kin muzh’. After this, however, follows Easter with its associations of
redemption, the summer with increased optimism, less bleak chapters about
animals and friends, and finally freedom, again at the start of winter. Moreover,
the story ‘Muzhik Marei’ from Dnevnik pisatelia adds emphasis to the
significance of the Orthodox feast of Easter at this point in the narrative. Jackson
has made a case for seeing Zapiski iz mertvogo doma in terms of a Dantesque set
of circles of hell, remarking particularly on the bath-house scene;** Vladimir
Zakharov has written on the symbolism of Easter and the Orthodox calendar in
Dostoevskii’s works.> It is not necessary to duplicate these studies; it is enough
to stress that the overall unity of Zapiski iz mertvogo doma is provided by both
organic and Christian structures, and that these reinforce spiritually the artistic

transfiguration of subjects, reader and author.

A few words must be said at this point about ‘Akul'kin muzh’. It is
significant that at the bleakest and most horrific point of the text, Gorianchikov,
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whose narrative, as I have said, acts as one layer in the transfiguration process,
abdicates the position of narrator. This layer of perspective is removed and the
story is left as a self-contained episode narrated by the convict Shishkov:
Gorianchikov offers no comment either before or after the story. It is located in
the realm of fever and delirious dreams experienced by Gorianchikov in the
hospital, and thus is strongly associated with sickness and abnormality.
Nevertheless, its situation on the fringe of dreams does not detract from its
terrifying veracity: the removal of Gorianchikov’s mediation only serves to
intensify it. The reader’s awareness of the large body of authenticity underlying
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma reminds one that whether or not there was a Shishkov
who had committed this crime, Dostoevskii undoubtedly heard many true stories
to rival its horror. It is a tale told without a flicker of remorse as the only spiritual
beauty in the story is snuffed out mercilessly. It is the epitome of all the bestial
degradation Dostoevskii witnessed in the common people, but without the gold
under the surface. Jackson notes that the style of ‘Akul'kin muzh’ is that of the
natural school, which Dostoevskii disliked.>® As a piece of literature, it has the
same effect as Holbein’s painting of the dead Christ: it presents only the surface
reality, the brutality of Shishkov and Morozov and the mental and physical
torture inflicted on the innocent Akulka. The reader can derive no enjoyment
from reading this chapter as there is no higher truth revealed here, only the
immediate truth of brutal peasant life. It could be described as Kushite art,
centring on physical passions and lust for blood, on the immediacy of sensual
debauchery and cruelty and the annihilation of all human obraz in the
stupefaction such debauchery produces. The repetition of verbs such as ‘beat’,
‘scream’, the use of the present tense and the reference to Akul'ka as a calf being

slaughtered help to achieve this effect:

Tpenan s ee, 6par, Tpenaj, yaca ABa Tpemnaj, AOKOJie caM C HOT He
csaymica [...]. Tosnosy-To eil 3arHyn Haszad na Kak THJIHCHY NO ropJy
HoXOM... OHa Kak 3aKpU4HT, KPOBb-TO KaK Opbi3HeT, 1 HOX Opocuin,
0o0XBaTHJI ee PYKaMH-TO Clepel, JieT Ha 3eMJIIO, OOHAJI ee M KpHYYy Haf
Helf, peBMa-peBy; H OHa KPHYMT, H s KPHYY; BCA TpENeClUeT, OLeTCs U3
PyK-TO, 2 KPOBB-TO Ha MEHf, KPOBb-TO — M Ha JIMIIO-TO M Ha PYKH Tak M
XJieleT, Tak u xJjewer. (1V, 170, 172.)

Why is this piece of Kushite art embedded in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma?

Akul'ka’s sacrifice seems futile, unatoned for by Shishkov’s imprisonment, as he
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is presented lacking all repentance or understanding of his crime. Why did
Dostoevskii let the tale stand in its naturalistic form, in a text that was intended to
restore the image of God to the narod? The answer is that ‘Akulkin muzh’ plays
a part within the drama of death and resurrection: Gorianchikov, the common
people symbolised by the convicts, and the reader, must pass through the depths
of bezobrazie in order to be reborn, as the corn of wheat must fall and die before
producing fruit. Only by the awareness of total inhumanity is it possible to hope
for heavenly communion with God and all his creation. Taken on its own
‘Akul’kin muzh’ cannot offer any hope of transfiguration, but integrated into the
whole of Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, its grim surface reality is transcended by the
overall Iranian power of the text. Situated just before Easter — and again here we
must remember the significance of ‘Muzhik Marei’, into whose heart,
Dostoevskii reminds us, we cannot see — the tale does not overcome the
resonance of the convicts’ sense of humility or identification with the crucified
robber (IV, 176-77). Jackson argues:

Yet [Akul'ka’s death] is a moment atoned for — and this is implicit in the

central position Dostoevsky gives ‘Akulka’s Husband’ in the overall work —

by the terrible suffering of the Russian people. [...] The incompleteness of

Shishkov’s truth is demonstrated by Goryanchikov’s deep and many-sided
exploration of the personality and life of the Russian peasant convict [...].>’

In addition, the Kushite nature of the tale provides a powerful artistic contrast to
the work as a whole; it makes all the more clear what art can achieve. As a work
of art in itself, ‘Akulkin muzh’ has no moral purpose, no power of
transfiguration, no inner truth. But Zapiski iz mertvogo doma as a work of art
depicts many acts of terrible barbarity and still retains its power to reveal the

truth about the narod.

Zapiski iz mertvogo doma therefore meets many of the criteria for the
category of ‘Iranian art’. It expresses Dostoevskii’s faith in man’s potential for
unity with God, and its moral purpose is to demonstrate this to his readers. Its
narrative structure elevates it away from the limited scope of the purely personal
into the timeless sphere of eternal truth about the human condition. It is a work
that is enduringly relevant beyond its subject of the nineteenth-century Siberian
prison camp. The beautiful truth about the inner dignity of the convicts gives

aesthetic enjoyment because it transcends the surface reality of harsh conditions
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and cruel behaviour. The form, with its unusual narration and its underlying
thematic and chronological unity, is at one with the poetic idea of resurrection
and restoration, so that the work has a pervasive tsel’nost’. Moreover, it acts as an
icon: its higher beauty transfigures its characters, the reader and even the author.
This is a work where the ideal of the Madonna triumphs unequivocally over the
ideal of Sodom, and where Dostoevskii demonstrates his grasp on the artistic as
well as the ideological plane of concepts that were also central to Slavophile

philosophy.

Let us now turn to Dostoevskii’s key journalistic writings, Zimnie zametki
o letnikh vpechatleniiakh and Dnevnik pisatelia. In my first chapter I showed
how these works express ideas that have close similarities with Slavophile
thought. Now I propose to consider them from the artistic point of view. I would
argue that to do so is a valid exercise, unlike Bakhtin, who located such works
outside the artistic context of Dostoevskii’s oeuvre.*® In both the aforementioned
works, Dostoevskii experimented with a mix of genres so as to present his ideas
in an artistic picture, in which other voices — be they genuine or of imagined
readers and critics — enter into a dialogue presenting many sides of an issue.
Bakhtin grants that in the journalistic works,
Ero maHepa pa3BHBaTh MBICJIb IIOBCIOAY OJHMHAaKOBAa: OH pa3BUBAacT €€
INAJIOTHYeCKH, HO HEe B CYXOM JIOTH4YeCKOM JIMajore, a nyTem
COIMOCTABJICHHA LEJIbHBIX IITyOOKO MHAMBMIYATH3HPOBAHHBIX TOJIOCOB.
Jlaxe B CBOMX IOJIEMHYECKHX CTAThAX OH, B CYLIHOCTH, He yOexaaeT, a
OpraHU3YeT roJjioca, ConpsraeT CMBICIOBEIE YCTAHOBKH, B GOJILIIMHCTBE
cydaes B GopMe HekoToporo BooOpaxaeMoro auasora. [...] On nurae
He JoKa3blBaeT CBOMX IIOJIOXKEHHHA HAa MaTepHase ApPYIMX OTBJICHEHHBIX

MoJToXKeHUui, He CoYeTaeT MbICJEH IO NpeAMETHOMY NPHHUMIY, HO
COMOCTABJIAET YCTAaHOBKH M CPeM HUX CTPOUT CBOIO YCTaHOBKY."

However, he does not acknowledge these characteristics as contributing towards
the artistic structure of the journalistic texts. To my mind this is an error, and in
my opinion the structure of these works displays an artistic design imbued with
Iranian principles.

