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THE CENTRAL INSPIRATION OF DOSTOEVSKY
by Nicholas Arseniev®
I

There is a complexity in Dostoevsky that often baffles and even
misleads the reader — this astounding blend of high-strung, often
chaotic, hysterical and unruly emotionalily breaking suddenly forth
from the depths of the subconscious on the one hand, and on the
other, the underlying, all-permeating lucid consciousness and pur-
posefulness and the high mastery of his work. And this is not
an external, purely artificial mingling of discordant, mutually ex-
clusive elements — it is the vision, the awareness of a deeply
rooted dynamic process, of an organic unity of life, full of conflicts
and contradictions that serve to emphasize the underlying unity
of this living stream. And there are moreover sudden glimpses —
sometimes an overwhelming vision — of an Ultimate Reality, seen
beyond and also through the painful struggles and contortions of
life.

II

We know Dostoevsky’s picture of life. Is it not rather distress-
ing? — this misery, this abyss of moral depravity, these savage
chaotic feelings, that break forth from the depths of the unconscious
and suddenly take hold of man and bring him to the brink of the
precipice; and the injustice and cruelty that loops from all corners
of life, and then all this uniting in the great symphony of suffering?
And add to this the inexorable march of Death taking hold of
everything and sweeping everything away into nothingness. The
truth of these facts cannot be disputed, but is this picture not too
one-sided, is it not stressing too much the dark aspects of the

*NICHOLAS ARSENIEV, former Professor at the Universities of Moscow,
Sarateff, Konigsberg, and Warsaw, is Professor Emeritus of St. Vladimir’s
Seminary. He is the President of the Association of Russian-American Scholars.
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world while there is so much enjoyable in life? The answer to
this is: “Yes, if I were a flower or a cow. But how can I, a human
being, enjoy anything in the face of inescapable Death?”! But let
us make abstraction of our personal destiny, let us concentrate
our thoughts on the “future harmony,” the “future happiness of
mankind,” of which the political and social utopias are so fond to
speak. “Well,” says the author of the letter, “let me die — let only
mankind remain forever: this would be anyhow a comfort to me.
But all our planet is not eternal and the space of time granted
to all mankind is only a short moment, just as in my own case.
And let even mankind arrange its life on earth in the most
reasonable, joyful, holy and just manner — what does this matter?
Everything will turn to zero tomorrow.”? This harsh accent of
despair is present at the background of Dostoevsky’s critical
analysis of the world’s situation and makes it incompatible with
all cheap utopian answers of revolutionary-minded world reforms.
What is required is a radical solution, out of the depth of the
problem and of the reality of things (if there is any). This makes
Dostoevsky’s talent so “cruel” (as the known Russian ecritie,
Michailovsky, of a revolutionary-utopian cast of mind, called it
in his famous article consecrated to Dostoevsky one year after
Dostoevsky’s death). But is the “cruelty” of Dostoevsky really so
cruel? Is it not honesty? Is it not the price which honesty pays to
Truth, be it so uncomfortable to us or so contrary to our illusions?
And what does “cruel” mean in this context? Cruel to whom?
Here we come to a very crucial and central point in Dostoevsky’s
work and in his whole outlook. Yes, he wanted to be “cruel” —
out of compassion. Cruel to us, the readers in order that we should
be taken, overwhelmed by compassion — towards all those who
suffer, or even towards all that lives, because we are all connected
with one another in our common fate and common suffering, like
waterdrops in the ocean.®! He wanted us to share in our souls —
consciously and with a burning feeling — the suffering of the
unhappy, of those who are left alone, who are trampled down
(The Humiliated and the Outraged is a characteristic title of one
of his works), who are in prey of despondency, of despair or of the
dark daemonic powers that ascend from the abyss of ours souls

1See the “Letter of a Suicide” in The Diary of a Writer (1876).

2See “Prigovor” (“The Verdict”) in The Diary of a Writer (October, 1876).

3The ideal of a moral solidarity of invisible spiritual links between men
is dear to Dostoevsky. All things are like an Ocean — so he makes Zossima
in The Brothers Karamazov say: “All is fluctuating and is in mutual contact,
you touch at one spot, and there is a repercussion at the other end of the
world.”
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— the disorderly savage passion of hatred, of boundless lust, of
pride and wild defiance that bring us to the brink of the precipice.*
But in the first place his concern is for those who are unhappy,
who look for pity, who cry for pity and do not receive it. We have
to feel with them, to give them our compassion, to share their
suffering (be it in the depths of our hearts). And this is the
starting point of Dostoevsky’s answer. And he calls this problem,
and his attempt to answer it, the “most realistic subject of all.”’

III

Dostoevsky had simply no choice. He had to do what he did.
It was the inner compulsion of his genius; it was certainly also
deeply rooted in his whole life, in his biography. He was pro-
foundly shaken, yea — struck by his vision and his experience, by
all the antecedents of his life. And he felt himself compelled to
“dig”, to dig further, to dig to the bottom. And then a massive,
a weighty and well founded picture presented itself to his mind,
imposed itself upon him in its (seeming) hopelessness. But
Dostoevsky, faithful to this calling as a seeker of Truth, had no
choice, he had to picture it, to present it to us. But not only in
order to get rid of it by an act of “creative exteriorization” of
his vision (a kind of aesthetic self-redemption?), not only because
of that but because he felt also that this was his mission, his
calling, his duty. He did not revel in “cruel” pictures simply for
cruelty’s sake and the reason for the gloominess of his vision is
not the insufficient progressiveness of his political outlook (as
has been sometimes hinted by his critics). On the contrary, he was
deeply and actively interested in social justice and social reforms.
But he dug deeper. He believed that the matter lay deeper. We
have 1o give not only justice to our fellow-man, but also our
compassion, which is a part of ourselves in loving self-surrender,
in order to answer the challenge of the problem. And this was
clearly seen by those who came into nearer moral contact with
him during his lifetime, especially during the last decade of his
life — the epoch of the highest final maturity of his genius and
his outlook. So a young proof-reader, Miss Pochinkovsky, who
worked in the printing office where Dostoevsky was publishing
(in 1873) his Diary of a Writer, speaks with deep emotion in her

fSee his famous article “Vlas” in The Diary of a Writer (1873).
9See Letter 663 (May 19, 1879): “I do not know any subject more realistic
than those”; «He 3HaI HMYeEro pealbHEe MMEHHO BOT 9TUX TEM».
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very remarkable Memoirs® (published much later) of the conver-
sations she had with Dostoevsky on problems of religious and
moral purport. She was deeply impressed by his wonderful, inspired
personality, burning with a moral enthusiasm under the cover of
a certain external sulkiness and even curtness, and so regardful
and kind at the same time. She refers with warm thankfulness
to those deeply stirring conversations: “Who knows — it was
he perhaps who tore away from all our usual conceptions of life
and pierced our souls with a living pity and compassion for all
that suffers, so that everything which is ailing, is down-trodden
and humiliated became near and akin to us.” This is also the
meaning of those so weighty, so emphatic words in his Idiot:
“Compassion is the chief — and perhaps the only — law of human
existence”. How strange, yea — how exaggerated this seems to
sound! But the word “law” should probably be understood here
in the sense of “norm” and there it expresses one of the most
cherished and profound convictions of Dostoevsky. Compassion is
the most precious and beautiful, the greatest, yea — the redeeming
force of human existence. It points to a still higher background,
to another plane of departure — to the irruption of another Reality.
It is more than a purely moral statement concerning the highest
value in human life — is it not already a wvision of something that
transacts it? — the vision of the Highest Reality underlying the
world’s existence and giving sense to it?

v

We have already seen that there seems to be a kind of redeeming
quality in compassion, even in our human compassion. And that
is so, according to Dostoevsky, because there is the redeeming
force of a boundless self-dedicating Compassion, of Divine Love
that entered the world. This is not only Dostoevsky’s central
yearning, but also his central vision and central inspiration. He
“cannot live”. without God.” But at the same time Ivan Karamazov
gives utterance to Dostoevsky’s own perplexities and misgivings.
Ivan cannot accept this world created by God with all its reigning
injustice and suffering. “Not God does he deny,” but the world
created by him “he cannot accept.” What Ivan Karamazov is here

6See V. A. Timofeeva, (O. Pochinkovskaya) “A Vear’s Work under a
Great Writer,” in Istoriciskij Vestnik (February, 1904), 488-542.

7See the February 1876 entry in The Diary of a Writer. “I am an incor-
rigible idealist. I am in quest of the Holy, my heart is athirst... I am so made
that I cannot live without the Holy.”
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saying is, according to Dostoevsky, the highest expression of
atheism that he ever met with.® It gives to a certain extent ut-
terance to his own penetrating vision of the world’s condition.

The answer — the only satisfactory answer according to
Dostoevsky — is not a theoretical one; it is a subjugating fact,
it is a Reality. It is the fact of the Divine Love that irrupted
into our world and “poured itself out”® into the abyss of our
suffering and death, and dereliction. Crucified Love — this is the
answer, the key issue of the famous discussion “Pro and Contra”
between the two brothers, and it marks the “summit” according
to Dostoevsky himself!® (along with the chapter “Cana of Galilee”)
of his whole work and his religious testimony.

But there comes also Ivan’s answer to his brother’s confession
of faith — Ivan’s prose poem “The Legend of the Great Inquisitor.”
How can we believe in Christ? The old inquisitor, the projection
to a certain extent of Ivan’s own personality, had sometime
believed in Christ, but he gave up this faith as also his Faith
in God. It was beautiful, but also so unpractical and so unaccep-
table to enlightened, sophisticated persons (inspired by the “Wise
Spirit”, the “Prince of the World”). But out of compassion for
the immense majority of this miserable flock — those weaklings
so timorous, so limited in their outlook, so violent and frivolous
in their passions, so silly and so childishly dependent (oh, thev
deserve contempt much more than pity) — so out of pity for them
one has to conceal the bitter Truth (of ultimate Nothingness) and
continue to preach the Message. Let those miserable ‘“cattle”
believe at least in a Life Eternal, in a life to come. But if even
there were a Life Eternal (in which the Inquisitor no longer
believes), if there ever were such a Life, it would be not
for those dependent, miserable “cattle.” One should, according
to the Inquisitor, continue to preach Christ to them as the great
comfort and hope — out of pity mixed with contempt for them
— without believing either in Christ or in Salvation. That is
the tragedy of the Inquisitor. But this sophisticated, atheistic com-
passion is acceptable neither to Alyosha nor to Dostoevsky. For
Truth alone possesses the power of Salvation.

And again and again the question arises — how can we believe?
how can we attain Truth? Is there any external, logical, palpable
proof of the Ultimate Truth? And what is the answer at the end

8See his known words in his Notebook.

9An expression from St. Paul (Phil. 2:7) and the hymns of the Orthodox
Church.

10See his Letters.
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of “The Legend of the Great Inquisitor,” or in the dream of Versilov
in The Adolescent, or in the famous “Cana of Galilee”? There
seems to be no final, convincing, decisive answer save one — the
Encounter with God. We have to meet Him.

The encounter with God as conquering Love is the center and
root of Dostoevsky’s faith and his ultimate inspiration and testi-
mony. So it was in the Primitive Christian Message; it was the
witness of the Presence among them. Especially rich in such
episodes is the Gospel of Luke. There is, for example, the scene
of the “miraculous fishing.” “Depart from me, O Lord! I am a
sinful man” — exclaims Peter, “for a fear came over him and
all that were with him.”*! The centurion says to Jesus: “I am
unworthy that Thou shouldst come under the roof of my house,
but say one word and my boy will be healed.”'> And there are
those striking stories of sudden inner reversals, of change, of
renewal of mind. A woman of sinful life, led by a sudden, half-
conscious impulse, wants to honor the great Prophet by anointing
His feet. When she comes to the house of the rich Pharisee where
Jesus is partaking of the meal, she suddenly loses her composure
and starts crying so vehemently that she bewets His feet with
her streaming tears, wipes them with her hair, and starts kissing
His feet. All that came over her quite suddenly, probably in a
quite unpremeditated way — and only then does she pour the
precious balm over His feet.!* And similarly the rapacious, wealth-
loving publican Zacchaeus greets Him on the threshold of his house:
“Behold, Lord, the half of my goods I give to the poor, and if I
have defrauded anyone, I will restore it fourfold.”'* For he was
a changed man.

In His Presence there was also communicated the sense of
overwhelming grace, of greatness, of kindness, of Holiness and
Compassion in humility. And then came the terrible crisis of the
Passion and the Crucifixion and His disciples were frightened and
fled, leaving him alone; only His Mother, her kinswomen, and the
Beloved Disciple remained at the foot of the Cross. Then came the
Resurrection. They did not believe at first. He appears to them
and shows His hands and His feet and the wounds thereon, and
the unbelieving Thomas exclaims: “My Lord and my God.”!s Per-
sonal contact, encounter. The whole preaching is summed up by

1Luke 5: 8-9.

12Luke 7: 6-7; Matthew 8:8.

BLuke 7: 36-50.

4l yke 19:8.

15John 20:28. Compare Jesus’ dialogue with the man born blind and healed
by Him in John 9: 35-38.
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John in a decisive, “classical” way as testimony of the encounter:
“That which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes,
which we have looked upon, and our hands have handled, of the
Word of Life ... We have seen it, and bear witness, and shew unto
you that Eternal Life which was with the Father, and was
manifested unto us.”1¢

This is the core of their preaching, its center, its essence, its
content. This is also the core and essence of the experience of
Dostoevsky. He is struck by an overwhelming tenderness!” and
trembling admiration and grateful responsive love when he con-
tempiates the Love that has poured itself out — to the end, until
death — upon the Cross. He is “conquered” by it, as was Paul.’®

A%

Let us recall only a few short quotations which make evident
to us the “Christocentric” character of Dostoevsky’s religious ex-
perience!® and — more than that — of his general outlook, of his
philosophy of life (even his conception of a nation’s religious
destiny). Do not these passages suddenly flash up before our eyes
and illuminate the whole bulk of his work with a new, all-revealing
meaning. Such passages are to be found throughout his greatest
masterpieces, but also in his essays, in his Notebooks, in his
numerous drafts, and in many of his letters. The ultimate meaning
of his great books, invisibly present behind the moving scene of
action, makes in some passages a sudden inrush into the reality
before our eyes — so it is in The Possessed or, with immense
forcefulness, in The Brothers Karamazov.

161 John 1:1-2.

17See his words — “with jealous love” (“s revnivoy luboviu”) in his famous
letter to Mrs. Fonvizina in 1854.

18See Philippians 3:12.

19T should like to mention a few books which can be of great help to
the study of Dostoevsky’s religious experience. See N. O. Lossky, Dostoevsky
and His Christian Outlook (In Russian) (New York: Chekhov Publishing House,
1953) — this book, rich in information, deserves the highest praise. See also
Eduard Thurneysen, Dostoevsky, trans. from the German by K. R. Crim
(Richmond: John Knox Press, 1964); V. Ivanov, Dostoevsky, trans. by N. Ca-
meron (New York: Noonday, 1957); N. Arseniev, Dostojewskis Ringen um Gott
(Wernigerode, 1925); the chapter in Russische Literatur der Neuzeit und der
Gegenwart in ihren geistigen Zusammenhdngen (Mainz, 1929) and in Zeitschrift
flir systematische Theologie (1943) and in Die geistigen Schicksale des russischen
Volkes (Graz: Verlag Styrid, 1966); see also in Russian, N. Arseniev, “Smysl
tvorchestva Dostoevskago,” in Iz zhizni dukha (Warsaw, 1935); see the chapter
on Dostoevsky in Iz russkoy kulturnoy i tvorcheskoy tradicii (Frankfurt:
Verlag Possev, 1959); and “Dukhovnye osnovy tvorchestva Dostoevskago,” in
Vozrozhdenie (January, 1970), 53-68.
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There are at the beginning of this development (which starts
with especial force after his release from prison) certain accents
of doubt, of uncertainty, engulfed by a stream of burning but
still half-conscious faith — or rather of a sense of being con-
quered, as Paul, by a moral Beauty and Greatness, and Perfection,
and Courage, and Love which is greater than ours. And there are
tones of a joyous and manly self-surrender mingled with accents
of an immense tenderness, glowing admiration, and loving loyalty.
If even “they” (the opponents of Christ) succeeded in proving that
Christ was mistaken, that Christ is “outside of Truth,” “well,” says
Dostoevsky, %2 “I would prefer to remain with Christ than with
Truth.” I think this phrase could be paraphrased in the following
way: “I would prefer to be with Christ (outside of your Truth)
than with you and your Truth without Christ.” This comes close
to the words of Paul: “But we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling
block to Jews and foolishness to Gentiles, but to those who are
called... Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God.”#°
Christ is more than your Truth; this is the note of joyous “defiance”
which we meet also in some of the famous notes in his intimate
Notebooks. The letter of the year 1854 begins still with a confession
of religious doubts and struggles. But its conclusive sentence, in
spite of the “agnostic” form, is a confession to Him who has
conquered his heart and laid his hand upon him and given a new
meaning to his life.”* For — to emphasize this again and again —
the faith of Dostoevsky is not a bookish one, not a theoretical
solution of philosophical difficulties, not the fruit of dialectical
exercises — it is absolutely fundamental for his entire being; he
knows nothing more decisive for the being of man and the world. It
is organically connected with his highest aspirations, hopes and
emotions — it is the power of Love which takes hold of him and
inspires him with new courage and new forces.

“There is in the world only one positively beautiful personality
— Christ,” so Dostoevsky writes to his niece, S. A. Ivanov, on
January 1st. 1868. “The coming of this infinitely, boundlessly
beautiful person is in itself certainly an infinite miracle; he sees the
meaning of the whole Gospel of John concentrated in the Incar-
nation.?2 And in full accordance therewith are the famous words
written by him a few years later in his draft for one of his great
novels — The Possessed. “The whole thing consists in this question:

Wal.etter to Madame Fonvizina, 1854).
20] Corinthians 1: 23-24.

21See Letter 663 to K. P. Pobedonostzev.
22See Letter 294.
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can one be a civilized man; that is, a European, and believe —
I mean believe unconditionally in the divinity of the Son of God,
Jesus Christ — because the whole faith consists only in this.”
And a few words further: “The Source of life and of Salvation
from despair and the condition for the existence of the whole world
is contained in only these three words: The “Word became Flesh.”2

This passage is now very well known and has been often quoted.
But one cannot quote the whole subterranean, unobtrusive and hid-
den inspiration which permeates so much of his work, and which
is only from time to time gleaming forth in words. But then some-
times it suddenly breaks through in an enraptured confession of
faith of one of Dostoevsky’s heroes. Such explicit passages abound
in the famous chapters (“Pro and Contra,” “The Russian Monk,"
and “Alyosha”) in The Brothers Karamazov. It is characteristic
that Dostoevsky emphasized many times to some friends and
acquaintances the decisive purport of these passages for his entire
life’s work — for that mission which, according to his conviction,
he was sent to fulfill. He feels that with all his weaknesses, his
shortcomings and inadequacies he has a task assigned to him. He
“trembles” at his responsibility and asks himself and others
whether he has succeeded in this decisive, “culminating point” of
all his work.>*

Christ and the Russian people — this is a subject and a problem
most closely and intimately connected with the center of Dostoev-
sky’s religious and moral inspiration as well as his passionate love
for his people. Again it is compassion and the immense feeling of
compassionate love which makes here an irruption into his con-
cern for the destiny of his people. Is the Russian people worthy
to preach the message of Christ to the world? Dostoevsky’s answer
is full of hesitations, of doubts, even of contradictions. Sometimes,
but more sporadically, there is a one-sided affirmation not only
of the high mission of the Russian people to be the bearer of His
message and to serve the Truth of Christ, but also of a religious
quality of this people, somehow inherent. “For this people carries
God in its heart,” says Zossima. But on the other hand, along with
the recognition of this high calling, there is also often an acute

23See the drafts to The Possessed.

24See Letter 660 (May 10, 1879) to N. A. Lubimov, written while he was
writing the decisive chapters of The Brothers Karamazov. He writes: “The
blasphemies of my hero will be refuted in a most solemn way in the next
section. I am working on it with trembling and deepest reverence.” See also
his letter (May 19, 1879) to K. P. Pobedonostzev. In another letter to N. A.
Lubimov (June 11, 1879) he writes that the entire novel is being written for
the sake of this (“Pro and Contra”) central scene.

— 15 —



sense of the unworthiness of the Russian people, a deep and lucid
insight into the abyss of sin, of moral degradation, of sloth and
even of the cruel savagery which sometimes is hidden in the bot-
tom of the peoples’ soul along with features of admirable kindness
and goodness. This insight into the baffling, terrifying polarity
of the Russian soul®® which often runs through the depth of its
inner life and forms the “abysmal” character of its temptations
— terrible, seducing, in its insurrection against God and God’s
moral laws. The catastrophic, “daemonic” (The Possessed!)
character of this infatuation has been felt more than Dostoevsky
had foreseen and predicted. But there is also the regeneration, the
possibility, the hope, the certainty of its moral regeneration and
salvation — undeserved, a gift of the compassion and mercy coming
from on high. “A great Thought and a great Will will come over
it from on high (as it was with the raving daemoniac) and all
those daemons will be cast out. But the sick man will be healed
and sit at the feet of Jesus.”28

The answers to different problems oppressing Dostoevsky —
the destiny of man, of society, nation, people, world, and of the
entire creation — these answers coincide for him. They are given
for him in the reality of boundless Compassion as the ultimate,
decisive word and the sense of all existence, triumphing over
Death and Evil.

Similar problems and questions continue to oppress us now in
these our times as well. Dostoevsky is, strange to say, perhaps
more “up to date,” more “contemporary” to us than it is usually
admitted.

250n the contradictions in the soul of the Russian people, see “Vlas” in
The Diary of a Writer (1873).
26See The Possessed, III, 7, 2.
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H.C. Apcenves
«[QEHTPAJIPHAA TEMA TBOPYECTBA JIOCTOEBCKOI'O»

JIOKJIaquUK TOBOPUJI O HEBEPOSATHOH HAIPAMKEHHOCTH, HACBIIeH-
HOCTH, KOHAeHCAIUMM KApPTHUHBI CTPaflaHud, 3J1a, PA3JIOKeHHd M Ia-
OeHHd RYXOBHOTO, H OFEPXKMMOCTHM — KAPTHHBI BCEro y:Kaca MHpa
B TBOpuecTBe JI0CTOEBCKOrO. OTa — M.0. Ha IEpBbIH B3IJIAfN IIpeyBe-
JIMYeHHasd U ONHOOOKafg-KapTHHA MHpPa CTAaBUT OCHOBHYIO IIpobJieMy
CTpajaHHA M 3J1a BO BceH ee 3a0cTpeHHOCTH, IuiyGuHe M cuie. Bcee
couuajibHble peopMbl — MHOTMM M3 HHX J{OCTOEBCKHI IVIyGOKO
COYYBCTBYET — SABJIAIOTCA HENOCTATOYHBIM OTBeTOM. OTBET COOTBET-
CTBYIOIWH pPajMKaJBHOCTH IIPOOJIEMBI — MOXKeT OBbITH HaH TOJBKO
U3 comblx 2nybun 6biTus (eciu TaKOBbIe eCTh) — U3 ObITUs Boxus.
OTO ecTh LEHTP BCEro, B DTOM IeHTpaJjibHad NpobJjieMa M IeHTPaJIb-
Had Bepa JlocToeBckoro. Ho Kak COBMECTHTH ee ¢ HECIIPABERJIUBOCTHIO,
TMIOBUAHUMOMY, B ¢ 0Oe3CMBICJIEHHOCTBIO CTpajaHudA, JKECTOKOCTH, Ha-
cunus, napamux B mupe? (“Pro” m “Contra”). Orser locToeBcKuii
BUAUT TOJIBKO B PEANbHOCTYU cTpajarowezo Boza, B peasbHOCTH 60-
JKECTBEHHOH, ceba oTmaromieii JI:o0BH, BoIenIIed B MUDP M COILIERIIEH
B caMble TJIyOHHBI CTpafaHUsA HANero u AOGPOBOJIBHO H3JIUBILIEHCHA
— Jake [0 cMepTH — H 3anoJiHublieir CoGol, ceoum IlpucyTcTBHEM,
cBouM orpanueM Cele mpomacTh ocTaBieHHOCTH Hame#. Kak 5To mo-
kasaTb? — Her Apyroro moKa3aTenbCTBa, KaK TOJBKO BO BCTPEZE
¢ Hum B rny6mHax Hamero ObITHA, B peajIbHOH MHCTHYECKOH BCTpede
¢ Hum, norpacarome# u nokopsaromeil n uerensomel pymy. Taxos
oneIT camMoro JIOCTOEBCKOrO, ¥ OH MHOTOKDPATHO CBUJETEebCT8YET
0 HEM.
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DOSTOEVSKY AND PSYCHOANALYSIS

by Magda Campbell, M.D.*
New York University

Dostoevsky’s most complex personality, life full of events and
the numerous heroes in his novels, each of whom alone is a
psychological study in depth, per se, always fascinated psychiatrists,
psychoanalysts, and psychologists.

Ever since Freud’s study on Dostoevsky which appeared in 1928,
analytic papers have been written about this great writer himself,
his work, his characters and even of the dreams described in his
novels. I will limit my topic mainly to Freud’s paper, for two
reasons. First, it was one of the earliest and remains one of the
most important. Second, it is most interesting how one intellectual
giant wrote about another one. When Freud thinks as a psychologist,
he gives a brilliant picture of Dostoevsky’s personality and ex-
plains some of the relationships existing between his life and the
figures in his novels. When he writes as a moralist about Dostoevsky,
he fails entirely. He fails, because of his lack of understanding of
the struggling, suffering man, the Christian, the great Russian,
who in his anguish was striving for ideals and searching for the
meaning of life for himself, for Russia, for mankind.

Dostoevsky was born 150 years ago; psychoanalysis began with
Freud some 70 years later.

Psychoanalysis started as a method of investigating mental
processes. Psychoanalytic theory, which arose from psychoanalysis,
is concerned with both normal and abnormal mental development
and functioning in man. Today, it has become part of human psycho-
logy. Psychoanalysis has been called depth-psychology, because of its
concern with the unconscious mental processes, which significantly
influence and even determine man’s thoughts, actions, and behavior
in general. Before Freud, psychical almost always meant conscious;

*MAGDA CAMPBELL is Assistant Professor of Psychiatry, New York
University School of Medicine.
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Freud found, that unconscious, rather than conscious mental pro-
cesses dominate both the so-called normal and abnormal psychic
life. This is one of the major principles of psychoanalysis, the other
being psychic determinism. This latter means, that each psychic
event is determined by the psychic events which preceded it. Thus,
nothing happens by chance: our thoughts, actions and even dreams
can be explained by our past.

There is ample evidence of these two principles of psycho-
analysis in Dostoevsky’s life and in his writings, including his
notebooks. Dostoevsky himself must have had some awareness of
this. He writes “I don’t know why you consider the possession of
reason, i.e. of consciousness, the highest of the possible forms...”*

Freud’s first analytic paper came years after Dostoevsky’s death.
The study on Dostoevsky appeared in 1928, almost 50 years after
Dostoevsky died, 11 years before Freud’s own death. Thus, it ap-
peared at a time when Freud fully developed his psychoanalytic
theories and when Dostoevsky was long known and recognized not
only as a great writer but also as one of the great psychologists
of all time. The study was entitled “Dostoevsky and Parricide.”
It was to be a preface to Die Urgestalt der Brueder Karamasoff,
which was one of the supplementary volumes to the complete
German edition of Dostoevsky’s works.

Freud begins this paper as follows: “Four facets may be
distinguished in the rich personality of Dostoevsky: the creative
artist, the neurotic, the moralist and the sinner. How is one to
find one’s way in this bewildering complexity?... Before the
problem of the creative artist analysis must, alas, lay down its
arms.”?

Freud questions Dostoevsky as a moralist and as a man of
morals: “After the most violent struggles to reconcile the instinctual
demands of the individual with the claims of the community, he
landed in the retrograde position of submission both to temporal
and spiritual authority, of veneration both for the Tsar and for
the God of the Christians, and of a narrow Russian nationalism —
a position which lesser minds reached with smaller effort. This is
the weak point in that great personality.... The future of human
civilization will have little to thank him for.”.

Freud further ‘discusses the basis of Dostoevsky’s masochism
and sense of guilt and classifies him as an “instinctual character.”

1Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Notebooks for the Possessed, edited by Edward
Wasiolek (trans. by Victor Terras) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968).

2Sigmund Freud, “Dostoevsky and Parricide,” (1928) in Collected Papers,
Vol. V (New York: Basic Books, 1961), pp. 222-242.

—_ 19 —



He also questions the epileptic nature of Dostoevsky’s seizures and
discusses at length the differential diagnosis between hystero-
epilepsy or affective epilepsy and the so-called organic or true
epilepsy. He concludes, that it is “extremely probable” that
Dostoevsky’s seizures were hysterical, and that it was in this form
that his neurosis expressed itself. He explains the meaning of the
death-like seizures, of which Dostoevsky suffered since childhood,
as a “self-punishment for a death-wish against a hated father.”

According to Freud, the sense of guilt stems from the nature
of the relationship of the boy to his father. In this study, he refers
to his own work, Totem and Taboo,* and says, parricide, that is the
murder of the father by the sons in sexual rivalry over the females,
“is the principal and primal crime of humanity as well as of the
individual. It is in any case the main source of the sense of guilt...”
Here Freud gives an account of the Oedipus complex, which is,
in his own words, one of the corner-stones of psychoanalysis. The
Oedipus complex is the ambivalent relation of a boy to his father:
he loves his father and at the same time he hates him, because he
sees him as a rival and tries to get rid of him. The jealousy and
hatred of the father result in fear of retaliation, of punishment for
these feelings and wishes, by castration. Out of this fear, the boy
represses his wish for the mother. However, this wish remains in
the unconscious and it forms the basis of the sense of guilt. This is,
to quote Freud, “the normal fate of the so-called Oedipus complex.”
Freud adds, “it must be of importance as an accidental factor
whether the father who is feared in any case, is also especially
violent in reality. This is true in Dostoevsky’s case...” Then, Freud
refers to the fact that Dostoevsky’'s father was murdered by his
serfs when Dostoevsky was 18 years of age: “Now, it is a dan-
gerous thing if reality fulfills such repressed (death) wishes.”
Freud feels that the attacks Dostoevsky experienced since childhood,
only after his father’s death “assumed an epileptic character; they
still undoubtedly signified an identification with his father as a
punishment, but they had become terrible, like his father’s frightful
death itself.”

The individual’s relation towards authority is also based on the
father relation. Freud elaborates on how the guilt feeling toward
his own father determined Dostoevsky’s attitude toward the secular
authorities and God.

In considering Dostoevsky’s last and chief novel Freud points
out that three of the masterpieces of literature of all time — the

3Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo, trans. by James Strachey (New York:
W. W. Norton and Co., 1950).
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Oedipus Rex of Sophocles, Shakespeare's Hamlet and Dostoevsky’s
The Brothers Karamazov — deal with the same subject, parricide.
Here follows a beautiful, brief discussion on these three works of
art and of their heroes, all of whom wonderfully fit Freud’s theories.

Freud ends his study with Dostoevsky’s passion for gambling,
tracing back the roots of this symptom into early childhood, and
explaining what gambling meant to Dostoevsky: “... another method
of self-punishment.”

I have endeavoured to give the essence of Freud’'s study. The
fact that Freud dealt with some aspects of Dostoevsky brilliantly
and with some others arbitrarily, was recognized by Theodore
Reik* and more recently by others.? Actually, in a letter to Reik
in April, 1929, Freud accepted some of Reik’s criticisms.®

Where then may one question Freud’s view of Dostoevsky?

First, there is Freud’s treatment of Dostoevsky as a creative
artist. Although he acknowledges Dostoevsky as such and calls
The Brothers Karamazov one of the three masterpieces of literature
of all time, Freud still says: “The creative artist is the least
doubtful: Dostoevsky’s place is not far behind Shakespeare.” He
treats this aspect of Dostoevsky only in two brief paragraphs in
a rather lengthy article.

Secondly, alongside the brilliant psychodynamic formulation of
Dostoevsky’s personality, Freud, rather arbitrarily, calls Dostoev-
sky’s seizures hysterical, when in fact Dostoevsky’s seizures were
diagnosed as epileptic.

Thirdly, Freud says that Dostoevsky’s reaction to his father’s
death was the turning point of his neurosis. One questions, if this
may be absolutely so. Why couldn’t the turning point be his im-
prisonment and exile? It seems, that 8 or 9 such years would make
a tremendous impact on anyone’s life and personality. Although
inner reality may be essential, outer reality cannot be entirely
ignored.

#Theodor Reik, “The Study on Dostoevsky,” Thirty Years with Freud,
trans. by Richard Winston (New York: International Universities Press, 1949),
pp. 158-176.

5See G. M. Davidson, “Dostoevsky and the Perennial Drama of Man,”
Psychiatric Quarterly Supplement, XXXVII (1963), 88-105; Fritz Schmid]l,
“Freud and Dostoevsky,” Journal of the Amercian Psychoanalytic Association,
XIII (1965), 518-532.

6Reik, op. cit.
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Fourthly, Freud states, that Dostoevsky has chosen criminals,
“violent, murderous and egoistic characters” for his novels because
of “the existence of similar tendencies in his own soul.” Isn’t it
possible, that again, Dostoevsky’s imprisonment and exposure to
criminal individuals, murderers, political prisoners, had at least
something to do with the choice of the material in his writings —
after the exile — since we know that the subject of his stories
and the tone was quite different before, than after Siberia. Although
it is accepted by many psychologists today that man’s fate is deter-
mined greatly by his innate drives, parents, and the first 4-5 years
of life experiences, one still cannot ignore the events which take
place in the next decades of life, although to some degree, many
later happenings are predetermined by the first few years.

Freud wrote: “... the mental mechanisms which produce the
symptoms of illness are equally present in normal mental life, that
the same uniform law embraces both the findings of research into
neurotics or psychotics cannot be without significance for our
understanding of the healthly mind,”” and “... even the highest
achievements of the human spirit must bear a demonstrable
relation to the facts found in pathology...”® However, in his
letter to Theodor Reik, Freud says of Dostoevsky: “I might also
have charged against him (Dostoevsky) that his insight was so
entirely restricted to the workings of the abnormal psyche.”?
Dostoevsky’s answer to this could have been from his Notebooks:
“Tolstoy, Goncharov, thought they were describing the life of the
majority; in my opinion, what they were describing were the lives
of some exceptions... while mine (the underground type) is the
life of the general rule. Future generations will find that out, as
they will be more objective, and the truth will be on my side...
I have been the only one to bring out the tragedy of the under-
ground, which consists of suffering, self-laceration, and awareness
of a better (life) coupled with the impossibility of attaining it...”2°

Fifthly, Freud says that Dostoevsky was submissive to secular
authorities. It seems as if he was forgetting that Dostoevsky,
in 1846, at the age of 25, after he was recognized as a writer,
joined a group of revolutionaries and radicals, and as a result of

7Sigmund Freud, “Two Encyclopaedia Articles (1922) (A) Psycho-Analysis,”
Collected Papers, Vol. V (New York: Basic Books, 1961), pp. 107-130.

8Sigmund Freud, “Four Prefaces (C) Psychoanalysis and Religious Origins
(1919),” Collected Papers, Vol. V (New York: Basic Books, 1961), pp. 92-97.

9Reik, op. cit.

10Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Notebooks for A Raw Youth, edited by Edward
Wasiolek (trans. by Victor Terras) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969).
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his activities in this group, he was arrested in April of 1849. He
was charged with activities against church and state and condemned
to death in December of the same year. He spent 4 years of his
life in Siberian penal servitude and another 4 years in enforced
military service. It was not until 1859 that he was recalled from
exile by Tsar Alexander II. Dostoevsky, of course, was never a
true revolutionary. He was more of an utopian. However, as he grew
older, he became more accepting of authority. Actually, in his later
life and novels, he was increasingly more tolerant and willing to
listen to the new ideas in Russia.

Sixthly, Freud says: “The moralist in Dostoevsky is the most
readily assailable.... A man who alternately sins and then in his
remorse erects high moral standards lays himself open to the
reproach that he has made things too easy for himself. He has not
achieved the essence of morality, renunciation.” Theodor Reik, in
his critical review of Freud’s study on Dostoevsky, wrote: ... while
once upon a time renunciation was the sole criterion of morality,
it is now but one of many. If it were the sole criterion, then the
upright middle-class philistine, to whose shabby imagination sub-
mission is natural, and to whose blunt senses renunciation is easy,
would be morally far greater than Dostoevsky... we must perceive
that morality resides in the struggle with the instinctual forces...
In the light of human frailty, Freud’s moral program would seem
superhuman to Dostoevsky.”"! Freud adds: “He (Dostoevsky)
reminds one of the barbarians of the great migrations... Ivan the
Terrible behaved in exactly this way; indeed, this compromise with
morality is a characteristic Russian trait.”

I do not know of any nation or people whose characteristic
trait is absolute morality without compromise — or even of such
an individual — saints are no exceptions! Freud, as a psychologist,
saw Dostoevsky as an individual and explained the inner relation
between Dostoevsky’s life and that of his characters; the struggle
between elemental, instinctual forces or drives and the conscience
— as eternal dialectics. However, Freud failed to see that Dostoevsky
was not only an individual, but also part of a vast nation, which
also had a very specific, unique history, culture and even geographic
location — called Russia. And it is only if we take all these factors
into consideration, that we can understand Dostoevsky. Reik said
of him: “We children of another age, which appears as a progressed
one to simpler spirits, are no longer capable of fully understanding

11Reik, op. cit.
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the psychology of the Russian people of this period. No one who
has not grown up in this cultural milieu and has not early undergone
the profound influence of Christianity can project himself into
the feelings of these people.”? As Berdyaev writes: “The incon-
sistency of the Russian spirit is due to the complexity of Russian
history, to the conflict of the Eastern and Western elements in her.
The soul of the Russian people was moulded by the Orthodox
Church... But in the Russian soul there remained a strong natural
element, linked with the immensity of Russia itself, with the
Russian plain. Among Russians Nature is an elemental power... The
nature-pagan element entered even into Russian Christianity. In the
typical Russian two elements are always in opposition — the
primitive natural paganism of boundless Russia, and an Orthodox
ascetism received from Byzantium, a reaching out towards the
other world...”12

Finally, while reading Freud’s study on Dostoevsky, one wonders
if there was any feeling of rivalry on Freud’s part. Theodor Reik
wrote: “Should he (Freud) not have given recognition to another
aspect (of Dostoevsky), that of the great psychologist... Ours is
a time when every mediocre psycho-therapeutic practitionner thinks
the psyche is an open book to him — and every lowly assistant at a
neurologic clinic who has read Freud with happy carelessness and
thorough misunderstanding believes he knows the human mind up
and down. In such a time as this, we feel, it would be fitting that
one of the greatest psychologists should salute the poet who was
one of his great precursors...”'* In his reply to Reik, Freud wrote:
“You are also quite right in your assumption that I do not really
like Dostoevsky, despite all my admiration for his power and
nobility. That comes from the fact that my patience with patho-
logical natures is completely exhausted in my daily work. In art
and life I am intolerant toward them.”5

Perhaps, then, Freud was indeed somewhat envious of Dostoev-
sky. In this connection we may see a parallel in Tolstoy’s opinion
of Shakespeare. For Tolstoy tells himself that he read and re-read
repeatedly Shakespeare’s works in several languages in an effort

121bid.

13Nicolas Berdyaev, The Origins of Russian Communism, trans. by R. M.
French, Ann Arbor Paperbacks (Michigan: University of Michigan Press, 1960),
p. 8.
14Reik, op. cit.
151bid.
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to understand him, but he found they were “insignificant and
immoral.”16

However, Dostoevsky and his novels were and remain a treasure
chest for psychoanalytic studies. Freud himself wrote in 1919,
referring to Rank’s work on incest complex: “Otto Rank... has
produced evidence of the surprising fact that the choice of subject-
matter, especially for dramatic works, is principally determined by
the ambit of what psychoanalysis has termed the Oedipus Complex.
By working it over with the greatest variety of modifications,
distortions and disguises, the dramatist seeks to deal with his own
most personal relations to this emotional theme.”'” There is only
a subtle suggestion of this in Dostoevsky’s stories written before
his arrest. However, in the novels written after his exile, this
becomes more and more evident. It is more covert in Crime
and Punishment, less so in A Raw Youth, and by the time
Dostoevsky got to The Brothers Karamazov, we see something
reminiscent of Freud’s Totem and Taboo. In this last novel of
Dostoevsky, all four sons, in some way take part in their father's
death, and the rivalry over the same woman is very explicit too.
The Gambler is a superb study of this psycho-pathology. Crime and
Punishment remains the deepest analysis of guilt and confession.
In his letter to Katkov in September 1865, Dostoevsky wrote:
“This is a psychological account of a crime... Despite the fact
that crimes of this kind are done with great difficulty, that is, the
criminals (almost always) leave clues that are crudely apparent,
traces, etc. (and they leave a great deal to chance, which almost
always trips them up)... (legal) punishment for a crime frightens
a criminal much less than we think (the lawmakers in part)
because the criminal himself (morally) demands it.”!® In this
novel we find a perfect example of obsessive confession, the
mechanism of which was described some 60 years later by Theodor
Reik.!* Freud regards deep-seated wishes, which are unacceptable
during the waking life, as motive forces for the formation of
dreams: this is one of the corner-stones of his teaching. Dreams are
numerous in Dostoevsky’s writings. He must have had a deep

16Leo Tolstoy, “Shakespeare and the Drama,” (1906), trans. by Aylmer
Maude, The Works of Leo Tolstoy, Centenary Edition, Vol. 21 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1937), pp. 307-383.

17Sigmund Freud, “Four Prefaces (C) Psychoanalysis and Religious Origins
(1919),” Collected Papers, Vol. V (New York: Basic Books, 1961), pp. 92-97.

18Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Notebooks for Crime and Punishment, edited
and translated by Edward Wasiolek (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1967).

YTheodor Reik, Gestindniszwang und Strafbediirfniss (Leipzig: Internat.
Psychoanalyt. Verlag, 1925).
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understanding of this phenomenon, for the young Dolgoruky of
A Raw Youth says, horrified: “Accursed dream! I swear that until
that loathsome dream nothing like that shameful idea had ever
been in my mind. There had never been even an unconscious dream
of the sort (though I had kept the “letter” sewn up in my pocket,
and I sometimes gripped my jacket with a strange smile). How was
it all this came to me so complete? It was because I had the soul
of a spider! It shows that all this had long ago been hatching in
my corrupt heart, and lay latent in my desires, but my mind dared
not consciously picture anything of the sort. But in sleep the soul
presented and laid bare all that was hidden in the heart, with thce
utmost accuracy, in a complete picture...”?* Actually, this whole
novel is, among other things, a perfect illustration of what is hap-
pening today between the older and younger generation, at all
levels in our society.

These are only a few of the many psychological phenomena and
insights found in Dostoevsky’s writings. One can see how such
works invited study by Freud and other psychoanalysts. However,
some, as Freud, failed to understand Dostoevsky as a man with a
unique background, and therefore the ideas and ideals, including
the religious ones, and the dialectics, he expressed through his
heroes.

Maybe this was due to the fact that both Freud and psycho-
analysis are products of the 19th century, the century of individual-
ism and Helmholtzian materialism. Those were the times when it was
thought that science and technology will change the world — for
the better. Freud believed in this function of the scientific Welt-
anschauung.

Today, we see the failures and results of a life being dominated
by materialism, science and technology. In those parts of the world
where man no longer has to struggle for his daily bread, where,
as Dostoevsky predicted a century ago, technology does “turn
stones into bread,”?! there is a great deal of dissatisfaction and
despondency in the young people. This youth is, more than ever,
searching for ideals, for light. Dostoevsky knew this would happen:
“.... without science, without bread, life is possible — only
without beauty it is impossible,””* he wrote. Science and the

20Fyodor Dostoevsky, A Raw Youth, trans. by Constance Garnett (London:
William Heinemann, 1916).

211bid.

22Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Possessed, trans. by Constance Garnett (London:
William Heinemann, 1913).
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technology of today, do not give us beauty, ideals. Psychoanalysis,
a scientific discipline, does not give these, either.

Maybe more powerful and more timeless than science, is creative
art. Creative art illuminates reality. Dostoevsky, the struggling,
suffering man, the creative artist, the dreamer, the visionary, left
us with a great light. His books illuminate civilization and give
us hope.

Perhaps we can say then of Dostoevsky, as one great Englishman
said of another: “He was not of an age, but for all time!”’*

23Ben Jonson, To the Memory of My Beloved, the Author Mr. William
Shakespeare: and What He Hath Left Us.
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Pesrome goknaga npog. ncuxuarpuu M. Ksmbenn na remy:*
JOCTOEBCKHYA H IICHXOAHAJIH3.

JOCTOeBCKHH He TOJIPKO BBIJAIOUIMICA XYAOKHHUK, HO M TOHKHH
ncuxoyor. Co3maHHbBIE MM THIBI Oojiee yOENUTENbHBI, YeM JIIONH
B xu3HH. JKHU3HL — DTO OTHOIIEHME 4YeJIOBEKa K OKPYIKAIOUIeH ero
cpege. I'oBopsa o JI0CTOEBCKOM, KaK IICHXOJIOTe, HEJIb3S He CKAa3aTh
HECKOJIKO CJIOB M 00 OCHOBaTeJie IcuxoaHasnsa Ppeline. [locaemuui
HaIKcaJl cBOXO pabory o octoeBckom B 1928 r., T.e. moutu 50 ser
nocne ero cMeprd. OH pazoOpast J[OCTOEBCKOT0, KaK XYHOMKHHUKA,
HEeBPACTEHHKA, MOPAJIMCTa U TPEITHHKA. Kro BBIBOALI MOTYT IIOKa-
3aTbcA yOequTeJIbHBIMH, HO (hakTmyecku Ppeiiny MHOroro B JlocToes-
CKOM He IIOHHMAaJl BCJIEACTBHME TOT'O, UTO HE 3HAJ ¥ He OIYIIaJ Ha-
CTOAIIHE YCJIOBHA KHU3HH PYCCKOT'O YEJIOBEKa H3-3a: 1, HEIIOHUMAaHUA
XPUCTHAHCTBA, 2, He3HAHUA W HEIOHHMAaHHS PYyCCKOTO Hapoja ¥ ero
ucropud, 3, BCJEINCTBHE OTCYTCTBHA IOHHMAHHA IIPABOCJIABUA, KaK
ero IMOHHMAaJI ¥ YYBCTBOBaJ JlocToeBCcKHH, 4, OH JaJjI HeNpaBHJIBLHOE
00BACHEHHEe ero SIHJIEIICHH U a3apTHOCTH, 5, B3ABIUHM HECKOJBKO
apumepor u3 BpaTtreB KapaMma3oBbIX, OH OOBACHHII M IIOBefleHMe
OCTaJIPHBIX IIePCOHAaKeH TAKeJILIMH YCJIOBHAMM HercrBa JlocToes-
CKOTO.

HecMoTps Ha 9T0, make Ppelifi IpH3HABAJ, YTO XYNOMKECTBEHHBIH
¥ #300pa3uTesIbHBIA TaJlaHT JIOCTOEBCKOI'O TAKOM CHJIBI, YTO BbIBe-
JeHHble UM JIMIa He YKJIAABIBAIOTCA B PaMKH IIPOCTOTO IICHXO-
aHaJIN3a.