Zimnie zametki is ostensibly a work of travel literature, but from the
outset Dostoevskii makes it clear that his intention is not to describe the
geographical interest of the places he has visited. Already responding to the
imaginary voice of his readers, he proposes to abandon the guide-book style of
presenting information (by which we may infer point-by-point cataloguing of
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material) and to give only his sincere personal impressions (V, 49). At this point
in the text it can be seen that Dostoevskii had given thought to the question of
how to look at his subject, Europe. If one reads between the playful lines of the
first chapter, one can see that Zimnie zametki will present a picture of emotional,
and indeed spiritual, content:
ITycTh He pasrisXy HUYero NoApoOHO, — yMall i, — 3aTo 1 BCE BUeJ,
Be3Je NOOLIBAJ; 3aTO M3 BCEro BUIACHHOTO COCTaBUTCH 4TO-HMOYIb
yeaoe, kakag-HHOynp oOmas naHopamMa. Bcd «cTpana CBATBHIX uymec»
NpeACTABUTCA MHE pa3soM, C NTHYLEro NoJieTa, Kak 3eMJid oOeToBaHHas

¢ ropsl B nepcrektBe. OAHUM CJIOBOM, MNOJIYYMTCS KaKoe-HUOyIb
HOBOE, YyOHoe, CWIbHOe BrevyaTieHue. (V, 46-47, italics added.)

I have emphasised the words ‘whole’ and ‘wondrous’ here to show Dostoevskii’s
intent to create an artistic picture that will have an impact on the spirit. His
choice of quotation from Khomiakov has the effect of pointing to the spiritual
perspective he will take on Europe. In addition, his readers would recognise this
quotation and would be aware of its ironic context in Khomiakov’s poem; the
irony is thereby transferred into Dostoevskii’s piece so that the reader knows that
this is to be a lament over the spiritual decline of Europe. Dostoevskii then goes
on to parade his ‘inadequacy’ as a travel writer, by showing how the vagaries of
his mood and health determine his interpretation of a place’s physical attractions.
In this way he alerts us to his moral purpose of discussing the spiritual state of
Europe and its implications for Russia, and to his artistic plan to present a whole

picture, in which the voices of other authors as well as his readers and critics will

feature.

Zimnie zametki describes the dissociation and fragmentation into which
Europe has fallen, and depicts both the brutal, debauched life of the London
proletariat and the moral bankruptcy of the Parisian bourgeoisie in powerful
terms. However, unlike in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, Dostoevskii’s aim is not to
restore the image of a fallen people, but to lament the decay of Europe as he saw
it, and to warn his own country of the dangers inherent in the European way of
life. Therefore, although there is a moral purpose to the creation of Zimnie
zametki, the artistry shaping it is not there to transfigure its subject. This is
evident in that its artistic dominant is parody: the genre of travel writing is
parodied in many ways, including the use of obscure or ironic chapter titles, the

author’s deliberate digressions away from his promised topic and his frequent
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protestations of being ill-equipped for his task. Gary Saul Morson writes of the
piece: ‘The Remarks may be taken to imply the inappropriateness of the chatty
feuilleton and of sentimental and confessional types of travel literature in an age
of apocalyptic disintegration; the work may, in other words, be read as a sombre
parody of what it initially announces itself to be.”*® Transfiguration calls for the
perception of inner beauty or truth and a commitment of faith; these elements are
largely lacking from Zimnie zametki, except in the passage where Dostoevskii
puts forward his idea of true brotherhood. Nevertheless, Zimnie zametki may also
be seen as an artistic triumph over the problems it identifies in Western Europe,
and this is due to the presence of factors of the ‘Iranian art’ category in its

structure.

The artistic design of Zimnie zametki embodies the Iranian principle of
freedom in its structure. This is achieved in several ways. Firstly there is the
freedom of genre. The work as a whole occupies a place where the boundaries of
autobiography, travel literature, feuilleton and prose drama blur into each other,
and this is in part down to the polyphony of voices inserted into the text. These
voices may be imagined readers or critics; the voices of other authors in the form
of quotations, of which there are many used both to serious and ironic effect;
retold dialogues and plays. In using so many free voices in the artistic structure,
Dostoevskii makes a moral point about plurality: the artistry works as a
counterpoint to the theme of external imposition of order in Western society and
the suppressed voices of the London masses. David Patterson concurs:

The point is that the love required for such a human community cannot be
fabricated by formulas or dictated by authority; it is more a matter of
dialogical relation than monological prescription, more a question of
interaction than reaction. [...] We note that its thematic opposition to
materialism and bourgeois culture is of a piece with its structural features, so

that the literary experiment is a formal expression of the ideological
response.*!

Secondly, there is both a geographical and temporal freedom in Zimnie
zametki. Dostoevskii deliberately avoids a place-by-place account of his foreign
experience, and does not follow his original itinerary in chronological order,
since his intention is to focus on man and his moral-spiritual condition. It is for
this reason that he persists in moving away from his promised topic of Paris and

does not offer any but the most passing account of his visits to German and
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Italian cities. The temporal freedom consists in an avoidance of chronology, just
as in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, but it is also more far-reaching. Bakhtin
discusses how Dostoevskii’s artistic vision is categorised in terms of coexistence
and interaction. This leads to the use of juxtaposition and counterposition in an
attempt to portray the simultaneous interrelationships of a single moment of
reality.*> The features that Bakhtin describes here with regard to Dostoevskii’s
fiction are evident in Zimnie zametki, most particularly in the fifth chapter,
‘Baal’, which deals with Dostoevskii’s experiences in London. This short chapter
crams several distinct, contradictory and yet interdependent images into its few
pages, and even leaps between London and Paris at its beginning and end.
Dostoevskii in fact writes as he introduces his reader to London, ‘Kaxnas
PE3KOCThb, kaxIoe NPOTHBOPEYHE YXKUBAIOTCA PAIOM C CBOMM aHTHTE3OM
M yIpaAMO MAYT pyka o6 pyKy, NpOTHBOpeYa ApYr APYTY H, MO-BUAKMOMY,
HUKAK He HCKJro4as apyr apyra’ (V, 69). Thereafier follows an account of the
struggle between the coexisting forces of materialist individualism and the need
for brotherhood, the juxtaposed images of the splendour of industrial progress
and the squalor of the poor areas, fine ladies and child prostitutes, biblical awe
and profane debauchery. In this chapter we can see both in terms of content and
form how Dostoevskii displays his insistence on simultaneity; he does not offer
any historical explanation of the situation in London, but seems to expose every
layer of its society in a cross-section, visible in a single moment. In addition, the
experimental genre of Zimnie zametki reflects the immediacy of the picce. Thus
Dostoevskii focuses his attention on creating an artistic picture of contemporary
reality, and his artistic technique and design as well as his thematic concerns help

to emphasise the dark becoming of Western society embodied in the work.

There is also freedom in the narrative of Zimnie zametki. Just as with
Zapiski iz mertvogo doma, it is not possible to say for certain that the identity of
the narrator is that of the author; in places, namely in the first, fourth and seventh
chapters, he takes on the persona of a dramatised Dostoevskii. The narrator
throughout is presented in the first person but in these places, although he
ostensibly gives an account of Dostoevskii’s own experiences in Europe, he
appears to have a distinct and separate identity from the author: it is as if

Dostoevskii the artist were relating the adventures of Dostoevskii the journalist.
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The hero of these episodes is self-conscious, conscious of how his readers will
perceive him and of how those he encounters on his adventures perceive him. His
self-consciousness is not only a trait of his character but is also the
‘Xydoxcecmeennas Oomunanma TOCTpoeHMs repos’,” as with the
Underground Man, so that the possible fixed features of his personality become
the objects of his introspection, prevent him from becoming finalised and thus
the final word on him comes from himself. This can be seen in the following
passages:
A B [lpe3sneHe A jaxe M nepel HEMKaMH IPOBHHMJIICA: MHE BIpPYT
BOOOpa3WIOCh, TOJIBKO 4YTO § BBILEJ Ha YJIHLY, YTO HHYEro HET
NpOTHBHEE THMA Jpe3feHCKUX XeHIUH [...]. Uepe3 nBsa waca MHe Bcé
OOBACHUIIOCh: BOPOTACH B CBOM HOMep B IOCTMHHLIE M BBICYHYB CBOif
A3LIK TMepel 3epkalioM, s yGeauscs, YTO MOE CyXJEeHHE O APEe3NCHCKUX
JlaMax IOXOXe Ha CaMyIO YEepHYIO KJeBeTy. SI3hIK Moif OBLT XKeJThlif,
3J10Ka4ecTBeHHRIH... «M Heyxenu, Heykelu denoBek, ceil wnapp
NpPHPOAbl, [0 TAaKOM CTENEHH BeCh 3ABHCHT OT COOCTBEHHOM CBOCH
NeYeHKd, — moayMaia f, — 4To 3a Hu3ocTh!» [...] Tenepn paccynure
caMi: npeofoJieil g cebs, npobynb s B bepiuue He neHn, a Heaemo, B
Jpe3neHe CTOJIbKO ke, Ha KeJbH NMoOJIoXHTe XOThb TPH AHA, HY XOTb
JBa, U A HABEpHO B Apyroii, B TpeTHHl pa3 B3IMJIAHYJ Obl Ha Te Xe
npeaMeThl APYTMMH IJIa3aMH U cocTaBuJl Obl 06 HUX Gonee npuanuHoe
nousatue. [...] Utak, Bel BuOuTe, OpY3bS MOHU: B ABa C MNOJIOBUHOIO
Mecsilla HeJIb3s BEPHO BCEro pasrjisfieTb, H § HE MOry JOCTaBHTb BaM

caMBIX TOYHbIX cBeAeHHH. Sl mMoHeBosie MHOrAa OOMKEH TOBOPHTH
Hempasay, a noroMmy ... (V, 47-48, 49.)

These parts of the text have the independence from authorial subjective vision as
found in Dostoevskii’s novels, because the position of the narrator is that of a
separate hero who is not finalised by the author’s field of vision. Bakhtin argues,
regarding Dostoevskii’s avoidance of using his authorial power to finalise his
heroes, ‘[...] rnaBHblii nmadoc Bcero TBopuecTBa JlocTOeBCKOro, kak co
cTopoHEl ero GOopMEI, Tak U CO CTOPOHHl codepxucanusn, ecTb Gopnba ¢
osewecmensenuem  YeNoBeKa,  MeJIOBEYECKHX  OTHOLeHMH M Bcex
YesI0BEYECKMX HEHHOCTeH B ycyoBusx kamuTanmama.”* I would agree that
Zimnie zametki combats the reification of man in terms of artistic form, through
the self-consciousness of the narrator-hero, as well as thematically, as for
example in chapter three: ‘myma — tabula rasa, Bolyuex, #3 KOTOPOro MOXHO

ceifyac e BBUIENUTHL HacTosulero yeaoneka’ (V, 59).

Whilst freedom is the main Iranian trait of the artistic structure of Zimnie

zametki, the unity is provided by the overall construction of the piece as a moral
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journey. This journey, however, does not end in redemption, like the journey of
death and resurrection undergone in Zapiski iz mertvogo doma. Rather, it works
like a travesty of such a journey. The narrative begins while still in Russia; in this
first chapter, the reader encounters conflicting emotions regarding the destination
of Europe. There is a thirst for the place of origin of so much influential culture;
one has the sense of being tempted by a vision. Along with this, there is a flash-
forward to initial negative reactions that call forth a burst of Russian patriotism.
It is as if we are witnessing the dramatisation of a moral dilemma between the
negative force of Europe and the positive force of Russia. This theme is
developed in the chapter entitled ‘V vagone’: as the physical journey begins, the
chapter opens with a somewhat condescending remark about the French (V, 50).
But then the question is raised of the nature of true Russianness and the role of
European influences in shaping the Russian nature. Admiration for European
intellectuals is juxtaposed with pride in the native land of Russia, to give an
unsettling effect of insecurity and lack of identity. This effect is heightened by
giving the physical location of a train car the metaphorical association of Russia

being carried along in a direction she is powerless to avoid:

AX, KaK CKYYHO IPa3JHO B BaroHe CUIETh, HY BOT TOYb-B-TOYb TaK XK,
Kak CKy4HO Yy Hac Ha Pycu Oe3 cBoero aena xutb. XoTbh H Be3yT Teb,
X0Tb M 3aboTaTcs O Tebe, XOTh mMogyac Aaxe Tak ybaiokaloT, 4To,
kaxerca Obl, M xenaTb OoJble Heuero, a Bce-TakH TOCKA, TOCKA U
HMEHHO INOTOMY, YTO CaM HHYEro He jfejaelllb, MOTOMY H4TO YX
cJMIIKOM O TebOe 3aboTATCA, a Thl CMAM Ja XA, KOrja euie J0Be3yT.
(v, 52)

The metaphor is extended as the train moves farther and farther away from
Russian soil. The third chapter charts the ever-growing dissociation of the
Russian gentry from the native heritage. The chapter title, which contributes to
the decoy whimsy of the overall text, could in fact refer to the noble classes: it is
they, not the account of Dostoevskii’s view, who have become completely
superfluous. As if to accentuate the metaphor of the runaway train, the narrator
deliberately ‘forgets’ that he was supposed to begin his tale in Eydkuhnen, where

the train leaves Russia, and realises that he is now coming into Paris.

As the train enters French territory, the atmosphere changes to one of
suspicion. Details of observation by French secret police, together with the red

tape required to keep tabs on foreigners remind us that we are now in a Kushite
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nation where external coercive forces keep society together. The descent begins.
We move into the fifth chapter — jumping inexplicably from Paris to London in a
deliberate confusion of the itinerary — to find ourselves in a kind of hell ruled
over by the heathen idol of material progress, to whom the suffering masses are
enthralled, waiting vainly for their deliverance. Apocalyptic imagery dominates:
[...] BBl 4yBCTByeTe, YTO TYT YTO-TO OKOHYaTeJLHOE COBEPIIHJIOCH,
COBEPLUMIIOCh U 3aKOHYHIIOCh. JTO Kakaf-To Oubselickasd kapTHHA, YTO-
To o BaBuiloHe, kakoe-TO NPOPOYECTBO M3 ANOKAJMUICHCA, B OYHIO
coBepumiaroiieecsi. Bbl 4yBCTByeTe, YTO MHOIO Hago0 BEKOBEYHOTO
JIYXOBHOTO OTNOpAa M OTPHUIAHHA, YTOO He NOANATHLCH, HE MOMYUHUTHCS
BIIEYAT/ICHHIO, HEe IOKJIOHHTHCA (PakTy M He obGororBopuTh Baama, To
€CTh HE MNPHUHATH CylluecTByouwero 3a cpod wuaean.. [...] U Bu
YYBCTBYETE, IJIAAM Ha BCEX 3THX NMapHeB OOINECTBA, YTO €lle JOJIro He
cOygeTcs I HHUX INPOPOYECTBO, HYTO e€lle JOAro He OaayT UM

NaJbLMOBLIX BeTBeif M OeJIBIX OJeXT M 4TO JOJIro eue OyayT OHHU
B3BIBaTh K NPECTOJTy BCEBHILIHEro: «aokoJe, rocnoau». (V, 70, 71.)

Passing out of the other side of hell, one expects to find paradise. It is at this
point that Dostoevskii finally brings his readers to their promised destination, as
if Paris were the hub of the ‘land of holy wonders’, the supposed summit of
everything great about Europe. But we are shown a false paradise. Dostoevskii
exposes the sterile, worthless sham behind the fagade of elegance and
civilisation. The sham is made all the more evident by the passage positing true
brotherhood as the voluntary renunciation of the self reciprocated by the freedom
allowed by the collective. This is where Dostoevskii locates real paradise, as the

reader is challenged: ‘Kax Bbl nymaere? Yronus 310 Hin Het?’ (V, 80).

The poignant glimpse of true paradise does not last, however, as the
illustrations of French socialism, atomisation as a result of individualism, and
bourgeois hypocrisy prove. There turns out to be no escape: in order to reinforce
his warning about the possible future of Russia, Dostoevskii uses repetitive
dialogue and images to suggest a sense of being trapped. The narrator becomes
trapped in a tour of the vaults of the Panthcon — here the allusion to the
underworld is clear — with a guide like some mythical low demon, characterised
as ‘kak uesoBex’ (V, 89), who cannot break out of his ritual chanting
commentary and will not tolerate interruption. The repetition of his words ‘Ci-
git’ and his refusal to let the narrator speak, together with the tomb location,
contribute to the effect. In the final chapter, the reader becomes trapped in a

Parisian melodrama about marital infidelity. The names of the principal players,
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Bribri and Ma biche stand out for being foreign words, and their constant use in
the text makes the atmosphere claustrophobic. This atmosphere is heightened by
the continual return to the image of the babbling spouts of fountains, by which
the complacent and hypocritical heroes of the melodrama stroll. Dostoevskii uses
this image five times in the last two chapters; after a while he deliberately cuts
the description short with ‘u 1. 1., ¥ T. A." and ‘u npou., u npoy.’ (V, 97, 98).
This makes his image appear even more repetitive and boring. The last words of
the text become quite chilling when seen in the context of the journey from
which there is no escape: ‘Bc€ maer xak cnenyer’ (V, 98). For it is clear that
this is far from the truth, but for the reader, whom Dostoevskii has successfully
ensnared in his text, there is no one who will listen. The voice of the hypothetical
reader, at first so intrusive in Zimnie zametki, and to whom the narrator is so
ready to acquiesce, grows less and less audible, until it is barely apparent, and the
narrator’s discourse dominates. In a world where the Parisians are too busy
maintaining their charade to stop and consider problems, there is no opportunity
for dialogue, just as the narrator found with his guide to the Pantheon. What is
more, Dostoevskii’s train turns out to go only one way. There is no train home to

Russia in Zimnie zametki.