*Pe3ome cocraBua niasa ordyera o cumnosuyme K. I'. Benoycos.
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DOSTOEVSKY’S POOR FOLK RECONSIDERED

by John Dunlop*
Oberlin College

On a May night in 1845 Fyodor Dostoevsky went to see a
fellow Petersburg student who was, like himself, an enthusiast of
literature. Together the two spent virtually the entire night reading
and discussing Gogol’s Dead Souls. When Dostoevsky returned home,
it was four o’clock and “as light as day.” As he looked out his
window into the warm night, suddenly to his “intense astonishment”
the bell rang, and in rushed Grigorovich and Nekrasov “in an
absolute ecstasy.” Earlier on the same day Dostoevsky had given
the manuscript of his epistolary novel Poor Folk to Grigorovich
who had agreed to look it over with Nekrasov. “We can tell from
ten pages,” the two critics had said to each other as they fingered
the unknown writer’s manuscript. Instead of ten pages they found
themselves reading the work through in a fit of excitement. Then,
having finished it in the small hours of the morning, they set off
to congratulate the newly-discovered talent, exclaiming, “What
does it matter if he is asleep? We'll wake him up. This is more
important than sleep!”

The next day Nekrasov passed the manuscript on to Belinsky,
the dean of contemporary critics. By evening Belinsky too was in
“an absolute fever of excitement.” “Bring him here,” he shouted.
“Bring him here as soon as possible!” When Dostoevsky had been
produced, Belinsky solemnly pronounced him an artist and declared,
“To you as an artist the truth is known and open, it has come to
you as a gift; cherish your gift, then, and remain true to it, and
you will be a great writer!” This moment, Dostoevsky later claimed,
was the most wonderful in his life. “In prison, remembering it,
I felt my spirit grow stronger. Even now I still remember it with
delight.”?

*JOHN DUNLOP is an Instructor of Russian Literature at Oberlin College.
1Cited from Jessie Coulson’s Dostoevsky: A Self-Portrait (London: Oxford
University Press, 1962).
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This account from Dostoevsky’s January, 1877 issue of A Diary
of a Writer recreates, with perhaps some forgiveable hyperbole and
embellishment, the reception of his first novel by the Petersburg
cultural elite of the day. In the light of what Dostoevsky was even-
tually to produce, Nekrasov’s and Belinsky’s raptures may seem
excessive. It is our opinion, however, that the two critics were not
so very wide of the mark. A work of very high literary quality had
in fact been produced. The purpose of this brief study shall be to
justify this last remark.

Firstly, one should observe something quite obvious: Poor Folk
represents a trenchant investigation of the role of the city in
forming and deforming human personalities. The sullen, brooding
presence of the city on the northern swamps pervades the whole
novel much as it does Dostoevsky’s later masterpiece Crime and
Punishment.

Life in the city is contrasted to that in the rural countryside.
The heroine of Poor Folk, Varvara, has come to the city from the
country where she spent her “golden childhood.” “When we left
the country,” she remembers in a letter to the novel’s major pro-
tagonist, Makar Alekseevich, “it was a clear, warm, brilliant day;
the work of the fields was over; huge stacks of wheat were piled
up on the threshing-floors and flocks of birds were calling about
the fields; everything was so bright and gay....”?> Together with
her family Varvara passes from a world dominated by nature and
the natural rhythm of life to the man-made world of Petersburg
and an artificial rhythm of life. “As we came into the town we
found rain, damp autumn chilliness, muggy greyness, sleet and a
crowd of new, unknown faces, unvelcoming, ill-humored, angry....
We had scarcely a relation or intimate acquaintance. . . . People came
to us on business pretty often. Usually they quarrelled, shouted and
made an uproar.”

Even the damp and chill of Petersburg, for which one might
think to indict the elements, are actually the result of man’s activity.
For St. Petersburg is the “fantastic city” which Peter the Great
chose to build on the swamps.

Varvara’s father, basically a good man, is first reduced to a
carping, irritable tyrant and then extinguished by the city; hounded
by creditors he dies swiftly and unexpectedly. Soon Varvara’s mother
suffers a similar fate.

Makar has a similar experience of the city. Going out, for

2All quotations, with a few minor changes, are from the translation of
Poor Folk by Constance Garnett in Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Gambler and
Other Stories (New York: Macmillan, 1923), pp. 132-244.
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example, early one morning to borrow some cash from a money-
lender, he encounters the normal Petersburg formula of rain and
sleet. Wrapping himself more tightly in his overcoat, he plunges on
past “anxious and preoccupied” pedestrians indifferent to his
existence. “A gang of workmen, grinning all over” shove him as
they pass. When an ‘“unfeeling” policeman, “filtering his words
through his teeth,” informs Makar that he has arrived at the
moneylender’s, the poor copyist is set upon by a mangy dog barking
madly. Eluding the dog, Makar reaches the house “more dead than
alive” only to stumble into a woman straining milk. After bearing
a fusillade of curses, he finally penetrates to the moneylender’s.
The latter, a “grayheaded man with thievish eyes, in a dressing-
gown with a cord around his waist,” listens to Makar’s request
and firmly refuses.

Sullen faces, curses, angry barking dogs — these are the staple
components of Dostoevsky’s city.

Closely linked to the theme of the city is that of poverty. For
the author of Poor Folk the poor man lives in a world totally
different from that of his rich or well-off counterpart. The front
stairs of Makar’s rooming house pass muster, but the back stair-
case “winds like a screw” and is damp and dirty. Steps are broken
and the walls are so greasy one’s hand sticks to them. Not only does
Makar’s domicile offend the eyes and sense of touch, it also assails
the nostrils. Attempting to describe the all-pervasive odor, Makar
observes, “At first it makes an unfavorable impression, but that
is of no consequence; one has only to be a couple of minutes among
us and it passes off and you don’t notice how it passes off, for
you begin to smell yourself, your clothes smell, your hands smell

and everything smells...” Finches, however, cannot survive in the
air — “The naval man is just buying his fifth — they can’t live
in our air....”

Makar’s room is actually only a partitioned section of the kitchen.
“Our kitchen,” he exudes, “is big, roomy and light. In the mornings,
it is true, it is rather stifling when they are cooking fish or meat
and splashing and slopping water everywhere, but in the evening
it is paradise.”

Poverty afflicts its victims with horrors of sight, smell, touch
and sound. It also almost inevitably turns one’s fellow men against
oneself. When Makar, for example, begins to disintegrate and fails
to keep up his appearance, the various lackies and servants who
had previously treated him with obsequious respect turn against
him. Snegirev, the porter at his place of employment, refuses him
a brush to take the mud off his clothes. Faldoni, his landlady’s
servant, declines to go on errands for him.
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Far poorer than Makar is Gorshkov, a totally indigent lodger
with a wife and children. Gorshkov is described as a “pitiful,
decrepit” individual whose knees, hands and head constantly shake.
He is “timid, afraid of every one and sidles along edgewise.”
Poverty has instilled an eerie stillness into the Gorshkov household.
“It is always still and quiet in their room,” Makar reports, “as if
no one were living there. There is no sound even of the children.
And it never happens that the children frolic and play...."
Gorshkov has been so wounded by poverty that he can barely bring
himself to accept a glass of tea from Makar: “I offered him some
tea. He refused from politeness, refused for a long time, but at
last he took a glass. He would have drunk it without sugar and
began apologizing again when I tried to persuade him that he must
have sugar; he argued for a long time, kept refusing, but at last put
the very smallest lump of sugar in his glass, and began declaring
that his tea was extremely sweet.”

Pokrovsky Sr., the father of Varvara’s deceased true love,
Peter Pokrovsky, has been reduced to a similar timidity by poverty.
His periodic visits to his son are a form of torture, mixed with
parental joy. “When I had sufficiently cheered and reassured him,”
Varvara recalls, “the old man at last ventured to come in, and
very, very quietly, very, very cautiously opened the door, first
poked in his head, and if his son nodded to him and the old man
saw he was not angry, he moved stealthily into the room, took
off his overcoat and his hat, which was always crushed, full of holes
and with a broken rim, hung them on a hook, did everything quietly,
noiselessly; then cautiously sat down on a chair, never taking his
eyes off his son, watching every movement....” Poverty and lack
of human dignity have reduced Pokrovsky Sr. to a state of per-
manent cringing. He brings to mind the image of an oft-whipped
dog.

To show the extent to which the opinion of others about us
(and even our own self-opinion) is determined by the degree of our
material well-being, Dostoevsky arranges a miniature resurrection
of Makar, Gorshkov and Pokrovsky Sr. At Makar’s office his
olympian superior, His Excellency, unexpectedly makes him a gift
of a hundred rubles. Makar is instantly metamorphosed and all
immediately see him in a new light. “My whole fate has changed
and everything has changed for the better,” he writes Varvara.
“The landlady has become more amenable... even Faldoni has
hecome prompter.” Makar even chooses to project his euphoria into
the Petersburg gloom, “It is nice to be alive, Varinka! Especially
in Petersburg.”

When Gorshkov wins his court case and suddenly finds himself
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a man of means, he too is transfigured. “We all flocked to con-
gratulate him,” Makar reports, “He was greatly touched by our
action, he bowed in all directions, shook hands with all of us
several times. It even seemed to me as though he were taller and
more erect. ...” Pokrovsky Sr. is also temporarily resurrected when
he manages to obtain sufficient funds to buy his son a birthday
present. Varvara recalls, ”On the festive day he appeared exactly
at eleven o’clock, coming straight from liturgy in a decently mended
swallow-tail coat and actually wearing a new waistcoat and new
boots....” Thus, in his first novel Dostoevsky probes the question
of human poverty, showing the extent to which the opinion of
others and, tragically, our own opinion of ourselves depends on
the state of our external well-being.

In its treatment of the theme of poverty Poor Folk also contains
an acid denunciation of the rich and well-off who ignore the plight
of the poor. On Gorokhovoy Street Makar watches the rich glide
by in “gorgeous” carriages whose windows “shine like mirrors”
and which are adorned with “silk and velvet” and boast footmen
“wearing epaulettes.” Inside the carriages he glimpses ladies —
“perhaps countesses and princesses” — who are marvellously
dressed. “It would be interesting,” he ruminates, “to get a closer
view of princesses and ladies of rank in general; it must be very
nice; I have never seen them; except just as today, a passing glance
at their carriages.”

He sees a little boy begging. People rudely pass him by; they
have “no time” for him. “Go away, go along!” they shout. To the
beggar’s plea for assistance “for Christ’s sake” the indifferent
rich respond by sweping by and mumbling “God will provide.”
“Rich people,” Makar philosophizes, “don’t like the poor to complain
aloud of their harsh lot, they say they always disturb them, they
are troublesome. Yes indeed poverty is always troublesome; maybe
their hungry groans hinder the rich from sleeping!”

Yet despite his unsparing criticism of the indifferent rich,
Dostoevsky’s analysis always treats individuals, never classes. He
consciously avoids stereotyping characters (partially, perhaps, as
a result of his well-known literary revolt against Gogol’s
“marionettes”). All indications, for example, would lead us to
expect that Makar’s superior, His Excellency, is a coarse tyrant
indifferent to humanity. However, when Makar literally lies grovel-
ling at his feet looking for a button which has just torn loose from
his coat, His Excellency does not, as we would expect, administer
the coup de grdce but rather makes Makar an extraordinarily
generous gift. “Yes, Varinka,” Makar reports ecstatically, “I'm not
the only one he has treated so graciously. I am not the only one

— 33 —



he has befriended, and he is known to all the world for the good-
ness of his heart. His praises are sung in many quarters, and tears
of gratitude are shed. An orphan girl was brought up in his house....
He installed a son of a widow in some office and has done a great
many other acts of kindness.”

The varied complexity of the dramatis personae of Poor Folk is,
in fact, one of the work’s strong points. Of the novel’s characters
only Ratazyaev, the cynical hack writer who is Makar’s literary
“model”, is represented as rather one-dimensional. Like the
“seminarian” Rakitin in The Brothers Karamazov (who is also
a hack), Ratazyaev seems beyond even the possibility of moral
regeneration. The novel’s other “negative” characters all reveal
seeds of potential moral betterment. Thus, Anna Fyodorovna,
Varvara’s childhood tormentor, is portrayed as a complex hybrid
of spite and altruism. “Anna Fyodorovna was a spiteful woman....
At first she was fairly nice to us, but afterwards she began to
show her real character as soon as she saw we were utterly help-
less and had nowhere to go. Later on she became very affectionate
to me, even rather coarsely affectionate and flattering....” As
Varvara wonders at Anna Fyodorovna’s complexity, so Makar seeks
to grasp the character of his landlady who torments her indigent
tenants yet generously cooks Gorshkov’s dinner celebration herself,
prompting him to remark, “Our landlady is a good-natured woman
in a way.” Even Varvara’s brutish suitor Bykov has a kind of
coarse forthrightness about him.

As for Makar himself, one may discern two strands leading
from him into Dostoevsky’s later works. On the one hand, he is in
kernel form the ‘“underground man” questioning the rationality
and justness of existence. On the other hand, he is the first fruits
of Dostoevsky’s quest for a “beautiful man” (prekrasnyj chelovek)
who can serve as a model of life for others. At times he raises
Job’s cry of agony over the suffering about him, and at times he
gives way to petty vanity and is offended at the lack of respect
accorded him by others. In her letters Varvara sees him as a kind
of Biblical Man of Sorrows, calling to mind the prophet Isaiah’s
vision of the suffering Servant. “If one takes all another person’s
troubles so to heart and sympathizes so intensely with everything,”
she writes, “it is bound to make one very unhappy.... Life will be
a misery to you, since you are forever grieving and being miserable
over other people’s troubles.”

Varvara herself evidences considerable complexity of character.
She is the first of Dostoevsky’s “weak hearts”, incapable of sur-
mounting the afflictions of her existence. She is both generous
and somewhat selfish. She is more realistic and at times (especially
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in literature) more perceptive than Makar. Yet the loss of her
bucolic “golden childhood” and of her true love, Peter Pokrovsky,
have crippled her will and rendered her incapable of living. Her
marriage to Bykov and abandonment of the broken Makar are a
final manifestation of this incapacity.

At the philosophical level Dostoevsky uses Poor Folk as a
vehicle for raising the question of undeserved human suffering,
the question of Job.

As he lies dying young Peter Pokrovsky tries to indicate some-
thing terribly important to Varvara. “For a whole hour,” she
recalls, “he was uneasy, kept grieving over something, trying to
make some sign with his chill hands and then again beginning
pitifully to entreat me in his hoarse hollow voice; but his words
were disconnected sounds and again I could make nothing of them
...At last I guessed what he wanted. He was begging me to draw up
the window curtain and open the shutters. No doubt he wanted to
look for the last time at the day, at God’s light, at the sunshine.”

Varvara draws back the curtain to reveal a “dawning day as
melancholy as the poor failing life of the dying man. There was no
sun. The clouds covered the sky with a shroud of mist; it was
rainy, overcast, mournful. A fine rain was pattering on the window-
panes.... The pale daylight scarcely penetrated into the room and
hardly rivalled the flickering flame of the little lamp lighted before
the icon. The dying man glanced at me mournfully, mournfully
and shook his head; a minute later he died.”

The symbolism is clear. At the moment of death Pokrovsky is
mocked by a universe indifferent to his wishes. The feeble icon
lamp offers no consolation. Makar and Gorshkov are similarly
mocked. Makar receives one hundred rubles from His Excellency;
a broad highway of success seems to open up before him. But at
the very moment of his triumph Bykov is already knocking at
Varvara’s door. Gorshkov, after giving a dinner in honor of the
restoration of his good name, lies down for a little rest... and dies.

The seeds of the famous bunty (i.e. spiritual rebellions) of
Ippolit in The Idiot and Ivan Karamazov in The Brothers Karamazov
are present in Makar’s cautious questionings in Poor Folk. Like
Ivan Karamazov, Makar indicts the universe for the seemingly un-
requited suffering of the meek and especially of children. In The
Brothers Karamazov Dostoevsky, by then a convinced Christian,
provides a potent philosophical antidote to Ivan’s tirade in the
utterances of Staretz Zossima and the actions of Alyosha Kara-
mazov. In Poor Folk no convincing antidote is provided for Makar’s
rebellion, though it is worthy of note that both he and Varvara
are described as religious and regular churchgoers. “Every position
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in the lot of man,” Makar writes, “is ordained by the Almighty.
One man is ordained to wear the epaulettes of a general while
it is another’s lot to serve as a titular councillor; it is for one to
give commands, for another to obey without repining, in fear and
humility. It is in accordance with man’s capacities; one is fit for
one thing and one for another, and their capacities are ordained by
God Himself.” This is, of course, not theodicy but a quiescent ac-
ceptance of life as it is. We are far indeed from the conscious
defense of faith of Zossima or the direct contact with “other
worlds” (a favorite term of the late Dostoevsky) experienced by
Alyosha Karamazov.

Elsewhere in Poor Folk Makar revolts against an acceptance
of things as they are. “I know my dear,” he writes Varvara, “that
it’s wrong to think like this, that it is free-thinking; but to speak
honestly, to speak the whole truth, why is it that fate, like a raven,
croaks good fortune for one still unborn, while another begins life
in the orphan asylum.... It’s a sin, my darling, a sin to think like
that, but sometimes one cannot help sin creeping into one’s
heart....” Contemplating Varvara’s degraded and desperate state,
Makar asks, “Why should it be like that?” This question represents
the cornerstone of his rebellion.

Much has been written about the role of “literature” in Poor
Folk.® Although Dostoevsky was to crystallize his views on art
considerably later in his 1861 article “Mr. -bov and the Question
of Art,” his first novel shows quite clearly the direction his thought
was taking on this question. All that is seedy and condemnable in
the literature of the 1840’s is parodied in the figure of Ratazyaev,
the prolific hack and author of such pulp classics as Italian Passions
and Yermak and Zuleika, and in his literary disciple, Makar.
“Sometimes he (Ratazyaev) writes five chapters a day,” Makar
reports in admiration, “and he gets three hundred rubles a chapter.”
Ratazyaev is unabashedly greedy — he writes for money. “What
is honor, old man,” he tells Gorshkov, “when one has nothing to
eat? The money, the money’s the thing, old man, thank God for
that!” Makar tries to imitate Ratazyaev’s florid style to the extreme
detriment of his own writing.

Makar also picks up his literary theory from Ratazyaev and
his associates. “Literature is a fine thing,” he writes, “I learned
that from them the day before yesterday. A profound thing,
strengthening men’s hearts, instructing them.... Literature is a
picture, that is, in a certain sense, a picture and a mirror; it’s the

3See Victor Terras, The Young Dostoevsky (1846-1849) (The Hague: Mouton,
1969), passim.
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passions, the expression, the subtlest criticism, edifying instruction
and a document. I gathered all that from them.”

Thus in his first work Dostoevsky savagely parodies the text-
book definitions of the art of hypocrites who write for money.
Varvara, whose taste in literature dwarfs that of Makar, rejects
Ratazyaev’s writing as “nonsense” and sends him a copy of Push-
kin’s Tales of Belkin. As her taste in literature bests Makar’s so too
does her style, which is unaffected and lyrical.

Critics have made much of the fact that Makar is moved to
tears by Pushkin’s “The Stationmaster” and disturbed and irritated
by Gogol’s “The Overcoat.” Gogol’s Akaky Akakevich so resembles
Makar that the latter complains bitterly, “Why it’s a book of an
evil tendency, Varinka, it’s untrue to life, for there cannot have
been such a clerk.” Yet (and this is not so often pointed out)
Pushkin’s Samson Vyrin it “The Stationmaster” also reminds Makar
of himself: “It’s natural. You should read it, it’s natural. It’s living!
T've seen it myself; it’s all about me.... It's the general lot, Varinka
dear, it might happen to you or me.” Makar’s anger against Gogol,
of course, reveals his hidden vanity. It is, however, also possible
that Dostoevsky is using Makar’s reaction to Gogol and Pushkin
to hint at the superiority of the latter over the former. Gogol
depresses; Pushkin inspires and instructs. It is also significant
that Ratazyaev has a special distaste for Pushkin whom he dismis-
ses as “old-fashioned.” Ratazyaev’s distaste is obviously the highest
possible recommendation.

To conclude, Dostoevsky’s first novel Poor Folk is an extra-
ordinarily rich and interesting work. One well understands why
Grigorovich and Nekrasov decided not to wait before going to
congratulate its young author, Fyodor Dostoevsky.
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DOSTOEVSKY AND HAWTHORNE?

by Richard Haugh*
Iona College

One of the popular topics in the recent study of Comparative
Literature is that of Dostoevsky and Hawthorne.! The purpose of
this brief study is to show that the alleged basis of comparison
between the two great 19th century writers, Fyodor Dostoevsky
(1821-1881) and Nathaniel Hawthorne (1804-1864) is superficial,
quite contrived, and rather illegitimate.? In fact, seldom have two
writers been so essentially different. Their world of fiction should
be approached from a contrastive rather than a comparative per-
spective.

Did Hawthorne influence Dostoevsky? Hawthorne’s works were
translated, surprisingly, into Russian shortly after their English
publication. The Scarlet Letter (1850), which primarily concerns
us here, was translated into Russian in 1856 and published in

*RICHARD HAUGH, formerly Assistant Professor of English and Literature
at the Academy of Aeronautics, is now the Faculty of Iona College in the
Department of Religious Studies.

1We refer here to the two pioneering articles because they (1) initiated
the comparison, and (2) they contain the important alleged “comparative”
elements. See Vladimir Astrov, “Hawthorne and Dostoevski as Explorers of
the Human Conscience,” New Emngland Quarterly, XV (1942), 296-319; and
Clarence A. Manning, “Hawthorne and Dostoevsky,” Slavonic Review, XIV
(1936), 417-24. See also F. O. Matthiessen, American Renaissance: Art and
Expression in the Age of Emerson and Whitman (London: Oxford Press, 1968),
pp. 343 ff.

2Qur criterion of a serious “comparative” study is two-fold. First, it should
be capable of establishing an authentic influence either on the writer in
question or the latter’s influence on others. Secondly, if there is no direct
influence, it should be able to unearth independent similarities of style,
structure, or idea.
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Sovremennik.* But the very fact that Hawthorne’s works were
accessible to Dostoevsky does not establish the fact that he either
read Hawthorne or was influenced by him. Dostoevsky never men-
tioned Hawthorne in any of his writings, a fact which by itself
proves nothing,”+ although the argumentum ad silentium is note-
worthy, especially when one considers the astonishingly breathless
and sweeping statement by Vladimir Astrov, who suggests that
Dostoevsky’s entire religious transformation was the direct result
of his reading Hawthorne’s The Scarlet Letter. Astrov writes:

These new experiences took rather a long time to crystallize
into definite insights and images. Dostoevski’s biographers have
sometimes wondered why his writings remained so long, as it were,
ideologically vague and neutral. Only in the Notes from Under-
ground (1863), and especially in Crime and Punishment (1866), did
his new religious and moral attitudes come into full shape. Then,
as it happened, Dostoevski’s main ideas showed such a remarkable
kinship with the problems and solutions of The Scarlet Letter...
that the assumption of his acquaintance with Hawthorne appears
natural and well-nigh inescapable. ... The inference seems, there-
fore, plausible enough that F. M. Dostoevsky did read the main
novels of Hawthorne... the meeting with Hawthorne’s ideas seems
to have deeply fertilized Dostoevski’s moral consciousness and his
psychological imagination.?

We maintain that Hawthorne, even if Dostoevsky had read his
works, could not have influenced Dostoevsky in any essential way;
this position we seek to substantiate in this brief study.

I

There are, of course, certain comparative aspects, albeit rather
insignificant. First, both 19th century novelists were interested in
utopianism.® Secondly, both wrote novels which treated the problems

3Sovremennik also published The House of the Seven Gables in 1852; in
1853 it published “The Snow Image,” “The Birthmark,” and “Rappaccini’s
Daugther.” Hawthorne’s novel, The Marble Faun, appeared in Russkoe Slovo
in 1861.

4Dostoevsky never mentioned Edgar Allan Poe either but Dostoevsky
authored an anonymous article on Poe in Vremia, according to Astrov. See
V. Astrov, “Dostoevsky on Edgar Allan Poe,” in American Literature, XIV
(March, 1942), 70-74.

5Vladimir Astrov, “Hawthorne and Dostoevsky as Explorers of the Human
Conscience,” op. cit., 298.

60On Hawthorne’s interest in utopianism see the chapter on the Brook
Farm in A. F. Tyler's Freedom’s Ferment: Phases of American Social History
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1944), pp. 175-185; H. Wish,
Society and Thought in Early America (New York: McKay, 1950), pp. 459ff.
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of conscience, sin, and guilt (The Scarlet Letter and Crime and
Punishment ), although the very nature and essence of these problems
is different. And, thirdly, both were interested in a certain dis-
crepancy between the intellect and the heart; they both distrusted
the intellect. Here, however, we think the comparison ends.

oI

Those who attempt to prove that Dostoevsky and Hawthorne
“shared substantially the same underlying philosophy,”” see the
greatest similarity in the two novels, The Scarlet Letter (1850)
and Crime and Punishment (1866). Are such novels comparable?

RASKOLNIKOV AND DIMMESDALE

Is the Puritan minister, Arthur Dimmesdale, comparable with
Rodion Raskolnikov? One critic writes that Dimmesdale is “racked
and torn by tortures worthy of Raskolnikov, as he tries to maintain
his self-assurance and to atone for his sin in every way other than
confession... Salvation must come for him, as for Raskolnikov,
from confession.”® But objectively the situation is precisely the
reverse. Raskolnikov confesses and yet experiences no penitent
guilt. Dimmesdale feels the guilt and refuses on principle to con-
fess. Having confessed to Sonya, having symbolically bowed and
kissed mother earth, and having finally confessed to the police,
Raskolnikov nevertheless still “intellectually” holds to his idea,’
an idea which permits the extraordinary individual to overstep
all “moral” barriers which, according to the deepest logic of his
relativistic idea, have after all only a sociological and not a meta-
physical origin. Raskolnikov’s only regret is that he was not “extra-
ordinary” enough to bear totally the consequences of his action.

Even here, however, there is a difference. Hawthorne outgrew his utopianism;
Dostoevsky’s political utopianism grew into a profound spiritual utopianism
which was based on the repentance of all. While it is true that Dostoevsky’s
apokatastatic dream sometimes expressed itself non-eschatologically, it must
be admitted that Hawthorne has no such vision.

“Manning, “Hawthorne and Dostoevsky,” op. cit., 420.

81bid., 418f.

9Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, Epilogue II. (The English text used
throughout is that of Constance Garnett). “But he did not repent of his
crime...” Sentenced to Siberia, he still finds his “actions... not so blundering
and grotesque...”

101bid. “It was only in that that he recognized his criminality, only in
the fact that he had been unsuccessful and had confessed it.”
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Although experiencing moments of instinctive, existential guilt,!
Raskolnikov’s “repentance and renewal” come only affer his various
confessions and is the result of the confluence of the following:
(1) his isolation from others;!? (2) Sonya’s influence and faith-
fulness; (3) the atmosphere of Lent;'® and (4) his terrifying
nightmare and its concomitant vision. It is, therefore, inaccurate
to claim that Dimmesdale must confess as did Raskolnikov. Dim-
mesdale, the “subtle, but remorseful hypocrite,”** will not confess
before men on principle.!®

The heart, making itself guilty of such secrets, must perforce
hold them, until the day when all hidden things shall be revealed.
Nor have I so read or interpreted Holy Writ, as to understand that
the disclosure of human thoughts and deeds, then to be made,
is intended as a part of the retribution. That, surely, were a shallow
view of it. No; these revelations, unless I greatly err, are meant
merely to promote the intellectual satisfaction of all intelligent
beings. . .16

Dimmesdale is incapable of grasping the purgative and onto-
logically essential aspects of confession; for him the final, universal
confession finds its purpose only in satisfying the curiosity of the
intellect.

Not only is the very nature of their guilt and repentance dif-
ferent but the very nature of their sin or crime also differs radically.
Raskolnikov’s crime is rooted in a metaphysical view of the world;
he murders because of his idea. It is precisely in this central area

11There are numerous examples of this. For example, to Polenka he
states: “Polenka, my name is Rodion. Pray sometimes for me, too.” His
conversations with Sonya presuppose instinctive feelings of guilt; and, of course,
nowhere are the feelings of guilt more apparent than in the dreams, especially
his being a child witness to Mikolka’s brutal slaying of his horse.

12Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, Epilogue, II: “What surprised him
most of all was the terrible gulf that lay between him and all the rest.”

13The efficacious role of the atmosphere of Lent in Dostoevsky is seldom
taken seriously. It is more than fortuitous that Raskolnikov undergoes his
religious metamorphosis during and directly after Lent. (Markel, the brother
of Zossima in The Brothers Karamazov experiences his spiritual regeneration
during Lent also).

14Nathaniel Hawthorne, The Scarlet Letter, XI. (All quotations from
Hawthorne are taken from the Centenary Text).

15This principle is theological and stems from the thought of the Reform-
ation with its stress on the individual and God, resulting de facto in the
minimizing of the role of the community. This principle is ultimately rooted,
as is much Reformation thought, in Augustine of Hippo (354-430). Strikingly
absent in the thought of Augustine is a cosmic perspective. He was more
interested in the soul’s direction toward God. See his Soliloquies I, 2, 7 and
II, 1, 1.

16Hawthorne, op. cit., X.
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of the novel that Dostoevsky’s creative skill reaches its height of
spiritual perception. His perceptive creativity reveals Raskolnikov’s
crime as the result of an intellect uprooted from its natural,
spontaneous source, an intellect which is only sporadically in
contact with the life-giving symbol of the heart. The final repen-
tance of Raskolnikov flows from those streams of existence which
are in contact-with the “heart,” that symbol of the fountain of
life. From the subconscious realm of dreams, from the instinctive
desire for others, from the spontaneous respect for loyalty and
self-sacrifice (in this case, of Sonya), from the aching existential
anguish and guilt of an ontologically disoriented life, and probably
from that strange, mysterious, and mystical atmosphere of Lent
— from these areas flow the emotive forces to which he finally
surrenders his intellect and its demonic creation with the result
that “life. .. step(s) into the place of theory.”'?

It is different with Dimmesdale. While conceding that Hawthorne
intended to portray Dimmesdale as one who also was too abstract
and too aloof from the concerns of the human heart, we would
nevertheless contend that the source of Dimmesdale’s transgression
is not the intellect; his transgression is not abstract, it is not
metaphysically inspired. Dimmesdale’s sin is precisely rooted in
the symbol of the heart and is the result of a misguided desire
for the love and contact of another person; as such, of course, it
is a perversion of personal relations. One essential difference is
that there is nothing hypocritical about Raskolnikov. While Dim-
mesdale, in accordance with his Calvinistic faith, knows he has
broken an extrinsic law even though he too thought it had a
“consecration of its own,” Raskolnikov accepts his idea as good.
Although Raskolnikov’s idea alienates and destroys and in itself
is a perversion of the deepest laws of human existence, he believes
it is good. In the execution of his crime Raskolnikov affirms the
idea he has come to accept and believe in; in the committing of
his sin Dimmesdale hypocritically betrays his Calvinistic faith.

Raskolnikov’s idea, replete with earth-shaking consequences,
expresses the logical conclusions of any serious philosophy of
relativism. Raskolnikov shakes his fist at the moral and ontological
structure of being and finds that his idea leads to moral bank-
ruptcy. Dimmesdale’s transgression is incomparable; it is on a
totally different scale. Dimmesdale himself views his transgression
as slight.

17Dostoevsky, Crime and Punishment, Epilogue, II.
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We are not, Hester, the worst sinners in the world. There is one
worse than the polluted priest! That old man’s revenge has been
blacker than my sin. He has violated ... the sanctity of a human
heart. Thou and I, Hester, never did so.18

The moment Raskolnikov entertains the heinous idea and ac-
cepts it as his own'® is the moment of the real crime and punish-
ment.? The punishment is simultaneous with the crime because he
commits himself to something which is not simply contrary to the
laws of society but is so precisely because it is in essence contrary
to the ontological structure of human naiure. Because he accepts
into the depths of his being something so essentially contrary to it,
his own being begins to decompose. His punishment comes in the
form of inner torment, of anguish and guilt which he experiences
in the deepest recesses of his existence. Suffering existential agony
without penitent guilt, Raskolnikov chips away at the positive
substance of his being with each new step along his new path.
Dimmesdale’s sin is quite unlike Raskolnikov’s and even the nature
of his self-imposed penance is qualitatively different. Dimmesdale,
readily admitting his minor guilt, prescribes his own punishment
which is the consequence of his intellectual understanding of the
relationship between God and man. With Dimmesdale the sin of
the heart is punished voluntarily through the guidance of the
intellect; with Raskolnikov, the metaphysical sin of the intellect
is involuntarily punished by the depths of existential guilt and
alienation.

In both novels the community views these characters differently.
The community sees Raskolnikov as he really is and there is nothing
hypocritical about him. There are moments when Raskolnikov is
spontaneously kind and this is readily acknowledged. There is,
however, the other Raskolnikov, the one who tries to control or
smother the natural, spontaneous side of his character, the one
who attempts to govern his life by his intellect and its idea.
Razumihin informs, and quite objectively, Raskolnikov’s mother
and sister about Raskolnikov.

I have known Rodion for a year and a half; he is morose, gloomy,
proud and haughty, and of late — perhaps for a long time before
— he has been suspicious and fanciful. He has a noble nature and

18Hawthorne, op. cit., XVII.

19The origin of thoughts interested Dostoevsky. Raskolnikov himself
questioned the origin of his idea: “How loathsome it all is! ... And how could
such an atrocious thing come into my head?”

20Raskolnikov’s crime as the acceptance of the idea is quite illustrative
of Christ’s teaching of the interiorization of the law. See Matthews 5:21-22, 27.
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a kind heart. He does not like showing his feelings and would
rather do a cruel thing than open his heart freely. Sometimes,
though, he is not at all morbid, but simply cold and inhumanly
callous; it’s as though he were alternating between two characters.
Sometimes he is fearfully reserved! He says he is so busy that
everything is a hindrance, and yet he lies in bed doing nothing
... He never listens to what is said to him. He is never interested
in what interests other people at any given moment. He thinks
very highly of himself and perhaps he is right... he loves no one
and perhaps he never will...21

In The Scarlet Letter the community considers Dimmesdale as
“the godly youth,” “the saint on earth.”?? In the eyes of the com-
munity few have attained the vertiginous heights of Dimmesdale’s
sanctity: the “purity of his thought” when he preached was “like
the speech of an angel.”?® Hawthorne himself is quite aware that
there is something radically wrong in the community, for its
principles of judgment breed and then nourish hypocrisy. It must
not be forgotten that it is Hawthorne, not the community in the
novel, who describes Dimmesdale as the “subtle, but remorseful
hypocrite.”?¢ Indeed, is it not Hawthorne’s purpose, and arguably
not a very profound one, to show that the Puritanical community
is inevitably hypocritical?

For Dimmesdale guilt finally leads to public confession but only
when he is already “dying.” For Raskolnikov confession brings him
closer to the acknowledgment of his inner guilt which in turn leads
to repentance. He repents and lives;*® Dimmesdale confesses and
dies.

SONYA AND HESTER

Is there really a profound similarity between Sonya and Hester?
One critic writes that they are “both sinners... and flout the
judgment of the world... and seem unaware of the extent of their

21Dostoevsky, op. cit., 111, 2.

22Hawthorne, op. cit., XI.

23Ibid., III.

241bid., XI.

25We reject Konstantin Mochulsky’s interpretation of Raskolnikov. Res-
ponding to the last lines of Crime and Punishment, Mochulsky writes:
“The novel ends with a vague anticipation of the hero’s ‘renewal.’ It is
promised, but it is not shown. We know Raskolnikov too well to believe this
‘pious lie’.” See K. Mochulsky, Dostoevsky, trans. by M. A. Minihan (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1967), p. 312. If Mochulsky’s interpretation is
correct, then the entire novel collapses into meaninglessness. The difference
between Dostoevsky’s Notebooks and his finished product is the result of
the final, creative effort of an inspired writer.
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transgression.”?® This applies to Hester but not to Sonya. Sonya
is very aware of the extent of her transgression. After becoming
a prostitute, Sonya returns, gives the money to her step-mother,
lies on the bed with her face to the wall, and weeps and shudders.
It is precisely the essence of Sophia’s wisdom that she considers
herself a transgressor and feels it; yet she remains spiritually
unpenetrated by the atmospheric life of prostitution.?” If Sonya
(restricting ourselves to only one example) “flouts the judgment
of the world,” why is she so terribly uneasy and distressed when
Raskolnikov asks her to sit with his mother and sister ? Raskolnikov
tells her: “I said just now to an insolent man that he was not worth
your little finger... and that I did my sister honour making her
sit beside you.”?® And what is Sonya’s response? “Ach, you said
that to them! And in her presence?... Sit down with me! An honor!
Why, I'm... dishonorable... Ah, why did you say that?”2® This is
neither the language nor attitude of one who “flouts the judgment
of the world.”

Sonya is lowly, humble, intellectually certain of nothing but
intuitively and experientially certain of the ontological necessity
of God’s existence.?® Hester is proud and intellectually sure, especial-
ly at the end of The Scarlet Letter. When she finally returns to
New England, Hester becomes a quasi-prophetess; people flock to
her with all their “sorrows and perplexities,” begging for her
counsel.’* And what does she tell them? “She assured them... of
her firm belief... that a new truth would be revealed, in order to
establish the whole relation between man and woman on a surer
ground of mutual happiness.”3? This assuredly is far from the
spirit of Sonya. For Sonya believes an “old” truth and surrenders
herself for others in self-sacrificial love. Intellectually simple but
spiritually wise, Sonya’s “old” truth is deep, comprehensive, univer-
sal and cosmic; Hester’s “new” truth limits itself to the social
order. Sonya is much too intellectually humble to proclaim with
assurance “a new truth”. Her “old” truth is capable not only

26Manning, op. cit., 419.

27TRaskolnikov understands this well, realizing Sonya has three future
possibilities if she remains a prostitute: (1) real prostitution, i.e. surrendering
and accepting into her inner being the total dimension of prostitution; that
is — “to sink into depravity which obscures the mind and turns the heart
to stone”; (2) suicide; and (3) insanity. See Crime and Punishment, IV, 4.

281bid.

291bid.

30Ibid.

31Hawthorne, op. cit., XXIV.

321bid.
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of unifying man and woman but of unifying the entire cosmos.
Sonya is the living witness of one who approaches that love which
is “patient and kind... not jealous or boastful... not arrogant or
rude...,” that love which “does not insist on its own way... is not
irritable or resentful... does not rejoice at wrong... which bears all
things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things.”3?
For Sonya there is a path; she could never say with Hester “there
is no path to guide us out of this dismal maze.”3*

Hester hates Chillingworth. “Yes, I hate him... He betrayed me!
He has done me worse wrong than I did him.” Sonya loves Katerina
Ivanovna, at whose suggestion and request she became a prostitute.
“Love her? Of course... Ah, you don’t... If you only knew... You
know nothing, nothing about it... She is so unhappy... ah, how
unhappy.” Not Hester, but rather the force of a deus ex machina,
is the cause of Dimmesdale’s final confession. Sonya’s influence,
however, directly contributes to Raskolnikov’s final repentance.
Hester’s advice to Dimmesdale minimizes his guilt and responsibility.
“What we did had a consecration of its own. We felt it so! We
said so to each other! Hast Thou forgotten it?” Sonya fully realizes
the tragic dimensions of Raskolnikov’s transgression, acknowled-
ging his responsibility and begging him to confess and be recon-
ciled with the earth he has defiled.

The external condition of the apparent suffering of Hester is
caused by an act of adultery which necessarily entailed the betrayal
of her husband. The inner suffering of Sonya is the result of her
immense self-giving for others in an extraodinary kenotic act.
Hester appears not to bear that “inner suffering” and at times
seems proud of her adultery. At this point our opinion is shared
by another critic:

Hester’s ... innermost self... did not condemn her. Her con-
science remained clear... she did not believe either him (Dimmes-
dale) or herself deserving of damnation. To her mind their “legally”
forbidden relationship had a “consecration” of their own. It was
almost as if a new moral law ... had obtained sway over her mind.
She felt herself no degraded, because she seemed to belong to
some other culture — “unchristianized,” or no more Christian.35

Although there are many essential differences between Sonya
and Hester, the scope of this study has permitted us to call at-

331 Corinthians 13:4-17.
34Hawthorne, op. cit.,, XIV.
35Astrov, op. cit., 306.
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tention to only a few. The most essential difference which must
be stressed is that Hester does not feel the guilt and shame when
she is morally wrong, while Sonya feels the guilt and shame when
the “sin” has not really spiritually penetrated her existence.?® This
illustrates the pride of Hester and the humility of Sonya.

SVIDRIGAILOV AND CHILLINGWORTH

“Did Dostoevsky ever draw a more tragic figure?” than Chil-
lingworth asks one critic,®” claiming that Chillingworth becomes
a “mere Svidrigailov.” Actually, all Dostoevsky’s negative characters
are more tragic than Chillingworth. In fact, Dostoevsky was in-
capable of drawing a character like Chillingworth because the
latter is the passive object of a cosmic determinism quite foreign
to Dostoevsky’s world of spiritual freedom. Precisely because his
acts are determined by a mysterious fate, or a “dark necessity” "
Chillingworth’s tragic aspect is undermined and diminished. Chil-
lingworth is arguably one of the most negative characters in
Western literature; he is Iago-like but without the Shakespearean
dimension which makes Iago’s evil real and tragic — freedom.3”

The very life and death of both Svidrigailov and Chillingworth
are different. Chillingworth “had made the very principle of his
life to consist in the pursuit and systematic exercise of revenge.”*"
Svidrigailov had rooted his existence in sensualism. Chillingworth
becomes progressively worse, and not of his own will. The fact in
the novel is that he was mysteriously committed to the slow,
pernicious destruction of another man’s life; there is no remorse and
in such fated evil activity his very existence becomes so parasitical
that at the death of Dimmesdale “all his strength and energy —
all his vital and intellectual force — seemed at once to desert him.”*
Within the year of Dimmesdale’s death “unhumanized” Chilling-

36Raskolnikov thinks to himself: “What held her up -— surely not depravity?
All that infamy had obviously only touched her mechanically, not one drop
of real depravity had penetrated to her heart.” Crime and Punishment, IV, 2.

37Manning, op. cit., 419.

38For the textual evidence see The Scarlet Letter, XIV.

39See Othello I, iii, 319-331; see also Edmund’s interesting comment on
freedom in King Lear I, ii, 115-129. Shakespeare glimpses, we think, the same
core of personal spiritual freedom which became a center of Dostoevskian
dialectics.

40Hawthorne, op. cit.,, XXIV.

411bid.
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worth “shrivelled away... like an uprooted weed that lies wilting
in the sun.”?

Svidrigailov becomes more “humanized” as his end approaches.
Having lived only for selfish sensual pleasures, and allegedly being
responsible for other’s deaths, Svidrigailov begins to respond to the
inner promptings of the “heart” precisely when he is about to rape
Dounia. Upon hearing the tone of finality in her declaration that
she could never love him, “there followed a moment of terrible,
dumb struggle in the heart of Svidrigailov.”* Later, when already
at that wooden hotel in that “God-forsaken place,” Svidrigailov
recalls “how at that instant (with Dounia) he felt almost sorry for
her, how he had felt a pang at his heart.”* Even in his last dream
there is enough of something positive in Svidrigailov, enough of
the core of human nature which enables him to feel disgust,
especially toward the last dream of the five year old child whose
facial appearance suddenly transforms itself into the face of a
French harlot. The corrupt Svidrigailov can still experience the
dream as a horror: “There was something infinitely hideous and
shocking in that laugh, in those eyes, in such nastiness in the face
of a child.”*® Svidrigailov, unlike Chillingworth, realizes the sicken-
ing vanity of his principle of life — corruption has penetrated his
being so deeply that even innocent children appear corrupt and
sensual — and yet the years wasted in corrupt sensualism leave
him too powerless to begin the extremely arduous task of extricat-
ing himself from his bondage to sensualism and self-concern.
Svidrigailov approaches his end in despair, disgust, and perhaps
sorrow. Chillingworth remains callous. Svidrigailov does not deny
his own responsibility for his life. Chillingworth feels no respon-
sibility, stating: “I am... a fiend! Who made me so?”4¢

v

Not only are the characters essentially different in Dostoevsky
and Hawthorne but there is also a more important, a far deeper
element of difference between them — atmosphere, an atmosphere
which presupposes and reflects an interpretation of reality fun-
damentally and historically different — Puritan New England and

Orthodox Russia.

421bid.

48Dostoevsky, op. cit.,, VI, 5.
#Ibid., VI, 6.

451bid.

46Hawthorne, op. cit., XIV.
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HAWTHORNE AND PURITANISM

Although many have claimed that Hawthorne favored Puri-
tanism,*” others, including Hawthorne’s wife, son, and closest
friends, have rejected such a statement.*®* The correct position,
we think, is the following:*® (1) Hawthorne did in fact reject and
despise many aspects of Puritanism3® excepting its ironic invol-
vement® in the struggle for American political freedom; and (2)
his novels, precisely because he chose to write about Puritan New
England, exude the atmosphere of Puritanism. If one reads
Hawthorne -carefully, it is not difficult to detect a mocking
Hawthorne, a Hawthorne who holds the sombre Puritanical gloom
in contempt, a Hawthorne who describes Puritans as “stern-visaged
men” and “unkindly-visaged women,” a Hawthorne for whom
Puritanism is a “lump of lead.”” It is his own rejection of
Puritanism and his artistic use of Puritan New England which
account for that “power of blackness in him,”"2 that morbidity,
and that pessimism which permeate his fiction.

47James Russel Lowell called him a “Puritan Tieck”; others claim he
shared certain Puritan beliefs such as predestination — see A. Cowie, The Rise
of the American Novel (New York, 1948), p. 356; A. Warren, Nathaniel
Hawthorne: A Biography (New Haven, 1948), pp. 244ff; A. Turner, “Hawthorne
and Reform,” New England Quarterly, XV (1942), 708.

48For example Carl Van Doren writes (“What is American Literature?”
in The Viking Portable Van Doren, p. 590): “He had little Puritanism left
in him. Dealing with many of its problems, he reached his own verdicts.”
VYvor Winters (In Defense of Reason, p. 174) writes that “he had turned his
back upon the excessively simplified conceptions of his Puritan ancestors.”

49The best article on this specific topic is Joseph Schwartz, “Three Aspects
of Hawthorne’s Puritanism,” New England Quarterly, XXXVI (June, 1963),
192-208.

50Tt is noteworthy that Hawthorne was raised a Unitarian, not a Calvinist.
Hawthorne rejected both Calvinism (calling it a “lump of lead”) and Unitar-
ianism (calling it a “feather”). In his short story “The Celestial Railroad”
it is Unitarianism which is satirized. On Hawthorne’s religious attitudes see
F. O. Matthiessen, op. cit., pp. 193ff; Edward Wagenknecht, Nathaniel Haw-
thorne: Man and Writer (New York: Oxford University Press, 1961), pp. 172-201;
and Hyatt H. Waggoner, Hawthorne: A Critical Study (Cambridge: Belknap
Press of Harvard University, 1963), pp. 12-15; 141; 214ff; 258-264.

51Tronic because Puritanism was thoroughly deterministic; is it not ironic
that a system of thought which deprived man of any spiritual and hence
ultimate freedom should concern itself with the quest for political freedom?

52Herman Melville used this expression in reference to Hawthorne, writing
that the “great power of blackness in him derives its force from its appeals
to the Calvinistic sense of Innate Depravity and Original Sin, from whose
visitations, in some shape or other, no deeply thinking mind is always and
wholly free.” See Matthiessen, op. cit., p. 190.
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THE SOURCE OF THE POWER OF BLACKNESS

The expression, “the power of blackness,” describes a certain
ethos which pervades not only the works of Hawthorne but much
American literature in general.’s In this sense American literature
is unique; early America was the only country with an indigenous
Calvinistic culture.’+

Because of the brevity of this study we restrict our concern to
only two areas within Calvinistic thought, two areas which however
account for one aspect of the radical difference between the
atmosphere in the novels of Hawthorne and Dostoevsky — deter-
minism and the results of original sin, especially in reference to
the child-theme. These aspects of the Calvinistic vision of man are
rooted in the thought of Augustine of Hippo (354-430), whose in-
direct but substantial influence on American literature has never
been fully evaluated. Augustine taught an absolute predestination
and a total depravity of human nature.’” Although his doctrine of
man was never fully accepted by the Roman Catholic Church, the
leaders of the Reformation, Martin Luther (1483-1546) and John
Calvin (1509-1564), fully embraced the darkest elements in Augus-
tine’s doctrine of man. In fact, John Calvin, the Father of Cal-
vinistic Puritanism, was so heavily influenced by Augustine that
in his Institutio Christianae Religionis alone he quotes Augustine
more than 4100 times.?® Transmitted by John Calvin, the Augus-
tinian doctrine of man found its way into America along with her
earliest settlers, contributing greatly to the shaping of the American
mind.57

Contrary to a common but uninformed view, Augustinian
thought is ultimately deterministic.’®* Mankind consists of two

33See Harry Levin, The Power of Blackness: Hawthorne, Poe, Melville
(New York: Vintage Books, 1960).