Many attributes of ‘Iranian art’ are to be found in Dostoevskii’s Dnevnik
pisatelia. The Dnevnik is an extraordinary work incorporating a wide varicty of
genres, ranging from fiction to feuilleton to journalistic commentary. Because of
its time span of roughly eight years, the interruptions in its publication and the
diversity of topics and genres, the reader may find it a daunting task to view this
work as a single whole. However, Morson has argued to great effect that it is
possible to consider the Dnevnik as a single work.** Dmitrii Grishin also writes
on the subject: ‘Ouepku, ¢enbeToHB M cTaThu «JIHEBHHKOB» HE HMEJH
obbeIMHAIOEH HAeH, Toraa Kak B ocHoBe «JlHeBHHKa» JlOCTOEBCKOro
6blsIa NOJIOXEHA ONpeAesieHHAs HAes, CBA3LIBAIOILAs BCE 4acTH B OJHO
uenoe.’*® Therefore, I propose to follow this approach. Morson begins his essay
‘Dostoevsky’s Great Experiment’ with the statement: ‘In issue after issue of the
Dnevnik, Dostoevsky stresses that Russian history is and must be different from
that of any other country, and his strange work seems to match this Slavophile

147

sense of history with a radical “Slavophilism™ of literary form.”*’ This is an
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intriguing statement; Morson’s useful study argues that the Dnevnik is a new,
experimental literary form, but he does not go on to justify the designation of that
form as ‘Slavophilism’. This section aims to do that by asserting that in Dnevnik

pisatelia Dostoevskii created an ‘Iranian text’.

To begin with, in Dnevnik pisatelia Dostoevskii used a specific technique
for expressing time as open-ended and not predetermined, and this gives the
work the freedom of ‘Iranian art’. Frequently, whenever he made an observation
from real life or related a true story, he would imagine possible continuations of
the incident, thus blending fact into fiction. He did this to show that each passing
moment of time opens up many possible futures, so that nothing is fixed,
however necessary the sequence of events might appear. Morson has dubbed this
technique ‘sideshadowing’.*® For example, in the Dnevnik for March 1876,
Dostoevskii takes an account of a meeting with an old lady, related to him by his
wife, and then imagines how this scene might turn out: ‘[...] BaApyr BcniomMum
Ipo 3Ty CTapyLIKy H NMOYeMY-TO MHIOM JopucoBas cebe NpojonkeHne o
TOM, KaK OHa JIONUIA K CBOMM Noo0enaTh: BHIILIA ApYyras, MOXeT OLITh,
oyeHp npasaononobuas MayieHbkas kapTtunka’ (XXII, 77). In the phrase
‘MoXeT OBITh, OUeHb NpaBaonoao6Has’ there is a suggestion that the story he
goes on to recount may have happened, or that in fact something entirely
different may have happened. To intensify the effect, Dostoevskii litters his story
with qualifications of uncertainty; in the first paragraph alone the word mozhet
appears four times and veroiatno twice. Such insistence upon uncertainty
demonstrates that the story could be varied countless times. The effect of
sideshadowing is to propose an attitude to time that conforms with Slavophile
thought; there is an insistence upon freedom in the natural passage of time and a

denial of necessity in the outcome of events.

Dostoevskii employed other artistic techniques in the Dnevnik which give
grounds for judging it according to the criteria of ‘Iranian art’. It is an expression
of the Iranian nature of the text that form and content in the Dnevnik often reflect
each other, or cannot be separated. The Dnevnik is interwoven with several
recurring themes, some of which have been discussed in a previous chapter, and
each of these themes is explored through different perspectives and different

genres. Grishin writes: ‘JlocToeBckHi €O31aJ1 HOBLIH XaHp caM He 3Hasg 00
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sToM. [...] XKanp «JIHeBHHKa» — 3TO, KaK Obl, CIULIaB M3 pPa3IMYHBLIX
xanpos.”* His choice of the word ‘splav’ (fusion) is particularly apt because of
its connotations of unity and organic wholeness that cannot be broken into
constituent parts. Within a given issue or within the work as a whole
(Dostoevskii often referred back to previous issues), a theme might be introduced
via a news item, extended into fiction, discussed in dialogues with real or
imaginary readers holding opposing views, or linked to an apparently unrelated
event, often by simple juxtaposition. The reader may gain new insights into many
of the chapters and subchapters by reading the parts which precede or follow
them. Morson notes that it is frequently the place where ends and beginnings of

parts meet that the most understanding is to be gained.*

The variety of genres within the Dnevnik is not only a medium for
Slavophile themes but is itself an Iranian principle. Dostoevskii knew that plain,
simple explanation was not enough to convey his message, and so he
experimented with the different effects of fiction, polemic, serious and ironic
. commentary. Kenneth Lantz, the translator of the Drnevnik, remarks on
Dostoevskii’s wariness of expressing himself too plainly, which resulted in his
use of circumlocutions and qualifications; he also notes Dostoevskii's reflections
on the difficulty of formulating an idea in words.*' Lantz quotes the critic P. M.
Bitsilli to illustrate his argument, and I would like to borrow this quotation, as it
seems to me to capture the essence of tsel’nost’ of human cognition. Bitsilli stated
that Dostoevskii had an ‘awareness of the impossibility of finding any
comprehensive formula to express all the complexity and inner contradictions of
this or that element of reality’.’? Indeed, a formula would be too rational a tool
for expressing truth in all its diversity. In order to represent truth, Dostoevskii
turned to several different artistic genres, and set these genres off against each
other. The result is an embodiment of diversity, with the elements somehow
organically connected; each part grows out of a previous one and into another, or
into many others, via a subtle shift of theme or genre; the whole work has its
roots in contemporary real life and reaches out to include the reader in its
debates. The Dnevnik is not a collection of essays which bear no relation to each
other; each part makes more sense when taken as part of the whole. Indeed the

whole is greater than the sum of its parts. This is surely an artistic expression of
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the Slavophile notion of tsel'nost’. Morson raises the question that the Dnevnik’s
unifying theme may be ‘dissociation.”> I would say that the unifying theme is
wholeness in diversity. The Dnevnik presents not a rational theory of
Russianness, not an analysis of Russian life, but an image, an obraz of Russia.
This is why the form of the Dnevnik was so important to Dostoevskii; it was

organically linked to the themes he wished to develop.

To demonstrate the unity of the Dnevnik it is useful to examine one issue
in detail. Whilst such an exercise is obviously limited in scope, I believe that the
conclusions drawn from it can be applied to the Dnevnik as a whole; it could be
said that each issue forms a miniature of the whole work. The issue which I have
chosen is for March 1876. It is divided into two chapters, each with five
subchapters. The first of these begins with a response to a critical comment on
the February Dnevnik, in the form of a dialogue with the critic. The subject is the
Russian people; in relation to this topic Dostoevskii raises questions about
conservatism and morality, and mentions an impending ‘denouement’. The next
part contains the story ‘Stoletniaia’, which begins as I have said as a real-life
account related by Dostoevskii as his wife related it to him, and which
Dostoevskii continues with a hypothetical ending. The story is proposed as an
example of a life lived in accordance with simple moral values. The third part
discusses dissociation in Russia and includes an extract from an article written by
the young thinker N. P. Peterson. The article would seem to express views
similar to Dostoevskii’s, but the latter still finds it dissociated. The fourth and
fifth subchapters answer imaginary reactions from readers, and deal with
dissociation in Europe, Russia’s contrasting uniqueness, and the coercive nature
of Catholicism. The second chapter’s first part comments on an apparently
irrelevant news item — the flight of the Spanish tyrant Don Carlos to England -
but Dostoevskii uses this event to make further observations on self-interest and
coercion in European government, and to introduce the subject of fragmentation
in Protestantism. He quotes the Procurator of the Holy Synod on Protestantism,
and ends the subchapter with an extract from his own novel Podrostok, in which
a vision of an atheist brotherhood is described. The next three parts discuss

respectively sects, spiritualism and the influence of the Enlightenment on
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Russian thought; the final subchapter is by way of being an obituary to the

Slavophile Iurii Samarin.