54The situation with, for example, Scotland is different because its
literature was much more English than indigenously Calvinistic.

65Augustine did not, as is often claimed, develop his doctrine of man in
the heat of the Pelagian controversy but rather very early in his ecclesiastical
life. See Sermon 214:3; De libero arbitrio, III; and the pivotal work, De
quaestionibus ad Simplicianum, II. See his own statements about the early
development of his doctrine in De dono perseverantiae, 52; De praedestinatione
sanctorum, 8; and Retractions, II, 1.

56See L. Smits, Saint Augustin dans Voeuvre de Jean Calvin, 2 vols.
(Assen: van Gorcan, 1957).

57See Perry Miller, The New England Mind, 2 vols. (Boston: Beacon, 1961).
These volumes are unequaled in excellence.

58 Although Augustine distinguished between freedom and free choice, and
although he speciously claimed that man sinned voluntarily, in the totality
of his thought salvation is determined by the arbitrary and absolute will of God.
Freedom is only a psychological reality because the Divine Will mysteriously
and irresistibly attracts those whom it has decreed as elect.
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classes — the elect and the reprobate. The cause of the election
of the elect and the damnation of the reprobate is ultimately the
eternal, mysterious Decree of the Divine Will. The elect, deserving
in no way their election, witness eternally to God’s gratuitous
Mercy; the reprobate, deserving damnation because of the total
depravity of human nature, witness eternally to God’s Justice.’®

Fallen in Adam, mankind became totaliy depraved, capable of
being referred to as a “lump of sinners,” a “lump of sin,” a “lump
of iniquity,” a “lump of wrath,” a “lump of death,” a “lump of
perdition,” a “lump of damnation,” a “lump of disgust,” a "lump
of the damned,” and a “lump of just damnation.”% Children na-
turally belong to the realm of Satan® and all unbaptized children
are justly given over to the damnation of perdition.®?

It must be stressed that Augustine’s doctrine of man departs
radically from Greek Patristic and earlier Latin Patristic thought.
It is precisely this departure from a common Christian under-
standing of man which ultimately separates the atmosphere of
Hawthorne’s fiction from that of Dostoevsky — Hawthorne in-
herited the Augustinian-Calvinistic atmosphere while Dostoevsky
inherited the atmosphere of Eastern Christianity.

Admittedly in the hands of John Calvin and the Calvinists
Augustine’s doctrine of man became more severe, more sombre, and
more frightening. To feel the reality of this atmosphere in its
living context it is enough to quote from a sermon by one of the
“greatest” American theologians, Jonathan Edwards (1703-1758).6}

59 Although Augustinian thought is at times infralapsarian, the logics of
his thought place the cause of reprobation in the Divine Will. Thomas Aquinas
and John Calvin understood this well and interpreted Augustinian thought
this way. See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I, question 23 and John
Calvin, Institutio Christianae Religionis, III, xxi-xxiv.

80massa peccati (De div. quaest. ad Simpl. I, I; Sermon 22:9; 301, c. 6;
Ep. 194:14, etc.); massa luti (De divers. quaest. 83, etc); massa peccatorum
(In Ps. 70; Sermon 1:15, etc.); massa iniquitatis (Ibid., etc.); massa irae (Sermon
22:9; 293:8, etc.); massa mortis (Ep. 188:7, etc.); massa perditionis (Ep. 214:3;
Sermon 26:17; 71:3; In Joh. Ev. Tract. 109:2; Enchir. c. 92; 90; De pecc. orig.
c. 29, n. 34; c. 31, n. 36; Contra duas ep. Pelag. 1. II, c. 7, n. 13; Contra Jul.
1. V, c. 4, n. 14; etc); massa offensionis (Ep. 194:4); massa originis viliatiae
atque damnatae (Contra Jul. 1. IV, c. 8, n. 46); massa tota vitiata (Op. imperf.
c. Jul. 1, I, 136); massa damnabilis (Serm. 165:9; Ep. 194:30, etc.); massa damnata
(De civ. Dei 1. XIV, 26; Ep. 190:9; Ep. 194:23; Enchir. c. 27, etc.); massa iustae
damnationis (Ep. 190:12, etc.). Augustine used other expressions such as
conspersio damnata (De pecc. orig. 31, etc.) and damnabilis stirps (Ep. 190, 11,
ete.). It is noteworthy that one reason God elected only a small portion of
the rotten mass of humanity, according fto Augustine, is to show his utter
indifference to number. See Ep. 190.

61See De Nupt. 1, 23.

62See Op. Imp. 6, 31; De Pecc. Mer. 2, 25; De Pecc. Orig. 2, 18.

63For a bibliography on Edwards see Ralph G. Turnbull, Jonathan Edwards
the Preacher (Michigan: Baker, 1958).
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There is nothing that keeps wicked men, at any one moment,
out of Hell, but the mere pleasure of God ... I mean his sovereign
pleasure, his arbitrary will... The bow of God’s wrath is bent,
and the arrow made ready on the string, and justice bends the
arrow at your heart, and strains the bow, and it is nothing but
the mere pleasure of God... that keeps the arrow one moment
from being made drunk with your blood... he looks upon you
as worthy of nothing else, but to be cast into the fire; he is of
purer eyes than to bear to have you in his sight; you are ten
thousand times so abominable in his eyes as the most hateful
venomous serpent... there is nothing you can do to induce God
to spare you one moment. That God will execute the fierceness
of his anger, implies that he will inflict wrath without any pity:
when God beholds the ineffable extremity of your case, and sees
your torment to be so vastly disproportioned to your strength,
and sees how your poor soul is crushed and sinks down, as it were
into an infinite gloom, he will have no compassion upon you...
there shall be no moderation or mercy... he will have no regard
to your welfare, nor be at all careful lest you should suffer too much
...God will be so far from pitying you when you cry to him...
that he will only laugh and mock... If you cry to God to pity you,
he will be so far from pitying you in your doleful case, or shewing
you the least regard or favour, that instead of that he’ll only tread
you under foot: and tho’ he will know that you can’t bear the
weight of omnipotence treading upon you, yet he won’t regard that,
but he will crush you under his feet without mercy; he’ll crush
out your blood, and make it fly... He will not only hate you,
but he will have you in the utmost contempt; no place shall be
thought fit for you, but under his feet, to be trodden down as the
mire of the streets... and then will God call upon the whole
universe to behold that awful majesty and mighty power... you
shall be tormented in the presence of the holy angels, and in the
presence of the Lamb.64

Much American literature echoes these lines.%

64From Jonathan Edwards’ sermon, “Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God,”
preached at Enfield, Connecticut on July 8, 1741. In connection with Edwards’
Calvinism it should be noted that he wrote a lengthy volume in which he tried
to prove: (1) that determinism is compatible with moral responsibility; (2) that
moral responsibility logically requires determinism; and (3) that the denial of
determinism is self-contradictory. The original title of this volume was
A Careful and Strict Enquiry into the Modern Prevailing Notions of that
Freedom of Will Which Is Supposed to be Essential to Moral Agency, Vertue
and Vice, Reward and Punishment, Praise and Blame. We reject the inter-
pretation of this work, “the most powerful piece of sheer forensic argument-
ation in American literature,” by Perry Miller, Jonathan Edwards (Toronto:
William Sloane Associates, 1949), pp. 254ff; James Carse, Jonathan Edwards
and the Visibility of God (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1967), pp. 45-64;
and Edward H. Davidson, Jonathan Edwards (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1966),
pp. 127-145. We recommend the perceptive article by Arthur E. Murphy,
“Edwards on Free Will,” Philosophical Review, (April, 1959), pp. 181-202.

65See for example the famous poem by Michael Wigglesworth, “The Day
of Doom,” (1662) — especially lines CLVII-CLXXII — which New England
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DOSTOEVSKY AND EASTERN CHRISTIANITY

If the ultimate source of the atmosphere in Hawthorne's works
is Augustine of Hippo, the vision of man in the works of Dostoevsky
is inspired by Eastern Christianity. Dostoevsky’s idea of freedom
and his preoccupation with the innocence of the child and the
spontaneity of human nature are ultimately rooted in the Eastern
Christian tradition. For those who are unfamiliar with the thought
and spirit of Eastern Christianity it is often difficult to grasp
Dostoevsky’s affinity with Eastern Christianity. The French scholar
Henri de Lubac accurately presents our position:

Dostoevsky’s type of genius is at once profoundly human... and
profoundly Christian; he is human because he is Christian...His
Christianity is genuine; it is, at bottom, the Christianity of the
Gospel, and it is this Christianity which... lends so much depth
to his vision of man... Dostoevsky was a child of Orthodoxy.
Theologians of his own country may not have been wholly satisfied
as to the correctness of his beliefs. But it would be risking a grave
mistake in the interpretation of his work to forget that he breathed
the atmosphere of Orthodoxy and profoundly assimilated its
spirit.66

children were required to memorize along with the catechism. Most Colonial
literature reflects the Calvinistic milieu, while Unitarianism and Transcendent-
alism are understandable only as reactions to Calvinism. Many authors, for
whom Calvinism was anathema, ultimately fall back on the philosophical
assumptions of Calvinism in interpreting their own characters. For example,
Herman Melville in his Billy Budd can understand Claggart’s evil only in terms
of determinism: “Then would Claggart look like the man of sorrows. Yes, and
sometimes the melancholy expression would have in it a touch of soft yearning,
as if Claggart could even have loved Billy but for fate and ban.” (18); “Now ...
such an one was Claggart, in whom was the mania of an evil nature, not
engendered by vicious training or corrupting books or licentious living, but
born with him and innate, in short ‘a depravity according to nature. ”(11);
“With no power to annul the elemental evil in him, tho’ readily enough he
could hide it; apprehending the good, but powerless to be it... a nature like
Claggart’s... what recourse is left to it but to recoil upon itself and like
the scorpion for which the Creator alone is responsible, act out to the end
the part allotted it.” (13) The later works of Mark Twain are also only under-
standable within the context of a rebellion against Calvinism and its cultural
milieu (see “The Five Boons of Life,” “Was It Heaven? or Hell?”, “The
Mysterious Stranger,” and the recently published Letters from the Earth).
The same cynical rebellion pervades Edgar Lee Masters’ Spoon River Anthology
(1915) — see for example the epitaphic stories of Wendell P. Bloyd, Yee Bow,
Calvin Campbell, Roger Heston, Lyman King, Rev. Abner Peet, Amos Sibley,
and Louise Smith in the Spoon River Anthology. For the change from
Calvinistic determinism to biological, sociological and psychological determinism
see the chapter “Determinism in Literature” in H. S. Commager’s The American
Mind (New Haven: Yale Press, 1950).

66Henri de Lubac, The Drama of Atheist Humanism, Meridian (New York:
World Press, 1967), p. 187 and 237.
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THE SOURCE OF DOSTOEVSKY’S VISION

Eastern Christianity does not regard humanity as totally deprav-
ed.®” Recognizing mankind as ill, Eastern Christianity sees this
very illness as relative — there is illness and evil but there is
also health and goodness. In fallen humanity freedom, although
weakened, still exists and man is still the architect of his spiritual
life and destiny. Indeed Eastern Christianity cannot conceive of
man without his possessing in the very depth of his being a
spiritual freedom. So foreign was such thinking to St. Gregory
Nazianzos that he termed any deterministic philosophy as “mon-
strous reasoning.”®® Hastern Christianity always considered the
process of salvation as synergistic, always assuming the Divine
initiative.® The correct notion for Eastern Christian thought is
that God at every moment and in every way is pushing, not forcing,
each person to goodness; but in order for this push to be effective
man must welcome and co-operate with it. The Augustinian stress
on the Power and Decree of God is radically different from the
Eastern stress. In Eastern Christian thought it is impossible for
God to save a man who does not want salvation, and it is im-
possible despite God’s omnipotence precisely because the omni-
potence of God in Eastern Christian thought can never be considered
apart from the plenitude of Divine Perfection. To state the Eastern
position in the language of the Augustinian-Calvinistic milieu it
is precisely God’s Will that man possess spiritual freedom. It is

67See Justin Dialogue with Trypho, 88; First Apology, 10; 61; 28; Tatian,
Address to the Greeks, 8, 11; Theophilus, Ad Autolycum, 2:21, 24, 25, 26, 17, 27,
Athenagoras, A Plea Regarding Christians, 24; Irenaeus, Adversus haereses,
11, 35, 5; III, 18, 1; 18, 7; 22, 4; 23, 1, 2; 23, 8; IV, 4, 3; 22, 1; 33, 4; 37, 1,
4; 38, 1, 2, 3, 4; 41, 2; V, 1, 3; 2, 1; 6, 1; 15, 3; 16, 1, 2, 3; 17, 3; 19, 1;
21, 1; 27, 2; 28, 4; 34, 2; 41, 2; Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis, 1, 17; 2, 3;
2, 4; 4, 13; 4, 23; 6, 12; 6, 13; Origen, On First Principles, 1, 8, 1; 3, 1, 1-3, 1, 8;
3,1, 10; 3, 1, 12; 3, 1, 17; 3, 1, 15; 3, 1, 19; 3, 1, 20; 3, 1, 21; 2, 10, 3; Cyril of
Jerusalem, Catechesis, 2, 7; 2, 5; 13, 2; 4, 19; 2, 1; Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio
Catechetica, 5; 6; De virginitate, 12; De infantibus qui praemature abripiuntur;
Gregory Nazianzus, Oratio, 45, 8; 45, 12; 39, 9; 14, 25; 37, 21; Basil the Great,
Hom. 9, 7; 9, 9; Homilia dicta tempore famis et siccitatis, 8, 7; John Chrysostom,
In Genes. hom., 19; in Rom. hom., 12; hom. in ps. 51; in Heb. hom., 12; in Rom.
hom., 16; in Joh. hom., 17; John Cassian, Conference, XIII; John Damascene,
De Fide Orthodoxa, II, xii and xxx.

68See St. Gregory Nazianzos, Oration, 37, 13-15.

69Fastern Christianity is not Pelagian. If the term “semi-Pelagian” means
man takes the first step to God, then Eastern Christianity is most emphatically
not “semi-Pelagian.” Eastern Christianity recognizes that grace initiates, ac~
companies, and completes all that is good, but it rejects absolutely any notion
of an irresistible grace. See the often unread and mostly misunderstood work
by St. John Cassian — Conference XIII; see also the good study on Cassian
by Owen Chadwick — John Cassian (Cambridge: University Press, 1968),
pp. 110-136.
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the very Will of God not to overpower man, not to force a man to
come to the good. This free co-operation of man in the process
of his salvation is assumed in the theology, the ascetical writings,
and the liturgical texts of Eastern Christianity. In the under-
standing of Eastern Christianity the results of the fall of mankind
were seen ontologically and not juridically.” While Augustine and
Calvin stressed a God of Wrath whose justice demands the existence
of hell,”* Eastern Christianity has stressed the Love of God whose
forgiveness extends to all who will receive it.™

A%

THE LITERARY DIFFERENCE
DETERMINISM AND FREEDOM

That determinism which weaves its way so consistently through
American thought is the real source of Chillingworth’s actions.
When Hester challenges him to purge himself from the hatred “that
has transformed a wise and just man to a fiend,” he responds:

It is not granted me to pardon. I have no such power as thou
tellest me of. My old faith, long forgotten, comes back to me,
and explains all that we do, and all we suffer. By thy first step
awry, thou didst plant the germ of evil; but since that moment,
it has all been a dark mnecessity. Ye that have wronged me are
not sinful, save in a kind of typical illusion; neither am I fiend-like,
who have snatched a fiend’s office from his hands. It is our fate.’

With Hawthorne there is not only a general tendency to make
use of determinism but also, when decisions are possible, there
is a de-emphasis of the personal element and responsibility in the

70The “original sin” led to suffering and death precisely because sin is
a dissolution of human nature, a process of decay which can only lead to
the direction of non-existence. Since man turns from the source of life,
he ontologically directs himself toward death. The favorite Augustinian notion
of “sinning in Adam” must be seen as a “sinning with” rather than “in” Adam.

"1The Augustinian influence is shockingly apparent in the poetic vision
of Dante in Canto III of his Inferno — Justice moved the Divine Power to
create hell: “Giustizia mosse il mio alto fattore; fecemi la divina potestate,
la somma sapienza e il primo amore.” In Eastern Christianity hell is the logical
result of spiritual freedom — that is, there will be some who will not want
goodness; hell is not the creation of God.

72As Jonathan Edwards’ sermon typifies a certain Calvinistic ethos so
does the sermon attributed to St. John Chrysostom and read every Easter
typify a certain ethos of Eastern Christianity.

“Hawthorne, op. cit.,, XIV.
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process of decision-making. With Dostoevsky,’ on the contrary,
the idea of freedom is at the center of his philosophy of life, and
moments of decision fill the pages of his works. “For Dostoevsky
the theme of man and his destiny is in the first place the theme
of freedom... freedom is the centre of his conception of the world...
his hidden pathos is a pathos of freedom.”?’> Whereas Chilling-
worth is a helpless, passive object of an inexorably determined fate,
the center of the drama in Crime and Punishment concerns Ras-
kolnikov’s free acceptance of that idea whose origin disturbs him.
It is noteworthy that Sonya, realizing fully for the first time that
Raskolnikov is a murderer, falls on her knees before him, stating:
“What have you done — what have you done to yourself ?”7¢ This
most interesting but often overlooked statement is noteworthy in
two respects. First, it acknowledges that Raskolnikov is respon-
sible for his actions and thoughts. Secondly, it presupposes an
ontological perspective of evil — that is, that the greatest victim
of evil is the perpetrator. In words that echo the spiritual literature
of Eastern Christianity Sonya exclaims with empathy: “There is
no one — no one in the whole world now so unhappy as you!"

HUMAN NATURE AND THE CHILD

The Augustinian-Calvinistic doctrine of a totally depraved
humanity is personified in The Scarlet Letter by the character of
little Pearl, whose “perversity” is “ten-fold” that of other children,”
whose “composition” knows “no law, no reverance for authority,
(and) no regard for human ordinances.”’® Pearl, the “sin-born
child,” the “little elf,” the “airy sprite,” the “born outcast.”
the “imp of evil,” the “emblem and product of sin” with a
“fiend-like face full of smiling malice... so perverse... so malicious”
and with her “unhuman laugh” contains within her “the bitterest
hatred that can be supposed to rankle in a childish bosom...” and
“gll this enmity... (she) had inherited by inalienable right.” So

74The English translation of Garnett is inaccurate in two texts. Marme-
ladov’s statement “...such is my fate and I am a beast by nature” is misleading.
The Russian text is: «HO... TakoOBa yxe uepTra MO, a IPUPOKAEHHBIA CKOT»
Also the English translation in reference to Raskolnikov’s seeing Lizaveta in
the Hay Market is misleading.” (it always seemed to him afterwards the
predestined turning-point of his fate.” In the Russian text the word «mpexo-~
npenenenueM» is restricted by «kak Obl» and «KaRUM-TO».

75Nicholas Berdyaev, Dostoevsky, Meridian (New York: World, 1957), p. 67.

76Dostoevsky, op. cit., V, 4.

"THawthorne, op. cit., VIII.

81bid., X.
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perverse is little Pearl that her mother, Hester, exclaims: “What
is this being which I have brought into the world!” Hester “could
not help questioning whether Pearl was a human child” because
Pearl was so “like a thing incapable and unintelligent of human
sorrow.” So perverse is she that her own father, Rev. Dimmesdale,
is uncertain whether she is “capable of good.” “What, in Heaven’s
name, is she?” asks Chillingworth, “Is the imp altogether evil?
Hath she affections? Hath she any discoverable principle of being?”
The community considers this little child, whose “nature had
something wrong in it,” as a “witch-baby,” as a “demon offspring,”
as a child of the “Prince of the Air.” Pearl, unfortunately, is not
the only “unhuman” character in the works of Hawthorne.”

Is such an atmosphere Dostoevskian? Assuredly not. For
Dostoevsky the child-theme is almost a sacred subject.*® In Crime
and Punishment there is the unforgettable scene when Raskolnikov
is a child. In Raskolnikov’s dream of Mikolka Dostoevsky vividly
portrays the innocence and the spontaneity of the child. The same
center and bearer of existence, the person of Raskolnikov, is the
simultaneous possessor of his present corrupt state of existence and
ineluctably the retainer and bearer of all his past events, impressions,
and attitudes. Beneath the surface of the corrupt, cynical adult is the
simple, innocent goodness of the child. The child, who will soon
lift as an adult the axe to slay human life, is utterly shaken as
he sees the perverse brutality of Mikolka toward his “thin little
sorrel beast” and is incapable of containing his grief. He shouts,
he begs them to stop, he runs to them, he hits them, and finally
he “made his way screaming through the crowd to the sorrel nag,
put his arms round her bleeding dead head and kissed it, kissed the
eyes and kissed the lips...”%! Rather than the personification of
an utterly depraved human nature as in Hawthorne, the child in
Dostoevsky spontaneously feels and intuitively knows the good.s*

It must not be forgotten that Dostoevsky did not imbibe that
atmosphere in which human nature was considered a “lump of
perdition,” etc. Instead he imbibed an atmosphere in which fallen

Among others see Beatrice in “Rappaccini’'s Daughter,” and Hilda in
The Marble Faun.

80See the excellent study by W. W. Rowe, Dostoevsky: Child and Man
in His Works (New York: New York University Press, 1968).

81Dostoevsky, op. cit.,, I, V.

821t is not accidental that Dostoevsky describes Sonya as “child-like.”
She attracts children. Svidrigailov, on the contrary, finds that “the children
all ran away in indescribable terror.” (VI,6).
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human nature, as nature, was considered good.*® Dostoevsky heard
children described as — “this spotless child,” “this uncorrupted
child,” “this child most pure,” “this blessed child,” and “the citizen
of Paradise. He heard them compared to “a pure little bird” because
“they are not accounted sharers in life’s evil.”s*

VI
CONCLUSIONS

First, there is no evidence that Dostoevsky ever read Hawthorne
or was influenced by him.

Secondly, although there is an alleged similarity between the
characters in Hawthorne and Dostoevsky, we find that thes:
characters are essentially different. The origin, nature, and scope
of Raskolnikov’s transgression, the nature of his guilt and repen-
tance, and the community’s view of him — these separate him
essentially from Dimmesdale. The cause and nature of Sonya’s
transgression and her attitude toward it, her humility and her
influence on Raskolnikov — these qualitatively contrast her with
Hester. And Svidrigailov’s sensualism and Chillingworth’s “un-
human” callous revenge differ. Although we were forced in this
brief study to restrict our comparisons to three characters from
Crime and Punishment and The Scarlet Letter, the essential dif-
ference is found in other characters also.

Thirdly, the greatest difference between Dostoevsky and
Hawthorne is that of ethos, of atmosphere. The Augustinian-
Calvinistic heritage, against which Hawthorne rebelled, and the
spirit of Eastern Christianity account for the profound difference
in the atmosphere of their respective works.

Finally, there are many other areas of difference which we
could not touch upon in this brief study. For example, Dostoevsky
was an interesting political thinker; Hawthorne cared littie about
political theory. Although it is true that Hawthorne was once
interested in wutopianism, he soon outgrew this interest while
Dostoevsky’s early political radicalism and socialism grew into

83Some Protestant interpretations of Dostoevsky which claim he viewed
human nature as depraved, totally unreasonable, and incapable of good are
quite mistaken. It is quite astonishing that a thinker such as Karl Barth
could claim that without having read Dostoevsky he could not have written
his Commentary on Romans.