Within the Dnevnik for March 1876, a diversity of themes and genres can
be found. In terms of genre the issue spans polemic, reported speech, fiction, the
conversational tone and wry humour of the feuilletonist, embedded literary text
and elegy. All the interrelated Slavophile themes that I have already discussed
are present: the moral example of the Russian people; the opposition of Russia
and the West; the moribund state of Europe and its corrupting influence on
Russia; condemnation of the Western Christian faiths; the advent of a new order.
Each part offers a new perspective, a reflection or contrast to one or many of the
other parts. Dostoevskii substantiates his reply to the critic Mr. Gamma with the
story of the hundred-year-old woman. This story in turn stands as a contrast to
the comments about the ‘new man’ in Russia. The four lengthy quotations form a
dialogue of a range of different views on the subject of society and morality; this
dialogue is made all the more subtle by Dostoevskii’s choosing to substitute his
own personal opinion with an extract from one of his novels, for the author’s
position with regard to the dream of Versilov is unspecified. The passages on the
different religious groups can be taken together as an exposition of religion in
general, and at the same time they provide examples for the theme of dissociation
in both Russia and the West. The first and last parts of the issue form a kind of
frame, in which the comments on the value of conservatism, the morality of the
people and the refutation of Mr. Gamma’s arguments are reflected in the praise
for the conservative Samarin, for his love for Russia and for his deep, steadfast
thinking. In addition, Dostoevskii pondered the difficulty of conveying his
message in the March issue. He claimed that ‘HescHocTh He Bceraa
NPOKCXOAMT OT TOTO, YTO IMHCaTeJbh HesceH, a MHOrJa M COBCEM OT
npoTHBynosioxkHeix npuunn’ (XXII, 75.) He apologised for his story
‘Stoletniaia’ because of the impossibility of faithfully retelling something of
interest. The second chapter begins by remarking on the difficulty of
incorporating unusual or fantastic elements into fiction, but then goes on to stress
the depth and power of Don Quixote. Altogether, the issue is a collection of
examples, of illustrations of different points of view, through fiction, real-life

incidents, quotations of other thinkers or Dostoevskii’'s own beliefs. These
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illustrations make up a broader picture, an obraz, for which the form of the issue
is crucial. It is particularly noteworthy that Dostoevskii chose this technique
rather than a rational analysis of the state of Russia and Europe; here is a
Slavophile form expressing Slavophile ideas. Dostoevskii was to return to the
technique of example rather than argument as the answer to Ivan’s rebellion in

Brat'ia Karamazovy.

I have already examined the short stories ‘Krotkaia’ and ‘Son smeshnogo
cheloveka’ from a thematic point of view in a previous chapter. It now remains
to make a few remarks about their artistic function within the Dnevnik. Firstly
they act as two different perspectives on the Russia-West polemic established in
the Dnevnik. The former story serves as a warning; it portrays a man’s total
dissociation, the personal despair and the damage to others that this dissociation
entails. The latter offers a message of hope; through contact with preternatural
forces of love and intuition, dissociation may be overcome. Because they are
fiction, the stories stand as images which illustrate the philosophy of the
Dnevnik, rather than as explanations or proofs of this philosophy, and for this
reason they are both functions and embodiments of the Slavophile genre. As
illustrations or examples, the stories are iconic; this is particularly the case with
‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’, in which the ecstatic prose and the parallels with
the Fall from Paradise make it seem at times more like an Old Testament bible
story. At the same time, the most is to be gained from these stories by
considering them within the context of the Dnevnik. It may be argued of
‘Krotkaia’ that the pawnbroker does not know how to look at his life, and so he
cannot reach the inner truth about the need for voluntary mutual self-
renunciation. He sees only the surface reality and remains dissociated in his
despair. In this way the story is reminiscent of ‘Akulkin muzh’; both stories
depict the futile sacrifice of an innocent soul, together with a narrator locked in
the limited world of bezobrazie. But, as with her predecessor, the meek girl’s
death is atoned for by the suffering of the narod portrayed in the Dnevnik and by
the transfiguration of their image achieved by the Iranian nature of the whole

work.

By taking the stories in context, one may allow for extremism within

them, such as for example the total ideal of sobornost’ and tsel'nost’ as portrayed
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in the dream world. ‘Son smeshnogo cheloveka’ should not be taken at face
value, but as an ideal, the striving toward which will bring about personal and
mutual fulfilment. Indeed, the Ridiculous Man acknowledges the importance of
the effort, rather than the realisation of the ideal. The extreme nature of ‘Son
smeshnogo cheloveka’ makes it all the more necessary to take the story in the
context of the Dnevnik as a whole; for one might be forgiven for thinking that
here Dostoevskii was fully condemning reason, science and the technological
advances imported from the West. This was not the case. In many other parts of
the Dnevnik he was quick to stress the importance of the material fruits of
Europeanisation, as for example in the issue for 1880, where his comments echo
Kireevskii’s ‘V otvet A. S. Khomiakovu’, as mentioned in my Introductory

Chapter. In response to a critic of his Pushkin Speech, he wrote:

Cka3aHo, KOHEYHO, MIPDHBO; HO Bbl MPOM3HECTIH H BaXHOE CJIOBO:
«IIpocseluienuen. I103BONIbTE ke COPOCUTD, YTO BbI IOA HUM pa3yMeeTe:
Haykd 3anaja, IOJie3Hble 3HaHHA, peMecina MJIM TNpOCBELUCHHE
nyxopuoe? IlepBoe, TO ecTh Hayku M pemecia, ACHCTBUTENLHO He
JIOJDKHBI HAC MHHOBATh, H YXOJUTh HaM OT HUX AEHCTBUTEJBHO HeKyna,
na ¥ HezaueM. CoryiaceH TOXe BIOJIHE, YTO HEOTKYAA H NOJY4YHUTh MX,
KpOMe Kak M3 3amafiHoeBponeiickuX MCTOYHMKOB, 3a 4TO XBasa Eppone
¥ OsaroJapHocThb Hama eif Beunad. (XXVI, 150.)

It was the so-called spiritual enlightenment from the West which he condemned,
in other words the ethic of self-interest which came with industrial
modernisation, and the soul-destroying narrowness of rationalism which
accompanied scientific progress. So, within the Dnevnik as a whole we find
examples and perspectives of varying degrees of intensity; this is a consequence
of the work’s essential fsel'nost’, an expression of Dostoevskii’s refusal to
present a simplified argument, and his insistence upon portraying Russianness in
all its complexity. Therefore Dnevnik pisatelia is another prime example of
Slavophile principles at work in the category of ‘Iranian art’. The freedom in the
structure of the work, together with its overall unity, its moral purpose of
conveying the spiritual truth about the Russian people and its iconic,

transfiguring power all testify to this fact.

My final choice for study from Dostoevskii’'s works is Brat'ia
Karamazovy. 1t is fitting to examine this novel particularly because it draws
together many of the most important themes and artistic devices of the earlier

novels, and thus allows for the exploration of Dostoevskii’s fictional work in
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microcosm. In it can be found the theme of an intellectual possessed by a
nihilistic idea about humanity, the notion of the destructive potential of self-will,
the positively beautiful man, the consequences of the accidental family, the
redemption of the great sinner and atheism. The fragmented bezobrazie portrayed
in the novel is a distillation of the ingredients of familial and social disorder, self-
interest, dependence on the rational mind, man’s challenge to God’s authority
and a lack of roots in the Russian spiritual heritage. At the same time,
Dostoevskii selects, develops and polishes artistic and structural features with
which he experimented in previous works. The technique of sideshadowing — the
demonstration of the open-ended nature of time by showing that other outcomes
are possible — was made explicit in Dnevnik pisatelia, where Dostoevskii invited
his reader to witness his method of creation, as in the story ‘Stoletniaia’,
However, it is also underlying in the structure of Idiot, as Morson has shown.
Morson highlights the presence in Idiot of several plot lines or suggestions of
plot lines, indicated by events and characters that initially appear to hold
significance, that are then not developed and frustrate the reader with their
apparent meaninglessness. He points to the notebooks for the novel as a
penumbral text that offers extra sideshadows of events that could also have
happened. He writes: ‘In The Idiot, events carry no sense of inevitability, which,
as it happens, is precisely one of the major ideas of this book. [...] The Idiot, we
sense, is only one of many possible Idiots, just as events in life could have been
infinitely other.”** Morson is correct: the theme of time, treated in Myshkin’s
thoughts on the last moments of the condemned man, in his ecstatic aura
preceding a fit and in Ippolit’s Necessary Explanation, is reflected in the
narrative structure, so that /diot becomes a work that avoids Kushite determinism
and exemplifies Iranian organic freedom. Events grow spontaneously, but

naturally, out of each other.

The same technique is used in Brat'ia Karamazovy. The first two books
of the first part build the reader up to expect a great deal from the character of
Miusov, since much of the scene at the monastery is observed from his
perspective; one expects some climactic clash between him and either old
Karamazov or Zosima as one of the main events of the novel. But after the

monastery scene, Miusov slips into the very background of the action, just as
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Gania Ivolgin takes a back seat after playing a major role in the first book of
Idiot, and possible plot lines involving these characters are unresolved. Belknap
focuses upon a slightly different structural feature: the introduction of quite
extraneous characters, such as the girl who drowned herself to be like Ophelia
(X1V, 8), the toothache-suffering wife of the public prosecutor and the birthday-
concealing granddaughter of the police inspector (XIV, 408), and the
unexpectedly pregnant maid of the doctor’s wife, whom Kolia Krasotkin’s
mother cares for (XIV, 467). Of these personages Belknap writes: ‘They are
introduced in much the same way as those who do play a part [in the novel], and
then drop out again, as so many people do in everyday life and fail to do in
“well-made” novels.”” This is an accurate observation: other characters
introduced in passing, as if they were figures existing for the most part in the
world outside the novel, turn out of be of great significance. For instance, Kolia
Krasotkin, first mentioned in the fourth book as the victim of Iliusha’s knife
attack, and expected by the reader to function only as an example of Iliusha’s
temper, turns up in book ten in order to play a central part in the plot line about
Alesha’s brotherhood of boys. Therefore, in Brat'ia Karamazovy, it can be quite
difficult to predict which of the multitudinous events of the novel will produce an

important result for the plot, and the novel is made free from determinism.

Earlier in this chapter I discussed the ignorance of the narrator of Idiot
concerning the nature of Myshkin, and how it leaves the character of the
positively beautiful man unfinalised, this being another aspect of the freedom
inherent in “Iranian art’. In Brat'ia Karamazovy certain key characters also evade
the insight of the narrator. This has the effect of suggesting some hidden, higher
truth about these characters that the narrator cannot express with his human,
limited skills. As I outlined before, in this novel less is more: truth is saved by
the avoidance of utterance about the nature of these characters. Belknap writes:

When the reasons and desires, doubts and regrets of a character are shown in
relation to the world about him, he becomes a humanly motivated,
psychologically understandable being, his humanity exceeding his goodness
or badness or any other quality. But when a character is seen only from the
outside, especially when his actions are obscurely or complicatedly related to
the outer world, the reader tends to remember him not as a person, but as a
token of some force or quality transcending humanity. [...] Zosima is rather

the receptacle and source of divine grace than a humanly controlled person.
His influence on Alésa, his teaching, his prescience, and the powers he
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exercises as an elder all proclaim that the human aspect of his nature is
secondary to the charismatic. This being so, and the substance of grace being
beyond analysis, the narrator can have no direct insight into Zosima’s mind
without overemphasizing the human element at the expense of the half
unknown.*®

Belknap goes on to demonstrate that as characters reach a personal understanding
of higher truths, so the narrator loses his insight into their minds: this happens, he
asserts, after Dmitrii’s dream of the babe and after Alesha’s transfiguration
through the vision of Cana of Galilee. His argument shows how the role of the
narrator is organically linked to the novel’s higher moral purpose of revealing
inner truth: the use of a narrator with limited insight is a technique for creating an
Iranian text. In addition, Belknap suggests that the existence of a hidden truth is
emphasised by the use of several secondary narrators, who may relate the same
event from different perspectives. Such is the case with Dmitrii’s trial, where
several witnesses present their version of the events surrounding the murder. This
has the effect, he claims, of turning attention away from the contest between
prosecution and defence and enhancing the importance of the underlying truth.’’
This truth, one may infer, is not so much what Dmitrii did or did not do, or where
he got three thousand rubles from, but that he is a repentant sinner who has
recognised his need for suffering and learned the value of true brotherhood. This
is why the reader has the sense that at the investigation and the trial, those

involved are ‘not talking about that at all’.

Not only does Brat'ia Karamazovy make use of a partially ignorant
narrator and other secondary narrators; it employs a variety of narrative genres,
making it structurally reminiscent of Dnevnik pisatelia. There are embedded
texts of many kinds: poetry, as quoted by Dmitrii in his ‘confession of an ardent
heart’; fables, Bible stories and parables retold by characters ranging from Ivan
to Grushenka to Zosima; Ivan’s historical and philosophical texts, and his
accounts of newspaper storics. Then there are different discourses such as the
hagiographical account of Zosima’s life and teaching, and the legal discourse of
the trial lawyers. The way in which these different narratives are organised
within the novel demonstrate a moral purpose underpinning its creation. William
Mills Todd has studied how this moral purpose is fulfilled and posits the
existence of an ‘ethical narratology, a body of teaching on how narrative might

be organized to further [...] loving harmony [...]."”** Todd focuses on the
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narratives of Ivan and Zosima in order to illustrate his argument. Earlier in this
chapter I outlined ways in which the narratives of these two characters differ,
noting the analytical pronouncement of Ivan’s ‘final word’, compared to the
aestheticised word of Zosima presented at several removes. Todd develops this
argument more fully, and it is worth quoting at length:
The pragmatic intent of Ivan’s narratives is to accuse, to reject, and ultimately
to attack [...]. Zosima intends that his narratives take part in a project of
healing and reconciliation. Ivan’s narratives work to isolate their subjects
(hence their genre designation “little pictures™); Zosima’s narratives work to
link with other stories, to show that nothing is lost. [...] Ivan’s stories are
locked within the temporal co-ordinates of past and present; Zosima’s open
out from these dimensions into the future. Ivan’s spatial co-ordinates are those
of known Euclidean space; Zosima’s open out into contact with “other
worlds” (XIV, 290). Ivan is at once egocentrically invested in the impact of
his narratives, yet distant and isolated from their human subjects: he has
gathered the material for his “little pictures” from the newspapers, his Grand
Inquisitor deals with large, impersonal numbers of people. The ultimate result
of Ivan’s logical operations of analysis and categorization is to enclose people
within an elitist hierarchy and within a definition of human nature as vicious,
devil-like. Zosima’s sense of the mysterious allows for an open-ended

understanding of people that precludes isolating hierarchies and allows for
human change [italics added).>®

Todd’s piece aptly describes the way in which the discourses of Ivan and
Zosima embody the principles of Kushite and ‘Iranian art’ respectively.
Everything in Ivan’s selection and presentation of material points to obosoblenie.
His text is the product of self-interest and the fragmentation resulting from the
emphasis on one facet of human cognition. Zosima, on the other hand, (with the
help of Alesha’s editing skills) has created a text that structurally and artistically,
as well as ideologically, represents sobornost’ and tsel'nost', by preserving
freedom in its open-ended nature, and by the organically unified way in which
his stories grow from personal recollections into selfless concern for his flock.
His text reaches out into the surrounding novel, not only through his exhortations
to his listeners, amongst whom are characters familiar to the reader, but also by
the way it parallels other events in the novel. Markel’s death parallels that of
lliusha; Zosima’s youthful tempestuous nature and his attack on his batman
recall Dmitrii and his humiliation of Snegirev; the patient way Zosima listens to
his mysterious visitor echoes Alesha listening to Ivan’s rebellion. It is also
possible to say that the record of his life and teachings is the product of

communal effort, since Alesha selected the information; his is a text formed in
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brotherhood, whereas Ivan’s text is a solo effort, and hence distorted into
bezobrazie. Leatherbarrow has also focused on these characteristics of the
chapter ‘Russkii inok’; however, in his analysis, Zosima’s narrative ‘never really
belongs. It remains a cuckoo in the nest, a piece of artistic sleight-of-hand,
testifying to Dostoyevsky’s belief in an overriding divine order without ever
becoming a satisfactory answer to Ivan’s rejection of that order [...]."*® I would
disagree. These features, together with the use of devices to allow for the open-
ended development of events, and the use of a narrator of limited insight,
demonstrate that Brat'ia Karamazovy is structurally as well as thematically a
piece of ‘Iranian art’. This in itself makes it the only possible way of countering
Ivan’s argument without falling foul of the flaws that undermine it.