84From the English translation of the Order for the Burial of a Child
in the Easltern Orthodox Church.
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a profound spiritual utopianism based on the repeniance of all.
Secondly, Dostoevsky was a great metaphysician. The ultimate
questions of existence were Dostoevsky’s chief concern and his
works and his Notebooks abound with such seethingly urgent
problems. Hawthorne’s works and Notebooks lack any preoccupation
with the central mysteries of human existence. Thirdly, it would
be interesting to compare types in the works of both authors. For
example, in Hawthorne there are no positive clergymen (excepting
Rev. Dr. Burroughs who is characterized as a “most genial old
clergymen... with nothing Calvinistic about him”). An interesting
study would be to compare Father Zossima and Rev. Hooper in
“The Minister’s Black Veil.” Fourthly, there is a cosmic dimension
and a cosmic vision in Dostoevsky which is thoroughly lacking in
Hawthorne. Fifthly, there is great humor in Dostoevsky which it
is difficult to discover in Hawthorne. And lastly, Dostoevsky’s
“Romantic Realism” differs greatly from the stylistic technique of
Nathaniel Hawthorne, the Romantic Allegorist.

We in no way wish to denigrate Hawthorne, who remains, in our
opinion, a great American writer. It is precisely in a false com-
parison with a giant like Dostoevsky, a writer whose thought is
immensely deeper and of vaster scope than Hawthorne’s, a writer
with whom few can compare, that Hawthorne’s reputation il-
legitimately suffers.
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«3BKJINJI0B METO1» B KOMIIO3HIIMOHHOM INIOCTPOEHHH
1 NJAEOJOI'NYECKOM 3AMBICJIE POMAHOB
®. M. TOCTOEBCKOI'O

by George Krugovoy*
Swarthmore College

B cBoeii 3Hamenuroii Geceme c¢ Auemeili KapamazoBeim HBan
(k. V 1. 3) roBopuT 00 OBKJHAOBBIX KaUYeCTBAX 4YE€JIOBEYECKOTO
no3HaHuss. OHO He MOMKET BBIHTH 3a IIpefelibl TPeXMEepPHOCTH KaH-
TOBCKHX KATErOpHil pPacCyfOYHOTO MJIH ITO3UTHBHCTHYECKOT'O, HMIIHDH-
YeCKOT'0 NOHHMaHHA JNeHCTBUTENLHOCTH. I105TOMY dYeJioBe4YecKoe IIO-
3HaHUe CYIIEeCTBEHHO OTPaHUYEHHO M HecoBepuieHHO. HO T.K. BBIATH
3a NIpefeJib], NOJIOXKEHHbIe 3aKOHAMH MBIIIJICHNs, YeJIOBEKY He HaHO,
TO eMy He 0CTaeTCA HHYEero APYToro, KaK IOJIaraThCA HCKIIIOYNTEJILHO
Ha JNaHHbIE DMIIMPHUYECKOT'O U HCTOPMYECKOTO OIBITA U CHCTEMY JIOTH-
YeCKHX YMO3aKJIIOYEHHH, €CJIM OH X04YeT JOCTHYL OoJiee HIIM MeHee
YAOBJIETBOPHTJIIEFHOTO IMONOOMA OOBEKTHBHOH H 006I1e00d3aTeJIbHON
uctuHbl. Ha ocHOBe 9TOH HHTeJIeKTyaJsibHOH nosunuu Hean Kapa-
Ma30B B ITOCJIEAYIOIIEM Pa3BUTHH (ecelbl BO3BOJHUT JIOTHYECKU IIOCJTIC-
IOBATEJILHYIO M PAIHOHAJIBEHO HEYMOJIUMYIO CICTEMY YMO3aKJIIOUEHHH.

Bor st BbIBOHIBLI MBaHa:

1) Bor He cymecTByeT: Ge3ycCJIOBHO, T.e. abcoJiioTHO, Oyarof u
pasymubIE Bor He MOr co3xarh TOT abCcypAHO-HeJeNbId B (haHTacTH-
YeCKH 3JI0M M MKECTOKHH MHpD, B KOTOPOM MbI JXHBeM. Biaroit Bor,
TBOPAINAH 3JI0H MHp, JIOTHYECKH IPOTHBOPedYHT pasymy. OH — Bo-
nutomee contradictio in adjecto. IlosTomy Ero Her. Ecom pmase 3
TMOJIEMHYECKHX IeJIAX MOMKHO THIIOTETHUECKH AONycKaTh Kro cyime-
CTBOBaHHE, TO IIOCJIEIOBATEJIbHBIA PAI[HOHAJLHBIA ¥  OIBITHBIH
aHaJIM3 MOKAa3bIBAET HEJIENIOCTh TAKOH IHIIOTE3BI.

2) Xpucroc, kak 6b1 OH He ObLJI HPABCTBEHHO U JIYXOBHO NPeKpaceH
B JINYHOM IUJIaHe, B IJIaHe COLHAJIBHOTO GBITHS YeJIOBeUeCTBa —, VBB,
ToNbKO (paHTacT. OH He TOHAJ IOAJHMHHOH IPHPOXBLI 4YeJIOBEKa ¥

*GEORGE KRUGOVOY is Associate Professor of Russian at Swarthmore
College.
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VYHJI JIIOTle OPraHU30BLIBATHL CBOIO JKM3Hb HAa OCHOBAHMM IIPHHIIH-
II0OB, Ha KOTOPBIX KHU3Hb HEBO3MOXKHO HH Ipeobpa3oBaTh, HH Hfaxe
MaJio-MaJIbCKH OCMBICJIEHHO H pas3yMHO ycTpouTb. CilefoBaTesIbHO
IJIS Pa3yMHOro ¥ 5(P(PEeKTHBHOr'0 NOCTPOEHHUS COLMAJIBHOTO ObITHA
yeJIoBeYecTBA XPHCTOC TaK JKe He HYMeH, KaK He HyXeH eMy Bor.

H BOT, HecMOTpA Ha BCIO PAIMOHAJILHO HEOIPOBEPKUMYIO JIOTHKY
aprymentanuu Veana, Asema KapaMa3oB TeM He MeHee BOCKJIMIIAET:
«ITosma TBOA ecThb xBaJja Hucycy, a He xyia ...» Takoe BleuarjeHHe
BBIHOCHT, OHAKO, HE TOJBKO BBLIMBIMIJIEHHBIH IIEPCOHAK POMAaHA,
PEJIETHO3HBIH K aHIeJIMYeCKHWH AJiella, HO O4YeHb YacTO M CaM YH-
TaTesib. B 9TOM, pasyMeercd, M cOCTOAJNA TJaBHaA 3ajadva JlocToes-
CKOI'C, XYHOMKHHKA M MbIcaMresid. IlesocTHOe HCKYCCTBO ONpPOBEp-
raer, ¢ TOYKH 3peHHA IIHcaTessd, OHOCTOPOHHIO I'OPAOCTH PacCcyAKa.
YyBeTBO GOJIbIIe PACCYAKa, KU3Hb OOJIbINE JUAJIEKTHKH.

Ho ecom nomo6HBIH 3h(heKT HA YuTaTesd ¢ CaMOro Hayaja OIpe-
Jlendn uiefHOe W KOMIIO3UIIMOHHOe IocTpoeHHe «BparheB Kapama-
30BBIX», TO Nepef JIUTepPaTypPOBEOM eCTeCTBEHHO BO3HHKAET BOIPOC:
KaKUMH XYHOYKECTBEHHBIMH CPe[ICTBaMHM, KAKUM KOMIIO3HIIMOHHBIM
pHeMoM gocTuraer J{oCTOeBCKUH kesaeMOro MM pe3yJsbrara ?

C MoeHl TOYKH 3peHHA «DBKJIHMJOBY METOAY» B HMEEHHOM M TBOP-
yeckoM Merofax JloCTOEBCKOI0 IPHHANJIENKHUT HCKJIOYUTEJHHO 3HA-
4HUTEeJbHOEe MecTOo. UTO JKe IOHHMAJI 0N STHM MeToxoM JlocToeBCKU ?
Kakx u MHOTHe XyjoiecTBeHHble 00pa3bl M IpPHEMBI B POMaHax IIH-
caTesns, obpas «BSBKJMAOBA yMa» MBOUTCA M eMy IIPHCYINa MHOTO-
myanoBoctb. C ofHOH cTOpPOHBI, B pomaHe «Bparba KapamaszsoBbl»
JIUTET «DBKJIMJOB» HMeeT CTPOr0 OUPaHMYeHHOe 3HayeHHe B cMbICJe
MaTepHAJIMCTHYECKOH M JIOBUTHBHCTHYECKOM TEODHH ITO3HAHHSA, KaK,
BIIpOYeM, H TeOpHH IIO3HAHHA KPUTHUYECKOro Hpeasiu3Ma KaHra.
JIOCTOEBCKHE TOBOPHT O HEBOZMOXKHOCTH JIJI 4YeJIOBEYeCKOI'0 yMa B
IIOMCKAaX O0'beKTHBHOH HCTHHBI BBIHTH 34 IIpefiesibl TPeXMepPHBIX Bpe-
MEHHO-TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHWH, B KOTOpPble OH IIOCTaBJIEH.
Tak 06 srom roBopur u cam HMBan Kapama3zoB: «ecauz Bor ects u
€CJIH OH JeHCTBUTEJILHO CO3[aJl 3eMJI0, TO, KaK HaM COBEpIIEHHO
HM3BECTHO, CO37aJl OH ee II0 DBKJHMMOBOH IeOMETPHH, 8 YM YeJOBe-
YeCKMH C IIOHATHEM JIMIIL O TPeX H3MEpPeHHAX IPOCTPAHCTBAY.

OGBIYHO STOT CaMBIH OYEBHAHBIH ACIEKT TEePMHUHA <«3BKJIHLOB»
M 3aMevaloT M Ha DTOM OCTaHaBJMBalOoTcAd. TeM He MeHee ITO3HABA-
TeJIbHAA M XyROXKecTBeHHadA (MDYHKIHA TepMHMHA He HCYEPIILIBAETCS
OJHMM 3THM 3HA4YeHHeM U HMEHHO 3JleChb PacKpbIBaeTcs ero obpasHas
H THOCEOJIOTHYECKas MHOTOIJIAHOBOCTS.

Jleno B TOM, YTO COGCTBEHHO «HBKJHMIOBA I'€OMETPHA», KOTOPYIO
MBI BCe M3Y4YaJii B IIKOJIe, B YHCJIE CBOMX METOZOB J[OKAa3aTeJIbCTBA
TEOpEM, pacroJjaraeT MeTOAOM «[OKa3aTeJIbCTBA OT IMIPOTHBHOIO».
Korpa OBrJMA He GbIJI B COCTOSHHH I0KA3aTh IIPABHIILHOCTS TOM HMJIH
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HMHOH TEOpPEMBI IIyTeM IIOJIOKHUTENbHBIX H CaMOOYEBHAHBIX aKCHOMA-
THYECKHX YTBEPKNEHHUH, OH TOBOPHJI -— «HOILYCTHM OOPATHOE . ..»
W xorpga «oOpaTHoe, IPOTHBHOE» B CBOEM JIOTMYECKOM Pa3BHTHH JIO-
BOJgMIIO ceba [0 abcypAa, KaK BHYTPEHHEe-IIPOTHBOPEYHBOE, ITPABHUJIIb-
HCCTh TEOpeMbI yiKe He BbI3bIBAJIa COMHEHWH.

HIMeHHO 9TOT METOR «/OKa3aTeJIbCTBA OT IIPOTUBHOIO» HCIOJB3YeT
JlocToeBCKHUE [JId PalMOHAJBLHOIO OGOCHOBAHHS ITOJIOKHTENIBHBIX
Hfled B paMKax CBOer0 XPHCTHAHCKOTO CO3HAaHMA. Bjarogapsa aToMy
«3BKJIHJ0OB METOM[» M CMOT' CTaTh CPEJCTBOM He TOJIbKO HIE0JIOTH-
YECKOH IIOJIEMHKH ¢ HUTHMJIM3MOM M MartepuajusmoMm 60-x u 70-x r.r.,
HO H XyHO0XeCTBEHHO-KOMIIO3HIIMOHHBLIM IIPHEMOM, COOIIPEREJIAIOIUM
Pa3BHUTHe CIOXKETa POMaHa.

B kaxaoM u3 cBoMxX OOJBIIMX POMaHOB JIOCTOEBCKHH KaK OBbI
TOBOPUT M CBOMM YHTATeJAM K CBOMM HAEHHBIM OIIIOHEHTaM: JO-
IIyCTHM, 4YTO Ta MJH HMHASg M3 MOAHBIX DAIMOHAJIHCTHYECKH apry-
MEHTHPOBAHHBIX TEOPUH BepHa. UTO M3 DTOrO JOJIKHO IOJIYUHUTHCH,
ecyii 9TH Teopuu GOyAYyT NpeTBOpeHbl B KU3HL? Kambld u3 po-
MaHOB IIHCATeJd IIbITAaeTcAd pa3peliMTb OINWH MJIM HECKOJIbKO U3
TaKHX BOIIPOCOB.

B «IlpecTymmeHUr H HaKa3aHHH» HcCCJIeflyeTcd Hfed HPaBCTBEH-
HOH OTHOCHTEJILHOCTH YeJIoBeKoyOmiicTBa. Jlomyctum, uto yOHHCTBO
coBeplaeTcd BO MMA BBICIIMX IieJieH, a IOTOMY MOKeT OBITh OIpasB-
OaHHO . . .

B «HMpguore» obcyxfaeTca TeMa SK3HCTEHIHAJIBHOI'O OLUHOYECTBA,
yeJjioBeKa M abcypAHOCTH OBbITHA, B KOTOPOM KOHKpeTHOro Bora pe-
nuruu 3aMeHmsT aGeTpPaKTHBIN Gor dunocodckoro upeanusma, eru-
IIIH3M €CTECTBEHHBIX HAYK C MX Oe3IMYHBIMU M OCIIMMH HAJIA BCeX
HEPYLINMUMH 3aKOHAMH IIPHPOABI HJIM IIPOCTO 3aKOH HAXKHBBI.

B «Becax» aHaJMU3UPYIOTCA IIOCJIENCTBHUSA 3K3HMCTEHITUAJIBLHOTO H
PEBOJTIOIMIOHHOT0 CBOEBOJIMA.

B «IlogpocTKke» paccMaTpPUBAIOTCA Pa3pyLINTeJIbHbIE MOCIERCTBUS
PEJIMTHO3HO-HAIMOHAJIBHOH «0eCIIOYBEHHOCTH», KaK ee IIOHHMAJ
JlocToeBCKUH, Ha XKU3Hb CeMbH K o0llecTBa B ycJjioBUsAX Poccuu
70-x r.r.

B «Bparbax KapaMa3oBbIX HCCJENYIOTCA JIOTHYECKHE M DK3HCTEH-
IHaJIbHbIe TOCJIECTBUS HM3THAHUSA U3 YeJIOBEYECKOrO CO3HAHHUS HIeH
«Bora» u upen «bGeccMepTHA>.

Ha crpaHHIIax pOMaHOB OTH HAEH XYAOYKECTBEHHO U JIOTHYECKH
JOBOZATCA IO KOHIIA B PaMKaxX BBIMBIIIJIEHHOT'O IOBecTBOBaHuA. Ho
KaTacTpoHyecKHue IOCJIENCTBUA DTHX MAEH B PpOMaHaxX ¢ ONHOH CTO-
POHBI YKa3bIBAIOT HA MX DK3UCTEHIIMAJIbHYIO «JIOKHOCTb», & C APYyToH
CTOPOHBI, DK3UCTEHIMAJIBHO HCKJIOYAasd caMux ce0sd, OHH KaK OblI
MOATBEPXKAAIOT IIPABHIILHOCTh TIOJIOMKMTEJBHBIX yTBepwkuenuist Jlo-
CTOEBCKOI0 10 mpuHIuny — «Tperbero He HaHo» tertium non datur.
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BrimsIniieHHOE IIOBECTBOBaHME B PaMKaX PEAJIHCTHYECKOTO POMaHa
OKa3bIlBaeTca KakK Obl XYHOXKECTBeHHOH JalopaTopueH, Ifme IIpoBe-
psAeTesS «CHACHTEJIBHOCTLY HJIH «0Ge3HCXOMHOCTH» TeX UM HHBIX (hu-
JIOCO(DCKO-HAEOJIOTHYECKUX Teobuil. B 5TOM ¥ cocToHT, ¢ MOeH TOYKH:
3peHusA, «DBKJIHUZOB MeTOA» MHcaTelNs M KaKk MeToR (pmiocodcroi
TIOJIEMUKH M KAK XYJ0:KeCTBEHHO-KOMIIO3WIIMOHHBIHA IIpHeM.

Kax MpI BHAuM, B TaKOM IIofixofe JlocToeBcKOro ropasmo Gosblie
JIOTHYECKOH DPaIlHOHAJILHOCTH, YeM MHCTHKY. HemapoMm nHcaTess Ha-
3pIBaJ1 JroduMoro uMm Anemy KapamasoBa peajHCTOM, a He MHCTH-
roM. Ho mesio B TOM, 4TO «DBKJUJOB METOR» He IIPOTUBOPEYHT «MUCTH-
YECKOMY peaJIu3My» IHcaresis. Bojablne TOro ero oYeHb JIETKO MOYKHO
cONMSUTh ¢ METOJOM TaK Ha3bIBAEMOT'O U CYLIECTBEHHO MHCTHYECKOTO
«OTPULIATENILHOTO OOTr0CJIOBHA», KOTOpOEe, Crapasdch OOJIETYHUTh IIO-
HUMaHue TadH GoxxecrtBa, ropopur o tToMm, UTO Bor He ects u UEM
OH He MoxeT ObITh, ecau OH ecth Bor.

PenuTHO3HBIA MBICIUTEINL JJOCTOGBCKHE XYMOMKECTBEHHBIMH CPefi-
ctBaMH crpeMuics nokasars, KAKHMM YEJIOBEK HE [JO/IXKEH
BBITH, ecnu o xoyeT ObITh miu crarh JUTATEW BOXBUM, ecau
OH XO4YeT peaJsiu30BaTh B cefe M B cnoed kM3HE o6pa3 Xpucra, T.e.
crarts YeJOBEKOM B BLICHIEM X CaMOM IIOJIHOM CMbIcJe, KaK €ro
npegerasian ceGe JocToeBCKHIH.

Ha, OpOTSKEHHH BCETr'O CBOETO TBOpuecrBa J[OCTOEBCKOTO MYYHJIIH
IBe TVIaBHbIE M caMble Ba)KHBIE NJIA HEro TeMbl — TaiHa Bora u
TafiHa YeJIOBeKa. «DBKJIMIOB MeTOH» OKa3ajicsi OJHHUM H3 CpPeNCTB
[IPOHUKHOBEHHUS B DTH TaHHBI, KOTOPhIe M JJOCTOEBCKOI'0 OKa3aJIUCh
Talinoit BorouejyioBeka.
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SPAHTACTHYECKHM PEAJIN3M JOCTOEBCEOI'O

(06 uepapxuzeckoi CTPYKTYPE €20 POMGHOS)

by Sergei Levitsky*
Georgetown University

BoJIbIIMHCTBO PYCCKHUX M WHOCTPAHHBIX JIMTEPATYPHBLIX KPHTHKOB
3aHuMaguch JlocToeBCKHM 06oJjiee KaK PEJIMTHO3HBIM (uiaocodoM H
TICHXOJIOTOM YeM KaK XYROKHHMKOM. fI rOBOpI0 MMEHHO O KPHUTHKAX,
a He 06 HCTOPHKAX JIMTEPATYPBI, 1leJible TOJIIBI KOTOPHIX [0 CHX IOP
TOHYT B Mope (PaKTOB M3 KM3HH M TBOPYECTBA BEJIMKOTO ITHCATEJI,
— u OymyrT ellle JOJTO0 TOHYTH B STOM MOpe.

S ckazanm «Bojee», — TaK Kak Jae B caMbIX (PUIIOCO(CKUX
HceiefoOBaHuAX 0 JlocToeBCKOM (HalpuMep, B KJIACCHYECKHX KHUTaX
MepesxkoBekoro, Bepnsera, Illectora, Jlocckoro, Pomaro I'Bappumm
H JApPYTHX) — pacchlIIaHO HeMaJlo MeTKMX HalJrofeHuit M Hax ¢op-
MaJIbHOH CTPYKTYPOH €ro pPOMaHOB.

Kpome TOro, CyiecTBYIOT IO KpafiHell Mepe [Be KHHUTH, B KO-
TOPbIX (PHITOCO(DCKUH aHAJIN3 TECHO CBA3aH C HCKJIIOYHTEJIFHO IIEHHBIM
aHamu3oM (QOPMAJILHOH CTPYKTYpPBI ero mpousBefeHui. S umero B
BHAY KHUTH — BsauecnaBa HBanoBa «JlocToeBekuil kax MHQPOTBO-
pen», u H. Baxtuna «IIpo6aemsr nmostuku [locTtoeBckoros. ITommmo
TOTO, MMeeTcs, KOHeYHO, HeMaJIo APYruUX paboT, clielHaJibHO IIOCBA-
IIeHHBIX HMEHHO XYTOXKeCTBeHHOMY MactepcTBY JlocToeBeckoro (Ha-
npumep, cratbu Jleonupa I'pocmana).

Tem He MeHee, I'OBOPA B IEJIOM, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO B HeJie
dopmasibHOrO aHayM3a TBOpuYecTBa JIOCTOEBCKOI'O CHEIAHO TOpasfo
MeHblIIle, YeM B JeJle OCBOEHHA H HHTepIpeTalMH ero (Hrocodcko-
MICHXOJIOTHYECKOTr'0 HacJIeud.

Hacroamas paboTra OTHIOAbL He MNpPeTeHAyeT HA HOBHU3HY. —
TpynHO B Hallle BpeMs CKa3aTk 4TO-JH60 HOBoe O JOCTOEBCKOM.
OHa sgBJjdeTcd, TeM He MeHee, HOBOH IIONBITKOH aHAJIN3a CTPYKTYpbI

*SERGEI A. LEVITSKY is Associate Professor of Russian Literature at
Georgetown University, Washingtown, D. C.
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POMaHOB IMcaTesd, B TeCHOH cBA3K ¢ (huysrocoCKUM H ICHXOJIOTH-
YyeCKHM 3HauYeHHWeM ero TBOPYecTBA.

C 5TUMM OTOBOPKAMH IMPUCTYIHM K TeMe:

Korpma Mp1 morpy:xaemMcd B MHP cO3HaHHMA JlOoCTOeBCKOro, y Hac
co3qaercA BIeyaTJieHMe, 4TO HaM He XBaraeT JAbIXaHUA B DTOH
CrylIeHHOH armocdepe, upeBaToH rposamMu u MoJHMAMH. He Bce
MOT'YT BBIJEPXKUBATH DTO BBICOKOE [laBJIeHHEe CTPajlaHMH H I'PEXOB-
HocTH. He Beem pano mo6uTH JlocToeBCKOT0. B CBOMX NpOM3BeReHUAX
OH pHCyeT TeMHOe INOAIOJIbe YeJOBeYeCKOH AYIIM, M DTOT TeMHBbIH
MHD TOJICO3HAHMA JMIIbL H3PeAKa o3apdercH IpobiieCKaMH COJIHIIA.
Muorue uwTaTen MOTOMY HWHCTHMHKTHBHO OTTAJIKHUBAIOTCA oT Jlo-
CcTOEeBCKOIo. B caMoM Jejie, IIepCOHAMKM NHCATeNs, CTOJIb MarMm4ecKH
O)KMBOTBOpPEeHHBIe ero T'eHHMeM, NPOH3BOJAT CTPaHHOe BIeyaTJeHHe
coueTaHus GaHAJBLHOCTH M HPpeaJIbHOCTH, Ge3yMHS H BbICHIEH MYyJ-
poct. Bo BcAKOM ciydae, OHM He BefyT cebsa KaK IKEHTJIBMOHBI,
KaK BBIPA3WJICA KOTYA-TO OfMH aHIVIMHCKHH KpUTHK. B 9TOM cTpal-
HOM MHpe Bce BO3MOKHO. ['oBOpA cjoBaMU caMOTO IHcaTels, «3flech
OGepera CcXOmATCA M IIPOTHBOpPEYMA BMeCTe KUBYT». KoOHGIUKTHI
CTpajaHMsA M JKEeCTOKOCTH, TOPABIHM M CMHPEHHS DAacTyT JIaBHHO-
06pazHo, KYJIbMHHUDPYA B Tpareum.