Can we therefore conclude that Dostoevskii may be dubbed an artist of
Slavophilism? This would be unwise, as it would be to ignore the subtleties of
his artistic universe, his deeply ambivalent attitude toward the Slavophiles and
his deliberate distancing of himself from their ideology, whilst remaining
sympathetic to their beliefs. It remains to reiterate that Dostoevskii’s aesthetic
operates on a dual system which shares with the dualistic aesthetic expressed in
Slavophile philosophy the characteristics of wholeness, moral content and the
power of transfiguration, as opposed to fragmentation, spiritual stillbirth and
moral impotence. However, Dostoevskii surpasses the Slavophiles, for in his
innovative artistic form Dostoevskii has created an aesthetic that corresponds to
his vision of Russianness, one that, paradoxically, is totally in harmony with the
discord of his time, and yet at the same time has universal significance. Mindful
of the Slavophiles’ tendency to nostalgia and of the Westernisers’ habit of
focusing too narrowly on Europe, on the aesthetic plane Dostoevskii transcends
the Russia-West polemic (something he was not always able to do in the socio-
political sphere) and achieves the realisation of his pronouncements in his

Pushkin Speech.

! Dostoevskii’s polemic with Goncharov over the validity of portraying the chaotic new Russian
majority in art is discussed in detail in R. L. Jackson, Dostoevsky's Quest for Form: A Study of his
Philosophy of Art (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966), pp. 108-18.

2 Jackson, Dostoevsky’s Quest for Form, and Catteau, Dostoyevsky and the Process of Literary
Creation.

3 Khomiakov, ‘Po povodu Gumbol'dta’, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, pp. 143-174: pp. 161-
63.




261

* Kireevskii, “O kharaktere prosveshcheniia Evropy’, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, vol.1, p. 215.
* A. de Jonge, Dostoevsky and the Age of Intensity (London: Secker and Warburg, 1975).

¢ Jackson, Dostoevsky’s Quest for Form.

7 Ibid,, p. 47.

8 Ibid, p. 76.

® Ibid,, p. 13.

1 A. S. Kurilov and V. P. Meshcheriakov, ‘Literaturnye pozitsii “Russkoi besedy™, in
Literaturnye vzgliady i tvorchestvo slavianofilov 1830-1850 gody, ed. by K. N. Lomunov
(Mosocw: Nauka, 1978), pp. 238-89: p. 241.

" See Jackson, Dostoevsky's Quest for Form and R. F. Miller, ‘Dostoevskii, the Peasants and
Problems of Representation’ in Celebrating Creativity: Essays in Honour of Jostein Bortnes, pp.
170-83.

12 For a fuller analysis of the role of icons in Orthodoxy, see Ware, pp 40-43.

B N. Zernov, The Russians and their Church (London: S.P.C K., 1945), pp. 107-08.

" Jackson, Dostoevsky's Quest for Form, pp. 37-38.

1% Ibid,, p. 52.

' Jones, Silence in The Brothers Karamazov’, pp. 31-33.

7 See Bakhtin, especially pp. 78-169.

'8 R. L. Belknap, The Structure of The Brothers Karamazov (The Hague: Mouton, 1967), p. 104.

1% W. Leatherbarrow, Fi yodor Dostoyevsky: The Brothers Karamazov (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), p. 76.

% K. Eikeland, ‘Functions of Hagiographic Discourse in the Life of Father Zosima’, in
Celebrating Creativity: Essays in Honour of Jostein Bortnes, pp. 151-62: p. 153.

21 g, Hackel, pp. 139-68.

22 Eikeland, p. 153

3 Kurilov and Meshcheriakov, ‘Literaturnye pozitsii “Russkoi besedy™’, pp. 241-42.
 Murav, p. 148.

25 Jackson, Dostoevsky's Quest for Form p. 64.

26 C. Emerson, ‘Word and Image in Dostoevsky’s Worlds’, in Freedom and Responsibility in
Russian Literature: Essays in Honor of Robert Louis Jackson, ed. by E. C. Allen and G. S.
Morson (Evanston, New Haven: Northwestern University Press: 1995), pp. 245-65: p. 249.

27 See especially Jackson, Dostoevsky's Quest for Form

28 [vanov, p. 7.

2 I might also mention that Bakhtin’s model of dialogism, as we know, expresses similar
connotations of communion and mutuality in Dostoevsky's works. See Bakhtin, Problemy poetiki

Dostoevskogo.
% Catteau, p. 152.

3 A. S. Kurilov, ‘Teoretiko-literaturnye vzgliady slavianofilov’, in Literaturnye vzgliady |
tvorchestvo slavianofilov 1830-1850 gody, pp. 168-237: p. 227, p. 234,

32 Jackson, The Art of Dostoevsky, p. 53.

3 Ibid., p. 54.
3 Ibid., especially chapters two and three.



262

35y, N. Zakharov, ‘Simvolika khristianskogo kalendaria v proizvedeniiakh Dostoevskogo’, in
Novye aspekty v izuchenii Dostoevskogo: Sbornik nauchnykh trudov (Petrozavodsk: lzd.
Petrozavodskogo universiteta, 1994), pp. 37-49.

36 Jackson, The Art of Dostoevsky.

37 Ibid., p. 96, 113.

3% Bakhtin, p. 155.

% Ibid., p. 157, 160.

“° Morson, The Boundaries of Genre, p. 26.

41D, Patterson, ‘Introduction’, in F. Dostoevsky, Winter Notes on Summer Impressions, trans. by
D. Patterson (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1988), pp. vii-xii: pp. viii-ix,

42 Bakhtin, pp. 47-50.
4 Ibid., p. 84.
“ Ibid., p. 106.

* Morson, The Boundaries of Genre, and ‘Dostoevsky’s Great Experiment’, introduction to 4
Writer's Diary, by Fyodor Dostoyevsky, trans. by K. Lantz (London: Quartet, 1994), pp. 1-117.

4 Grishin, pp. 161-62.

7 Morson, ‘Dostoevsky’s Great Experiment’, p. 1.

** Morson, ‘Dostoevsky’s Great Experiment’, pp. 82-85.

% Grishin, pp. 169-70.

%0 Ibid,, p. 18.

31 K. Lantz, Translator’s Preface, in Dostoevsky, A Writer’s Diary, pp. xiii-xiv.
52 Ibid., p. xiii.

53 Morson, ‘Dostoevsky’s Great Experiment’, p. 19.

%4 G. S. Morson, ‘Tempics and The Idiot’, in Celebrating Creativity: Essays in Honour of Jostein
Baortnes, pp. 108-34: pp. 122-23,

5% Belknap, p. 94.
% Ibid., p. 86.
57 Ibid., p. 102.

8 W. M. Todd 111, ‘On the Uses and Abuses of Narrative in The Brothers Karamazov® in Die
Briider Karamazov: Dostojewskijs letzter Roman in heutiger Sicht, pp. 75-87: p. 86.

%9 Ibid,, p. 83.
60 1 eatherbarrow, The Brothers Karamazov, pp. 80-81.



263

Concluding Remarks

In this study I have attempted to show correspondences and points of
engagement between Dostoevskii’s works and key ’aspects of Slavophile thought.
Focussing on the concepts of sobornost’ and tsel'nost' has enabled me to identify
unity, brotherhood and freedom as fundamental to Dostoevskii’s world view, and
to trace the development and interconnecting relationship of these notions in his
oeuvre. | have used Slavophilism as a lens with which to gain a new perspective
on these ideas and to place them at the forefront of Dostoevskii’s concerns. By
doing this I have shown that Dostoevskii’s ideas derive from a distinct strand of
nineteenth-century Russian thought and stand as a natural successor to the
philosophies of Khomiakov and Kireevskii. By concentrating initially on views
found in Dostoevskii’s non-fiction, letters and notebooks, and by deliberately
leaving aside the issue of the complexities of establishing authorial opinion, in
my first chapter I have offered a picture of what Dostoevskii may be reasonably
assumed to have believed with regard to Slavophile thought. I have shown how
Dostoevskii drew from the ideological environment of his time and defined his
own position. By examining his active engagement with Slavophile figures and
his pronouncements on issues with which they were commonly concerned, I have
established with a new degree of precision where the writer stood in relation to
both Slavophiles and Westernisers, and the thinkers that succeeded the

proponents of these movements.

I have determined Dostoevskii’s position to be predominantly based on
moral, over and above socio-political, principles. His concern for Russia is
motivated by a desire to see a moral principle with a spiritual basis unite and
guide all the people into a free brotherhood. Dostoevskii’s desire to sce spiritual
unity and his view of the locus of the wellspring of that unity are what places him
close to the Slavophiles. What marks him out from them, however, is his ability
to see the far-reaching consequences of an idea, and this is the reason why he
found discrepancies in the philosophies of the Slavophiles. His talent for
assimilation enabled him to sense the most vital parts of their ideas and follow
them through in his own unique, and arguably more consistent, way. The
evidence from the non-fiction is that rootedness was of prime importance for

Dostoevskii; having found signs of fragmentation in Russian society at the early
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stage of his career before katorga, he learned from his Siberian experience that
Russia’s true wealth lay in the innate values of humility and self-sacrifice
preserved in the narod. Here was the guiding principle that would bring
sobornost’ while respecting the freedom of the individual, another value
confirmed in Siberia. Dostoevskii’s emphasis on rootedness carried his ideas
further than Slavophilism had been able to go; it took him even beyond the limits
of pochvennichestvo, since both these movements were largely products of the
conditions of their era. In Dostoevskii’s interpretation, the concepts of free unity
and brotherhood became more universal, more able to transcend the constraints
of time, as he focused firmly on the future with his Russian Idea, the culmination
of which in his non-fiction was his Pushkin Speech.

In my second chapter, I have looked at the ways in which Dostoevskii
dramatised living situations out of the idea with which he interacted in his non-
fiction. With regard to his fictional works, I have shown how he explored the
concepts of unity, brotherhood and freedom from all sides, by considering the
consequences of their absence or suppression, by projecting the outcomes of
applications of Slavophile and anti-Slavophile ideas in different circumstances
and through different characters and temperaments. In the fiction, as I have
demonstrated, we see how the writer modelled and refined his personal
understanding of Slavophile ideas, showing himself to be more ‘slavophile’ than
Khomiakov and Kireevskii. Here Dostoevskii’s talent as a dramatist provides the
contrast between the findings of my first and second chapters, for the ideas that I
mapped out in the former are put to the test in the latter, rather than put forward
discursively. Not only that, but the fiction displays Dostoevskii’s idea-feclings
less in terms of the polemical interaction between positive and negative, Russian
and non-Russian, sobornost' and obosoblenie, as is the tendency in the non-
fiction, but with more compassion and hope for redemption. In particular,
through the emphasis on the key themes of Slavophilism, a clearer picture of
Dostoevskii’s faith emerges. For Dostoevskii, Orthodoxy should furnish the
spiritual aspect of the moral guiding principle he sought, but true Orthodoxy for
him arose from the instinctive humility of the narod and did not come down from
the structure of the official Church. In his fiction Dostoevskii was bolder,

exerting his belief that the oblique perspectives of the novelistic form allowed
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one to present a truer, more whole picture that the polemical discourse of straight
journalism. He was not afraid to explore aspects of religious spirituality that were
not mainstream, that were associated primarily with the people, or that were
opaque; these are the facets of his work that have resonances in Hesychast and
apophatic theology, and that look to the traditions of iurodstvo and starchestvo.
In the light of the aspects of Slavophilism that I have emphasised, Dostoevskii’s
faith, long a subject of much controversy, is shown to be consistent and situated
firmly within the Orthodox tradition. What is particularly notable is that using
the criteria of Slavophile thought establishes a pathway between Dostoevskii’s
religion and Orthodoxy, and thus it is possible to show the writer’s position in

relation to it.

In my third chapter, 1 have concentrated on the artistic process, and the
way in which wholeness, unity and moral concerns impact upon it. I have shown
how Dostoevskii used his art not only as a medium for projecting his message of
voluntary brotherhood, but also as a living example of that message. By positing
the existence of a Slavophile aesthetic, according to which, as I have argued,
Dostoevskii organised his work, 1 have demonstrated that his chosen forms for
his works are consonant with the ideas expressed therein. This approach has
enabled me to re-examine non-fictional pieces looked at in my first chapter, so as
to show that the form of these works, far from muddying the issue of how to
establish what the author himself thought, actually goes a long way to confirming
the initial evidence presented at the beginning of my thesis. An emphasis on the
concepts of obraz and bezobrazie, and a broad approach to the meaning of form
has allowed me to transcend the paradox that Dostoevskii wrote about the
disorder of the Russian majority in a way in which unity and beauty are

preserved.

Therefore, my thesis brings together aspects of Dostoevskii studies that
are usually treated separately: critics who focus on his thought make little
reference to his artistry, and whilst in the case of studies of his artistry, his
thought does generally receive more treatment,! in my view the interrelationship
has not been studied in sufficient depth. I have considered the writer both as a
religious thinker and as an artist, and have studied in detail the areas in which his

ideology and his poetics converge, namely, unity and brotherhood. My findings
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from each section of my thesis inform each other, showing that Dostoevskii’s
ideological beliefs extend beyond the sphere of philosophical thought or political
tendency. Indeed they underpin, and are borne out by, his artistic practice. The
polemical side of his oewvre is resolved by the embodiment of the principles of
wholeness, unity and obraz in the form and composition of his works. Here,
Iranianism transfigures and redeems Kushitism; the one-sidedness Dostoevskii
saw in the label of Slavophilism is overcome by the essential concepts that label
stood for. By selecting the moral-religious and aesthetic elements of Slavophile
thought and tracing the way in which Dostoevskii assimilated and interpreted
those elements, drawn from the same cultural heritage as Khomiakov and
Kireevskii, I have shown that Dostoevskii the thinker and Dostoevskii the artist
can — indeed, should — be viewed as one, for such an approach is most
appropriate for a writer whose works marry ideology and artistry in such a

unique way.

There are subjects upon which my thesis touches, but the necessary
limitations of time, space and precision of focus have dictated that my analysis
cannot be exhaustive in every case. A study just of Dostoevskii’s religious
thought might be expected to contain more detail on his views on the relationship
between Church and State; I have shown how he considered this issue with
regard to Roman Catholicism, but not with regard to Orthodoxy, because my
primary concerns have been with the abstract concepts of unity and brotherhood,
and not with Dostoevskii’s opinions of specific religions per se. Therefore, my
study acts as a potential point of departure for further examinations of
Dostoevskii’s stance in relation to the official Orthodox Church and its role in
the societal structure of Russia. Furthermore, eschatology and messianism,
aspects of Dostoevskii’s religious thought which are related to his beliefs about
Russia and her role in mankind’s spiritual destiny, are also significant areas of
his worldview that merit further investigation. For it is possible that the issues of
the belief in the spiritual progression of humanity, one people’s part in it and the
reasons why such beliefs arise, may offer additional perspectives on
Dostoevskii’s position in the ideological climate of the time. This, however, may
perhaps be better suited to the field of cultural studies, which has not been my
chosen approach. From the perspective of intellectual history, which forms part
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but not the entirety of my approach, it would be fruitful to examine Dostoevskii’s
engagement with Petr Chaadaev, who shares a degree of common ground with
the early Slavophiles;> with Nikolai Fedorov, in whom Dostoevskii took an
interest in later life and whose notion of bratstvo bears similarities to sobornost’;
and Vladimir Solovev, a close friend of Dostoevskii who also considered
questions of religious thought in the light of the Slavophile-Westerniser debate.
Moving away from the purely factual, my thesis also invites more research to be
done on the subject of the ideal, and its attainability in this life or the next. The
moral concerns of sobornost’ and the importance of the figure of Christ in
Dostoevskii’s beliefs point to this subject, although it falls outside my remit of a
Slavophile perspective of unity and brotherhood. Thus my work not only bridges
a gap in the critical literature, but also opens new directions which may require

more analysis.

Many of Dostoevskii’s concerns are still relevant today. This is why I
hope that my study may be timely. It returns to an emphasis on the spiritual,
placing Dostoevskii’s hope for a true, voluntary, Christian unity in his country as
a significant part of Russian culture, at a time when Russians today are again
looking for a new direction and reassessing their role in world society.
Dostoevskii teaches us that the values of humility, meekness and self-abnegation
have a special meaning in the Russian context as well as having universal worth.
His oeuvre stands as an important interpretation of Russianness; my study has
been to show how Dostoevskii achieved this through a focus on unity and

brotherhood.

! For example, Jackson, Dostoevsky’s Quest for Form.

2 Chaadaev has been suggested as a model for the character of Miusov in Brat'ia Karamazovy -
see V. Terras, A Karamazov Companion (Madison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press,
1981), p. 11, and Leatherbarrow, Dostoyevsky: The Brothers Karamazov, p. 17.
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