Bayecsap VBaHOB OBLI IIePBBIM KPHUTHKOM, OOPATHBIINM BHH-
MaHHMe Ha TO, 4TO JlocTOeBCKHME Kak Obl Gecco3HATEJILHO IIPHIIEPIKH-
BaJICA 3aKOHA «eNUHCTBA MeIHCTBUA, BpeMeHHM M IIPOCTPAHCTBA», —
33KOH4, HA KOTOPOM IIOCTPOeHbI aHTHuYHble Tpareguu. Tor xe Bsa-
yecsiaB IIBaHOB MeTKO Ha3BaJ poMaHbl JIOCTOEBCKOIO «pPOMAaH-
TparefUAMH». OTa XyRoixecTBeHHad dopma («Poman-Tparudeckass)
ob6yciioBuna coboit cBoeoOpasue CTPYKTYphl €ro IIPOU3BeHeHMH, HX
KOPEeHHYIO OTJIMYHOCTL OT KJIACCHYECKHX PYCCKMX poMaHOB 19-ro
Beka. B camoM feite, ecti MbI OyJeM MepHTh poMaHbl J{OCTOEBCKOTO
TPafMIHOHHBIME MepkKaMH pomaHoB TypreHeBa, I'oHuapoma, Raxe
JIrBa Toseroro, — TO JIOCTOEBCKHH MOXKET IOKA3aThCSd OOJBHBIM It
IajKke «KEeCTOKHM TaJIAaHTOM» (KaK OH M OblLi Ha3BaH MuUXaHJIOBCKHM).

Ho, ¢ papyroii cropoHsl, ObLIO Obl HEECTECTBEHHBIM, €CJIH ObI
TparmyecKoe cofiepKaHHe ObIJI0 NMOJAHO B BJIEraHTHOH Qopme, —
KaK HeecTeCTBEHHbI ObIIM Obl Moryume akxkkopabl «Bopuca Iomy-
HOBa» B MOIAPTOBCKH-CTPOHHOH cuMconmm. HckyccrBo uMeeT ABYX
GoroB — AmnoanoHa u JJuoruca — Gora mpekpacHo#t dopMbl u Gora
CTPafaJIbueCKUX MMCTEPHH.

B pycckoii siuTepaType STOT AYyaJiu3M fpUe BCEro OJHIETBOpSIETCH
B KoHTpacTe MexAy IlymkuneiM K JlocroeBckuMm. COJIHEWHBIA reHmit
IlymkmHa, 9TOr0 PYCCKOrOo AIIOJIJIOHA, KOHTPACTHPYeT CTOJIb PE3KO
¢ HOoyHbIM reHmeM JlocToeBckOro — pycckoro Jlumomwmca. HMeHHO
STUM KOHTpacTOoM OOBACHsAeTcA TOT (GakT, 4To JOCTOEBCKHH BCIO
JKM3Hb CTOJIb BBICOKO IoumTaJ IlymkwHa u BJekca K HeMy. — B
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IlymxuHe OH HAXORHJI Ty CTHXHIO CBETOHOCHOH I'apMOHHMM, KOTOPOH
eMy caMOMy CTOJIb HeJ[0CTaBaJIo.

Bo Becakom ciyuae, HO4YHOH MupP JIOCTOEBCKOTO, 03apseMbld
BCIBIINMKAMK OEHI'aJIbCKOI'0 OT'HA €ro IeHHAJIbHBIX WHTYULUH, HOJKeH
OBITh IIOHAT HWHAUe, YeM [HEeBHbIe HJIHM BeuepHHE MHPbHI GOJILIIHHCTBA
IPYTHX PYCCKHX BeJIMKUX nucaresed. COOTBETCTBEHHO, €I'0 XYHOKe-
CTBO JOJIKHO OBITh H3MePAEMO U OIleHHMBAEMO 3aKOHAMHU TPATHYeCKHX
MHUCTEepPHH, a He TapMOHHYECKOH (DOPMBI.

Pomanb! JlocToeBCKOTo, B OTJIMuMe OT poMaHoB ToJjicToro, passu-
BalOTCA HE CTOJIBKO BINHUPH, CKOJILKO BIVIYOb. OTO — IyTELIECTBHE
B TIyOHMHBI YeJIOBeYECKMX HYUI HJIHM K BepIUHHAM 4YeJIOBEYEeCKOIr'O
Oyxa, — IyTelIeCTBHe, YPEBATOE TAKHM K€ OMACHOCTAMH, KaKHMHI
IOJIHBI CIIyCK B NIPONAcCTH MJIM BOCXOXKJEHHe, 4Yepe3 KPYTHU3HBI, HA
TOpbI MJIN HCCIIETOBaHHE IIeliep.

Ilepou JlocToeBcKOro, MO0 METKOMY 3aMe4YaHHIO BephsaeBa, TOJBKO
TeM H B3aHATHI, YTO pa3rajblBaloT cebd U Jpyrux. BOJBIIHHCTBO
I'IaBHBIX I'epOeB IIHCATesNId — 3arafiodHbl (ocobeHHO CTaBpPOTHH).
B KOHTpacT 3TOMY, MHOTHe SIH30JHYECKHe JIMIIa HapHUCOBaHbLI aBTO-
POM B MX IIOJIHOH NOPTPETHOCTH (Hampumep, Manam XOXJIaKOBa HIIH
JleGeneB).

IIo cymecTBy, pomaHbl J[OCTOEBCKOTO — IICHXOJIOTHYECKHE
dumocodckre TparemuH. OTO0 — «POMAHBI-TPATENHUH», KAK 9TO XO-
poIo MOAMETHJI M IIPEKPACHO IIPOaHAJIH3NpOBaJs Bsauecnas MBaHOB.

Cyry00 IICHXOJIOTHYECKHH ¥ TparuvyecKUH 3aMbICeJl POMAaHOB
JocroeBckoro o6ycsoBus coboil u ux 0cobyr ¢gopmy. — OHH IIo-
CTPOEHBI Ha HAPAaCTaHUM TPATHYeCKOH CHTYalluy, KOCTHralomiel ooby-
HO CBOETO amores K caMoMy KoHIy. Ho, Kak XyHZo:XHHUK, J{0CTOEBCKU
OTJINYHO OTHABaJl cefe OTYET B OIACHOCTAX «IIePEChHIIIeHUSA» Ipa-
MaTH3MOM M Tparu3moM. FIMeHHO IOBTOMY B poMaHax J[OCTOEBCKOTO
MBI BCTPEYAEM CTOJIBKO DIIM3OJHUYECKHX JIMI[, BCTABHBIX CI[€H, HHOT-
Ja HeMaJio JKeCTOKOTO CBOeOOpa3HOI'0 IOMOpa, M HEPEeJKO — ITOYTH
IIPOTOKOJILHOI'O peaJjiu3Ma, B JKaHpe KOTOPOrO BeHeTCA CIOMKETHOS
noBecTBoBaHue. (OcoGeHHO XapaKTepHBI B BTOM OTHOINEHHH «BeckhIy,
I'fie BeCh PaccKa3 BefeTcd OT HMeHH HEKOero aHOHIMHOIO M OTHIORL
HE CJIMIIKOM I'NIYOOKOMBICJIEHHOI'0 PACCKA3YHKA, KOTOPOMY H3BECTHBI,
OHAKO, BCe HHTH CJIOKHOIO CHOMKETA.)

Ecau Toscro#i pHcyeT CBOM XapPaxTephl 4YacTO HA UPOTMKEHHH
BCeH WX JKH3HHW, IIPHYEM MbI BOOUMIO HaOJIOflaeM KX CO3pPEBaHHE M
moctapeHre, — TO JIOCTOEBCKHH «IIOJlaeT» CBOMX I'€POEB B caMble
KPUTHYECKHEe MOMEHTBI HJI¥ IIePHOAb! HX KU3HH. OH KaK Obl CTABHT
CBOMX TepOeB B NpefesbHble, KPHUTHYECKHE CHTYAI[HH, 3aCTaBIIAA
HTHM CaMbIM PACKPBITHCA MX [0 KOHIIA, [0 IOCJEeSHHX H3BHBOB AYIIH.

ITucarens Kak ObI DKCIIEPHMEHTHDPYET CO CBOHMH TIepOsMH, IIO-
HaBasi WX IIOJ BBICOKHM arTMocepHBIM MaBJIeHHEM, 4yTh JIH He B
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TICUXOJIOTHYECKH-J1a00PATOPHBIX YCJOBHUAX. MepeKKOBCKUH CpPaBHH-
BaJI B 9TOM OTHOILIEHWH pPOMaHbI J[OCTOEBCKOTO C ONBITAMH IIpH
KpaiiHe BBICOKHUX WJIH KpadHe HM3KHX TeMIlepaTypax, KOIfa BO3ZYX
CTAHOBUTCA KHUOKHAM, KOTHA KeJjle30 Hcmapserca U T.K. HEeiu O6bl
Mepe:KKOBCKHH IHMCAJI CBOM 3HAMEHWUTHIH TPYA B Halle BpeMs, TO
OH, HECOMHEHHO, CPaBHHUJI ObI ICUXOJIOTHYECKYI0 arMocdepy POMaHOB
JlocToeBCKOTO € IIpolleccaMM, COBEPIIAIOIIMMUCA B aTOMHBIX peak-
Topax. Arombl aymu y JlocToeBCKOro Kak OblI pPAaCILIEINIAIOTCA HA
MeJIbYaHIINe IICHXOJIOTMYEeCKHe MHKPO-YaCTHIIbI, IIPHYEeM HHOTHA
IIPOUCXOMRAT CBOET'0 POJA «aTOMHBIE B3PHIBBI JNYII».

Korma HeKoTOpble uWTaTEeNH yHpeKaioT JlocToeBcKoro B Hapy-
IIEHUY KU3HEHHOH, TOuHee, OBITOBOM pEAJIMCTHYHOCTH, TO OHH IIO-
CBOEMY INpaBBbI, XOTA W He IPaBbI II0 CYLIECTBY.

Taxux repoeB kax CTaBpOTHH MJIH KHA3b MBIINIKHUH, feHCTBHTEIb-
HO, «He ObIBaeT» B ycJIOBHAX 00bIuHOH xu3Hu. Ho oTH 06pasbl, ro-
BOpA CJIOBAaMH MNHcaTelIsd, «peaJlbHbl B BbICIIEM cMbIcie». — OHH
MIPefiCTABIAIOT COO0H BONJIOUEHUE NCUXOTIOLUZECKUL BO3MOMCHOCTEN,
PenKo peasIM3yIOIMXCA B HOPMAaJIbHOM, OBITOBOH KW3HH., OTO HeE
HCKJII04aeT TOrO, 4YTO, KaK XYHOOKHUK, JOCTOeBCKHH, KOHEYHO, —
peanucT. Ho omaTh TaKKW OH pPeaJIHCT «B BBICIIEM cMbIcie». — Jlo-
CTOEBCKHH pHCYeT He TOJIbKO H He CTOJIbKO DMIIMPHYECKYIO JEHCTBH-
TeJIbHOCTh, CKOJIBKO Te IICHXOJIOTHYEeCKHe BO3MOXKHOCTH, KOTOpbIe
TaATCA B HeH. JIOCTOEBCKHH — XYROMKHUK Ge3TPaHUYHBIX AYIIEBHBIX
BO3MOJKHOCTEH, — KaK BO 3]e, TaK ¥ B Jo6pe.

Bee aro, moBTopseM, 00ycJsoBHIIO c000i 0cOGYI0 CTPYKTYPY €ero
poMaHoB. — MBI cKa3aJix yiKe, YTO ero IIPOU3BEJEHUS Pa3BHBAIOTCA
He CTOJIbKO BIIHPH, CKOJIBKO BIVIyGb. IlombITaeMcA Tenmeph YTOYHHTH
aty mapaboJry.

Hexroropble KPUTHKM y:Ke JaBHO OOpaTHUJIM BHHMaHHe Ha MHOIO-
IJIAHHOCTh POMaHOB JIOCTOEBCKOIO, Ha HaJjIMuMe B HUX (ojiee BHEII-
HHUX H 0oJlee BHYTPEHHUX IacToB. OJHHUM H3 IIePBBIX IIOTYEPKHYJI
9Ty MHOIOIUIaHHOCTH BsdecnaB HBauoB. Jlpyro# kpuruk, Ceprei
IecceH, pazimyaeT B poMaHax JOCTOEBCKOTO TPH OCHOBHBIX ILIAHA
— TIEPBBIH -— BHENIHHH, CIOMKETHBIH, IIOCTPOEHHBIH OGBIYHO HA 3a-
IyTAHHOH MHTpHUTE, BJIKIOYAA KPUMUHAJBHO-TETEKTHBHbLIE XHUTPO-
citeTeHus. Jlajiee — BTOpoH, Gojiee BHYTPEHHHH, IICHXOJIOTHYECKHH
IIaH, B M3MePeHHM KOTOpOro JIOCTOEBCKHH IIPOM3BOJHT I'OJIOBOKPY-
JKHTENbHBIE DKCKYPChI B 00JIacTh TJVIyOMH IIOACO3HaHWA. B sTOM
BTOpPOM 1jiaHe JIOCTOEBCKME 3aHAT — MAaJi0 CKa3aTh, IICHXOJIOTH-
YEeCKHM aHAaJIH30M, — OH 33HAT «IICHXO0aHAJU30M», (XOTA caM IICH-
X0aHAJIN3 TOABHJICA YeTBePTh BeKa CIIyCTCA IIOcjle CMEPTH ImHMca-
Tesd). Heuero ¥ roBOpUTh, YTO B DTOH 06J1acTH J{0CTOEBCKHE IIPOSABHII
TeHHAJIbHYI0 TPOHHUIATEJILHOCTh, IIEPEBEPHYB TOCIIOACTBOBABINNE B
€ro DIOXY IJIOCKO-PAIlMOHAJIMCTHYECKHE ITIPEJCTABJIEHHI O 3aKOHAX
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ayweBHoOH xusHu. Hemapom Huume rosopus, yto JlocTOeBCKHE —
«e[AMHCTBEHHBIH IICHXOJIOT, ¥ KOTOPOTO S MOI' YeMY-TO HaYYHUTHCIY.
JlocToeBCKHE — OFMH M3 IJIyGOYaHIIMX I[ICHXOJIOTOB BCEX BPEMEH.

Ho ray6unHOCTh JIOCTOEBCKOrO HE HMCUYEPHBIBAETCA ORHOH IICHXO-
Jorvell. B ero poMmaHax HaJIMYECTBYET ellle OFHWH — TPETHUH, HauIJIy-
OvHHeHIME —— MeTadH3NYeCcKHH, WMJIH, eclaH YrOJHO, MUCTHYECKHUI
nnaH. B 2ToM COKpoBeHHOM ItaHe y J[OCTOEBCKOI'O IIPOHCXORHT
JKHBasd NUAJIEKTUKA HJeH, — MBI ITOHHMaeM 3TO CJIOBO B ILJIATOHO-
rerejIeBCKOM, a He B OOBIYHOM «o0OmiecTBeHHOM» cMbIciie. K oToM
obsracty, emle GoJiee, UeM K YHMCTO IICHXOJIOTHYECKOH, IIPUMEHHM H3-
BecTHBIH adopusMm MepekKoBekoro («JlocToeBCKUH — TaHHOBHEI]
oyxa»). — He TOJBKO M He CTOJBKO IICHXOJIOIHA, CKOJIbBKO HUMEHHO
I{apCTBO 4eJIOBEYECKOI'0 AYyX4, ¢ ero 00XKeCTBEHHBIMM H CATAHHHCKHMHU
BO3MOYKHOCTAMH, COCTaBJIAET IJIABHBIH (DOKYyC BHUMAHUS IIHCATEJA.
3hech mHcaTesb MCCIERYeT MHpP IIJIATOHOBCKHX HJeH, IIPOCIIEKUBAET
MX [JUAJIEKTHKY, U MMEHHO 37leCh IPOHCXORUT (roBOpA CJIOBAMH ca-
Moro JIOCTOEBCKOI0) «KacaHHe MHPaM HHBIM>,

Oror rayOHHHeHmINH, MeTadH3NYeCKU-MUCTHYECKHH IJIaH HOCTY-
TeH JIMIIb JHOaM ¢ (HIoCOPCKUMH HHTepecaMH H, IJIaBHOE, C H3-
BECTHBIM MHCTHYECKHM OIBITOM. FIMEHHO IIO9TOMY, ZAyMaercd,
aTeHCThI M arHOCTHKM M, BOOOIle, JIUIA cJenble B PEJIMTHO3HO-(III0-
cohCKOM OTHOIIEHHH, HHKOIZla He CMOT'YT IIOHATh HCTHHHOE 3Ha-
yeHHe TBOp4YecTBa JlOCTOEBCKOTO.

HekoTopble MCCJIENOBATENH Pa3JMYaloT ellle OOJIbIe KOJHYECTBO
[IJIAaHOB B CTPYKType poMaHOB JJocToeBckoro. Tak, mpodeccop 3epHOB,
HalpuMep, TOBOPHT O HAJIMYHMH IATH TaKMX IJIaHOB. MHe BTO IIpep-
CTaBJIsIeTCA HEHYKHBIM YCJIOMHEHHMEM BOIIpOCa.

Bo BCAKOM ciiyyae, HECOMHEHHO, 4TO B poMaHax J[0CTOEBCKOTO
HAJIMYECTBYEeT, MO KpadHeHd Mepe, TPH OCHOBHBIX ILIaHa, NpHYEM
GoJiee BHEIIHHE ILJIACTBI CJIYKAT CPENCTBOM K BBIPAIKEHHUIO ILJIACTOB
Gosiee BHyTpeHHuUX. II0 Mepe Yriy6JIeHHOIO YTEHHMA ITPOM3BeleHHH
nycaTesisi, Mbl IIPOHHKAeM BO Bce 0oJiee BHYTPeHHHE IIIACTBHI. OTHM
H IIOJBORUTCA OCHOBaHUe 10J MeTadopy, U4TO «poMaHb! J[0CTOEBCKOTO
Pa3BUBAIOTCA BO-BHYTPb U BIVIYOb>.

Pasymeercs, HaJuuHe HECKOJbKHX ILIAHOB HJIM TLIACTOB B PO-
MaHax JIOCTOEBCKOrO MeHee BCEr'O O3HAYAET, YTO OHH «COCTABJIEHBI»
W3 3THX IjacToB. PoMaHb! J{0CTOEBCKOTO IIPERCTaBIIAIOT COO0H «emuH-
CTBO B MHOroo0paswWd», M Bce TPH IIJIaHA 37leChb CO-CYILIECTBYIOT If
B3aMMOIIPOHHKAIOT JAPYyr Apyra. Pasiuyarh 5TH IJIAHBI MOXHO —
M HYXHO — JIHIOb B IeJIAX aHAJM3a CTPYKTYPHBIX ocoGeHHocTei
ero TBOP4YeECTBa.

Xouercsa JOGABHTHL eIllle HECKOJIBKO CJIOB O CTPYKType IJIyOHH-
HeHIIlero, MeTa(u3uyecKoro miaHa. — Y JlocToeBCKOro 110 GoJbmett
YaCTH KaXK[bIH Tepod fABJIAETCS HOCHTeJIeM M BOILJIOTHTEJIEM CBOeH
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HEIIOBTOPUMOH M HHAUBHAYAJILHOH HMAed — KakK 9TO ObLIO TOHKO
MOAMEeYeHO M IIPEeBOCXORHO NpoaHau3upoBaHo H. BaxXxTHHRIM B ero
3amMeuareNbHOH KHHUTe «IIpoGsembl TBOpuecTBa JlOCTOEBCKOIO»
(1929). (3arsaBue BTOPOrO H3JaHHUHA, BBIIYIL[EHHOIO IOYTH dYepes
COpOK JieT ImocJie mepBoro — «IIpoGirieMbr moaTUKH J[0CTOEBCKOTO»
1963).

JlocTOEBCKUE «IPOBOJWT» B CBOMX pOMaHaxX He OJHY OIpefe-
JIGHHYIO MAEI0, 8 cpa3y HEeCKOJbKO HAeH, co-CyUIeCTBYIOLIMX ORHA C
OpPYro# ¥ HepeAKO IIPOTHBOPEYALMX OfHA Apyrod. Ilpu sTOM KaKAbIH
Tepod BBIPAXKAeT CBOIO HAEI0 CBOMM HENOBTOPHMMBIM «TOJIOCOMS>.
HWmenno nosromy BaxTHH T'OBOPHJI O «MHOI'OTOJIOCOCTH» IIPOH3Be-
meHuil JI0OCTOEBCKOTO M HA3BAJ €r0 POMAHBI «NONUPOHUZECKUMUS.

Kuura BaxTtuHa o IJocToeBcKoM, BoOOIlle, HaCTOJIBKO 3aMeuaTesib-
Ha KaK METKOCThI0 W TOHKOCTBIO HaOJIIONeHHH aBTOopa, TaK K IIH-
POTOH CHUHTE3a, YTO MHe NpPUAETCA CKa3aTh O HeHl HECKOJBKO CJIOB,
pasyMeercs, B paMKax Moe#l TeMbl.

Baxtun obpalaer INpeke BCero BHHMaHHe Ha TO, 4YTO XYHO-
JKECTBEHHBIH M HAYXOBHBLIE MUP J[OCTOEBCKOIO — He MOHMCTHYEH, a
mmopanuacTuyed. JocroeBckuid, mo BaxTuHy, H300paKaeT «MHOMKe-
CTBEHHOCTb CaMOCO3HaHMH». I[lpHuem 5TH CcaMOCO3HAaHHA, TO €CTh
BHYTpPeHHHe MHpPbI €ro TIepoeB, HaXONATCA B HAIPAKEHHOM KOH-
TaKTe ApYT ¢ ApyroM. I'epor JJ0CTOEBCKOro MOCTOSHHO BEAYT AHUAJIOr
IpYT ¢ HpyroMm, IpH4YeM Ha)Ke BHYTPEHHHWE WX MOHOJIOTH IIOCTPOEHBLI
JHAJIOTHYHO, — «C OIJIANKOHM Ha Uy:KOH rojioc». B sromM — oTaHune
JloCTOEBCKOTO TOYTH OT BCEX PYCCKUX KJaccHkoB. ToJsicToi Takxe
n300palkay «MHOMKECTBEHHOCTh cozHaHMi». (Hampumep, KHA3b AH-
ppe#t u ITvep — [Ba IJIaBHBIX Trepos B «BolHe m Mupe»). OTH repon
WHOT'[A CHOpAT APYr ¢ ApyroM. Ho MeXAy HUMH He IIPOHCXORHUT
TIOCTOSHHOT'O AUAJIOra — (DAaKTHYECKOI'0 HJIH IIOTEHIHAJILHOTO, KaK
3TO MMeeT MecTo Y J[0CTOeBCKOToO.

I'osops cnoBamu BaxTuHa, — «B poMaHax J[0CTOEBCKOI'O Kak Obl
CHBIIIUTCSA COTJIACOBAHHASA MHOIOr0JIOCOCTh, NapMOHHUYECKadA IIOJIH-
dorugas. — «He MHOMXKecTBO xapaKTepoB H cyfme6 B ONHOM OGBeK-
THBHOM MHpe», — IPOJOJIKAET COBETCKHUH KPHTHK, — «Pa3BepThI-
BaeTcA B ero IIPOM3BefleHHAX, HO MMEHHO MHOKECTBEHHOCThH PaBHO-
TIPAaBHBIX CO3HAHHMH C HX MHPaMM ... COYETAETCA 3[eCh B EQUHCTBO
aBTOPCKOI'0 3aMelcias ... «I's1aBHbIe repou JocTOeBCKOro B caMOM
TBOPYECKOM 3aMbICJIe XYMOXHHKA, — He TOJIBKO O0'BEeKThI aBTOD-
CKOI'0 CJIOBA, HO H CyOBEKTbl COOCTBEHHOTO, HEIIOCPENCTBEHHO 3HA-
Yalero CJjoBay.

Pomansr JlocToeBCKOro, IO XapaKTepHCTHKe BaxTwHa, mpepncTa-
BJAIOT COGOM «eHHCTBO H pPa3HOOOpa3uu». BaXTHH IIPHUBOLHT, B
KOHKPEeTHOe IIOATBepKIeHHe CBOEr0 Te3Hca, KPACOYHYI0 XapaKTepH-
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CTHKY KOMIIO3MIM POMaHOB mucaTend, maHHyio Jleomumpom I'poc-
manoM. IIpuBefeM OTPHIBKY U3 DTOH 3aMeyaTesIbHOH XapaKTEePUCTHUKH :

...CoueraTs B eOMHOM XYHOXKECTBEHHOM co3ZaHvm cuiocodckne
IIPOIOBEAM C YTOJIOBHBIMM HIPUKJIIOYEHMAMY, BRJIIOYUUTH PEIUTN03-
HyI0 apamy B (abyny 6ynmbBapHOTO pOMaHa, MPOBECTM CKBO3b BCeE
STH IIEPHUIIETHY AaBAHTIOPHOrO IIOBECTBOBAHMA K OTKPOBEHMAM HOBOM
MIUCTEPUM — BOT KaRME XYZLOIKECTBEHHBIE 3afaHMA BBICTYIIAJNM
nepen JIOCTOEBCKMM M BBI3BIBANM B HEM CJIOXKHYIO TBOPYECKYIO
paGory ... Bor nmouemy xuura Joea, OrgpoBenne Cpsaroro JoaHHa,
€BaHreJIbCKMEe TEKCTHI ... CBOeOGpa3HO COYeTAIOTCH 37EeCh C ra3eToit,
AaHEeKJO0TOM, Iapoauelf, YJIMYHO CILIEHKOJ, I'POTECKOM ¥ HAame IaM-
dbaerom. ..

Cam BaxTuH ymopno6Jisfer, B CBA3H € 9THM, AYXOBHBIX Mup Jo-
CTOEBCKOTO MHPY TBOpPLIA TEOPHM OTHOCUTEJIHHOCTH — OHHIITEHHA.
Baxrtun po6GaBider, 4To «J[0CTOEBCKHUH TakK JKe ’epepoc’ MOHOJIOTH-
yeCKWH, OOBIYHBIA pOMaH, KaK OHHIITEHH Nepepoc OBKJIHIOBY Ieo-
METPUIO, 3aMEHHB €e MHOXKEeCTBEHHOCTBIO CHCTeM aJireGpamdecKu-
TeOMETPHYECKOT0 OTCUETa».

Camo BpeMa y JIOCTOEBCKOTO, II0 aHAJIOTHH CO BpeMeHeM OHH-
mredHa, — OTHOCHTEJLHO. OH TO TedeT ¢ TOMHUTEJILHOH MeHmJIeH-
HOCTBIO, TO pPa3BHBaeT GELIEHYI0 CKOPOCTb.

Kak 6bI To Hu 6b1JI0, MeXXAY HogxonoM K JlocrtoeBckoMy BaxTtuHa
¥ MOHMM IIOBXONOM B [aHOH CTaTbe HMMeeTCA OJHO CYIIeCTBEHHOE
oTJmyre. — DBaXxXTHH BHOUT OCHOBHBIE KATEeropHH XYXOXKECTBEHHOI'O
mupa JIOCTOEBCKOT'O BO «B3aUMOJEHCTBUM, CO-CYIIECTBOBAHHM U
puajoruyHocTHy. OH paccMaTpuBaeT KOMIO3WIIMIO POMAaHOB IHca-
TeJIsA, TaK CKa3aTh, B TOPH30HTAJILHOM paspese.

S ke MMer0 B BUAY BEPTHUKAJILHBIH pa3pe3 TBOPYECTBa ITHCATEJIA.
— MeHa uHTepecyIOT B JaHHOH paboTe, IJIaBHBIM 00pasoM, Hepap-
XMYeCKHe ILIaHBI POMAHOB Imcaressa. IIpm BTOM TepMMH «IOJHGoO-
HUYHOCTB», CTOJIb YRA4YHO IIPHMeHeHHbIH BaxTHHRIM B Jejie aHAJM32
KOMIIO3HI[MOHHOI'O CBOeOGpas3ud mucaTesis, COXPaHAET CBOIO 3HAUH-
MOCTh M JJIS BEPTHKAJLHOIO, HepPapXH4YeCcKOTO aHAJH3a CTPYKTYPhI
poMaHOB JlocTOEBCKOIO.

Ora «nosu¢oHMYHOCTE» 0co0eHHO BuAHA B «Becax», rme Craspo-
run, Kupuuros, I1laToB, oryactu Ilerp BepxoBeHCKHH, — ABJIAIOTCA
HOCHUTEJIIMA Pa3jIMYHBIX HHAUBUAYAJILHBIX UAeH, OOMTaTeIAMH Da3-
JIMYHBIX JAYXOBHBIX MHPOB.

Kak nmiaMeHHO BepyIOL[WH XpPUCTHAHWH, J[OCTOEBCKHH He pasfe-
JIAJ1 HY ONHOH M3 ujel dTHX «0ecoB» W BBICTYIIAJI, KOHEYHO, OOJIMYH-
TesIbHO NpPOTHB Hux. HO, KaK Tparm4ecKMH M NOMH(POHMYECKHH Xy-
TOMHHK, OH CyMeJl COOOLIUTHh MHAWBHAYaJIbHbIE OTTEHKH HE TOJIBKO
«TOJIOCAM» BTHX I'epoeB, HO ¥ OOypeBaBIIMM HX HIAEAM.
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B «Bparbiax KapaMmMa3oBbix» IJIaBHBIM HOCHTEJIEM HMeH CBepx-
yeJIoBeYeCcTBa ABJigercd, KoHeuno, FIBan (u6Go m CMepAAKOB, ¥ 4epT
— JmMmb dMaHanpH upefiHoro mupa Ieana). HocuTeneM mIpoTHBO-
TIOJIOMKHOH HeN CMHUDEHHS ¥ XPHCTHAHCKOH JIIOOBH ABJIAETCA CTapel]
3ccuMa ¥, OTYACTH, ero YueHUK AJremia.

B maHHOM ciyuae €CTeCTBEeHHO ObLIO Obl OHAaTh, uro Jlocro-
eBCKuE «u306smunT» FBaHa, IOCKOJBKY ero cepAlle ObLIO, KOHEUYHO,
Ha cTopoHe 3ocuMel B Ausermu. OTyacTy TaKoe «HM300/IMueHHe» MMeeT
MecTo B pomaHe. Bee iXe, KaK XynoKHUK, JIOCTOEBCKHH M B JJAaHHOM
cilyyae COXpaHAeT «BOOPYKeHHbIH HeHTpasiuTeT» U BbIpayKaeT HAeH
Hsana ¢ ux HauGojiee HMIIPECCHBHOH, HauGosiee BBITOJHOH CTOPOHBI.

B pesynbraTe, He TOJIbKO 06pa3 MBana nosayumsca ropasmo sgpde
06pa3oB €ro MOJIOKHUTENLHLIX TepoeB. — (DTO — CBOHCTBO He
TobKO JJocToeBcKoro. «Anm» JlaHTe Takie M300pakeH CUJbHee, 4eM
ero «pati»). — Ho u mpen VBaHa H3JI0KeHBI ¢ OONBIINM JHAJIEK-
THYECKHM HCKYCCTBOM H GOJIbIIEH AYXOBHON 3aMaHYHBOCTBIO, deM
pasgesisieMble caMHM aBTOPOM HIEH CTapIia S30CHMBI.

JlocToeBCKUH 06/1a/1a1 PEIKUM HCKYCCTBOM «APaMATU3AIIHN UEEH>,
u ugen Wsana Kapamazosa, Kupnunnosa um CraBporuua GoJee fpa-
MATHYHLI II0 cBOeH IIpHpofe, ueM HRYXOBHO-TApPMOHMYECKHE, XPH-
CTHaHCKHe MJeH cTaplia, 30CHMEI.

Tak unu wHAYE, IEPEUYHCJIEHHble HAMH TPH OCHOBHBIX IIJIaHA
poMaHoB J[0CTOEBCKOro (CHOMKETHBIH, ICHXOJOIHYeCKHH ¥ MeTadusu-
YeCKHH) [meHCTBHUTEJILHO HAJIMUECTBYXOT B TBOPYECTBe NHCATEJNA,
COCTaBJIA ORHY H3 XapaKTepHeHIINX OCOOEHHOCTEH ero KOMIIO3H-
IHOHHOT'O HCKYCCTBA.

Mr1 ymomumasm TakiKe, 4To 0OJIee BHENIHHE IIJIaHbl POMAHOB
cay:KaT y JlOoCTOEBCKOTO CpeNCTEOM K BBIPAIKEHMIO IIJIaHOB 0OoJiee
BHyTpeHHUX. B BTOM cMbIciie (HO TOJBKO B 5TOM) JlocToeBcKHi# Mo-
JeT OBbITh HA3B2H CHMBOJIUCTOM. — JIOCTOEBCKOMY YYKABI ObLIH,
KOHEYHO, JIeKaJleHTCKHe HACTPOeHHMs, XapaKTepHble MJIA pPaHHUX
cumBoJsacToB. Kpome TOro, oH He 6bLJI, KOHeYHO, MosToM. Ho BrosHE
3aKOHHO IIPOBORUTL MAPAJIIESIM MEXAy poMaHam#u Jl0CTOEBCKOro H
cuMBOJIMUecKOH 1mpo3oH («Mesikuit Gec» CoJgory6a, «IlerepOypr»
Besoro). XapaxTep:Ho, 4TO 9TH CHMBOJIHYECKHE POMAaHbI GBI HaIH-
CaHBI TIOJ] HECOMHEHHBIM BJIMAHUEM J[0CTOEBCKOTO (XOTHA — HaJieKo
He ero ojuHoro). Ho, co BcemMu DTUMHU OrOBOpPKamH, JlOCTOEBCKUU
MOXKeT GBITh YCJOBHO Ha3BaH CHMBOJIMCTOM, €CJIM YIOXHO — «TpPaHC-
IIeHAEHTAJIbHLIM CHMBOJIMCTOM>.

C 5TUM YCJIOBHBIM CHMBOJHM3MOM JLOCTOEBCKOT'O CBA3aH PAN HHBIX
XapaKTePHbIX 0COGEHHOCTEH ero TBOpUYecTBa. 3araflo4yHOCTb I'JIABHBIX
repoeB B HavaJie U «pa3o0jiaueHue» WX B KOHIle, HeOOLIYaHAA IUHA-
MHKa H ObICTPOTa HAeHCTBHA, KOTHA COOBITHA, KOTOpble HOPMAJIbHO
3aHANYA ObI TORBI, IPOMCXONAT B TeYeHHE HECKOJIbKUX HeJeJib, Iepe-
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XOfibI OT IJIyOGMHHOI'O ICHXOJIOTHYECKOr0 aHaJM3a K aMEepHKaHCKUM
TeMIaM JeTeKTHBHOI'O KWHO-(QHJIbMa, W MHOIOe JApYToe.

ITockosbky JlocTOeBCKHE — Gojiee XYHOMKHHUK HEOTPaHHYEHHBIX
IyIIEeBHBIX BO3MOMKHOCTEH, YeM XYNOXKHUK DMIMpPUYECKOH medcTBH-
TeJIbHOCTH, — 3T0 00YCJIOBHJIO COGOH M 0COGYI0 CTPYKTYPY BpeMeHH

y mucarens. IIpexpae Bcero — HarpoMOMKJeHHe APaMaTHYECKHX CH-
TyalluHf, MHOTJla IIepeXOfdlllee B HEKHH «CyIep-EpaMaTH3M». OTO
norpeboBaJIO, TaK CKa3aTb, «CIKATHA BpeMeHMH». METON «YCKOpEeHHS
BpeMeHH» OBLJI CO3HATEJIPHO HCIOJIb30BaH J[0CTOeBCKMM. Bpemsa
JI0CTOEBCKOTO — He PaBHOMEPHO TeKyllee, MaTeMaTHYeCKoe BpeMd,
a CKopee «TBOpYecKad HAJHMTeNbHOCTL» (durée) Beprcona. B sTom,
MeXAy IIPOYHM, OFHH M3 KOHTpacToB Mexny Mapcesem IIpycrom n
HocroeBckuMm. ¥ IlpycTa BpeMA CO3HATEJBHO 3aMeNJIEHO, HOCKOJIBKY
dpaHLy3CcKHH IHcaTeNb 3aHAT «IMOHCKAMH YTPA4YeHHOTO BPEMEHU».
Y T0oCTOEBCKOTO e 3aMeJJICHHBIM ObIBAET, IOBTOPAEM, JIAIIb HAYAJIO
JeHCTBHA, — B KOHTPACT GEIlIeHOMY Pa3BOPOTY COOBITHH M RYIIEBHBIX
KaTaKJIU3MOB K KOHIY.

CaMo mpocTpaHCTBO y JIOCTOEBCKOI'O0 -— CKOpee «KpHBOE» IIPO-
crpaHcTBO JI06aueBCKOTO, YeM KJIACCHYeCKOe IIPOCTPAHCTBO OBKJIMIA.
B npocTtpaHcTBe OBKIMAA NapaJjijlelIbHble JIHHHH HUKOITA HE CXOMAT-
cd, B TO BpeMd KakK ¥ JIOCTOEBCKOI'0 — CJIMIIIKOM MHOTO HEBEPOSATHBIX
COBMafieHMH (aHAJIOTHYHO «CXOXKIEHHUIO» NPSAMBIX nuuui y JloGayes-
CKOr0).

OTH COBIIaJleHUs MaJi0 BepOATHBI B OBLITOBOM CMBICJIE, HO ¥
JIOCTOEBCKOTO OHH THIATEJILHO IPONYyMaHbl — eMy HYMKHO ObLIO
HePEeJKO «COMOCTAaBHTb» JBa PAa3HBIX NYXOBHBIX MHpa, 4TOGBI IOJY-
YMJIACh IeNHAA peaKnHud caMoOGHAPY)KEHUA TIepOEB.

Boobme, ycraHOBHBIIEeCH B HEKOTOPhIX YHTATEJILCKHUX Kpyrax
MHEHHe O TOM, 4YTO JlOCTOeBCKHH-Tle «DepeT cofepsKaHWeM, a He
dopMo», UTO CTHJIL y HETO «HEPAIIJIUB», TAK KAK OH NHCAaJl 4acTo
HaCIeX, ¥ Ipoyee, — BCe BTH OOBIBATEJILCKHE B3TJIAABI, CHHIMKAIOIIHE
3HaueHWe JIOCTOEBCKOTO KaK XYROMHHKA, He BbIFEPIKUBAIOT CKOJIBKO-
HUGYAb CTPOrOd KPUTHKH.

JIOCTOEBCKHI He TOJILKO IIPEBOCXOMHO BJIafies HCKYCCTBOM 3aHU-
MaTesibHOCTH. OH IPHRABaJI IpeXxkie BCEro upe3BbIYafHOe 3HAYEeHH:
XYHOYKEeCTBEHHOH CTOPOHE CBOHX IpoM3BefdeHuH. H3mecTHO, 4yTO pO-
maH «VquoTs> mepefesbIBAJICA aBTOPOM UyTh JIH He ceMb pa3 (IpuueM
«[0JIOBA, ero o6paTHjack B MEJILHHIy» — II0 ero CcOGCTBEHHOMY
TUTIepOOIMIECKOMY IPH3HAHHIO,) — U UMEHHO Pajil XyHOKEeCTBEHHOH
ero OTHeJIKH ¥ HEeCMOTPs Ha CPOKH, KOTOPHIMH OH OBLJI CTECHEH.
Boo6ie, 0H GbIJI MAacTEPOM CBOErO Jejia MMEHHO KaK XYHOKHUK.

Henb3a ke MepuUTh HCKYCCTBO JlOCTOEBCKOrO MepKOH KJlaccudye-
CKOr0 PYCCKOro peasymama — MepkodH TypreHeBa mim I'oHuaposa.
Ocobble ryOHMHHBIE 3aJaHHA, KOTOPble cTaBHJ cebe JlOCTOEBCKUH,
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TpeboBajii 0coObIX, IO CYIIECTBY, (PaHTACTHUYECKHX, CPEACTB paju
OCYIIIECTBJIEHHUA DTHUX 3aIaHUH.

BepHo, uTo JocToeBcKmE mmcaJ uacTo Hacnex. OfHAKO, OH HH-
KOTJIa TOYTH He HaBaJjl B IeuYaTh BeId, HeJOCTATOYHO OTHeJIaHHbIe
AM XYOOMKECTBEHHO, XOTA ObI BTO CTOHJIO €My BBICOKOI'O HEPBHOI'O
HAIPAXKEeHUs M GeCCOHHBIX HOYEH.

HepeHbIH#, HHOTNA HCTEPHYECKHH CTUIL JIOCTOEBCKOTO BIIOJIHE
COOTBETCTBYET TOMY IVIYOMHHO-HANPSIKEHHOMY COJEpPKaHHIO, KOTO-
poe OH XOTeJl BhIPa3uThb. MOKHO TOJIBKO YAHUBJIATHCSI TOMY TOHKOMY
HCKYCCTBY, C KOTOpPHIM OH BBINOJIHAJ CBOM TBOpPUYECKHE 3aMBICJIBI,
HeCMOTPA Ha TO, YTO OH CTOJIb YaCTO CTABHJ ce0d B HEBO3MOXKHbIE
TIOJIO}KEHUSA B CMBICJIE CPOKOB CHAYM HX B IT€YATh.

O «HepAIJIUBOCTH» cTHJA JIOCTOEBCKOro NMMCAJIX IPeHMyIleCTBeH-
HO HerJiy0OKHe KpPHTHKH, Bpofe CKaOHYeBCKOro, KOTOpble BOOOIIe
CKOJIb3UJIX II0 ITOBEPXHOCTH M KOTOpble pa3 HaBcerfga ObLIM 3arHII-
HOTH3UPOBAHBLI PEaJIMCTHYECKHM HCKyccTBoM TypreHesa, I"oHuaposa,
ITucemckoro u T.n. J[OCTOEBCKHH, KOHEYHO, TaK)Ke PEeaJIUCT KaK XV-
JOKHUK, HO, KAK OH CaM T'OBOPHJI, — «PeaJIMCT B BLICIIEM CMBICJIE».

IlymaeTcs, 4TO OOHO M3 HauGoJjiee YAAUHBIX OIpPEREJIEHHH TOro
JKaHpa, B KOTopoM mmcaJtl J[ocToeBCKHH, OBIIO HAaHO He TaK JAaBHO
CHHABCKUM, KOTOpPBIH Ha3Bajl ero «(MaHTACTHYECKHM peasIu3MOM>,
(xoTa cam CHHSBCKWM He OTHOCHJI DTOTO OIpefeNeHHAa IIPAMO K
JdocToeBckoMmy).

IIponnmiocTpupyeM Temepb HEKOTOPbIE H3 H3JIOKEHHBIX BEIIIE
Te3HCOB.

Ecnu OpaTs BTOPOH, TiryGHHHO-IICHXOJOTHYECKHH NJIaH POMAaHOB
NHcaTessd, TO IPUMEPOB IPOHUKHOBEHHA B caMble IVIYGHHBI IOJ[CO3HA -
HHS TepoeB MOXXHO IPHBECTH COTHH.

Ho 0coGeHHO 3aIOMHHAIOTCA :

IIporecc co3peBaHUA HELH NIPeCTYIJIEHUA B yMe PacKOJILHHUKOBA.
BenoMHUM, Kak ciay4afiHO IOJCJHYUIAHHBIA pPas3TroBOpP, KacaBIIMHCA
HHTEePeCOBaBIIeH ero TeMbl, HaJjl yiKe CO3pEeBIIeHd TEOPHH «IIpaBa Ha
[IPeCTyILJICHHe» HOBBIH CTHMYJIL.

BernoMHHM TaKKe ITOPAsHTENBHBLIH (DAaKT, 4TO cpasdy Iocte y6mi-
CTBA CTApyXH, H Ha)Ke BIIOCJIECTEHH, PaCKOJIBHHUKOB M0O3a0bLJ II0-
3a60TUThCA O 3aXBaYEHHBIX MM JpParoueHHocTax. Jla)e Korga K
PacKoJIbHUKOBY CTy4aJicd JNBOPHHK (& OH JyMaJt, 4YTO DTO — IIO-
JIMIAA), OH HMHCTHHKTHBHO 3a)KaJl B PYKe YJIHKH H TaK M OTKPLLI
IBepb JBOPHHKY, JajKe He IOTPYAUBIIICH COPATATH CEOETO0 MaJIeHb-
KOT'O «COKPOBHINA». BCIHOMHHUM He3a0bIlBaeMble JUAJIOTH MEXIY
PackosbHUKOBBIM M ciefgoBaresieM Ilopdupuem IlerpoBmuem, kKorma
o6a cobecefHHKA OTJIHYHO 3HAIOT, O YeM HAET peub, HO T'OBOPAT
Kax Gyaro o mocropoHHeM. Ilopdupuii Befer ¢ PacKONBLHHKOBBIM
TOHKYIO M KECTOKYIO UTPY B «KOIIKHM-MBIIIKH», TIOKA OH, HaKOHeIl,
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He JIOBUT CBOIO JKepTBY, AoBeAsa PacKoJbHHKOBa [0 IIOCJIERZHEro
HUCCTYIJIEHHUS,

A HezalObiBaeMas clieHa ¢ pa3burveM KHsA3eM MBIUKUHBIM KH-
TaHCKOH Basbl B rocTHHOH EnmaHuuHbIX? — Bemp Aryas, B KOTOPYIO
KHA3b OBLJ TOTMA BJIOOJIEH, 3apaHee Npenynpenuia MBIIOKHHA, YTO-
Gbl OH BeJsl cebGA ITO-CBETCKH Ha CBETCKOM IIpHeMe, 4TOObI He fesaan
JIMITHUX JKECTOB W, HAIpPHUMep, He pasOuJ JIIOOUMOH ceMeHHOH KH-
raficko# Basbl. KHA3b )Ke, BOOXYIIEBJIEHHBIH cBOeH Hjeed 0 GpaTcTBe
BceX JIIOJleH M O Kpacore, KOTOpas «cIacer MHp», — BO BpeMd
CBOEr'0 BOCTOPIKEHHOT'O MOHOJIOra IIPOABMraJicad Bce OJIMiKe K 3aBeT-
HOH Basze, IIOKa, HaKOHeL, He 3aJes U He pasbun ee. Ha Temy 00
3TOH pa3CUTOH Ba3e COBPeMEHHLHIH IICHMXO02HAJIMTHK MOTI Obl HAIHCATh
LeJbIH TPaKTAT O «XUTPOCTH MOFCOIHAHHUA». 3ReCh HEBOJHHO BCIIO-
MuHaeTcA aopH3M POJOHAYAJLHUKA DK3UCTeHIMaNu3Ma, Kupkeropa:
«Ctpax mopmofeH B3TVIALY 3MeH; OH OKOJIOBbIBaeT». Jlo0aBHM oOT
ce0a — OKOJIMOBLIBAET H TAHMHO BJIeYeT K cebe.

ATOT HEeBHHHBIA OyATo GBI JJIA HENOCBAIUEHHBIX DIH30H ¢ KHA3EM
MBIMIKHHBIM THAT H4 CBOEM GHe TaHHBLI JIOTHKH IIONCO3HAaHMA (JIo-
THKH IIPOTUBOpEYHSA, HApPyIIeHHe 3aBeTHOT'O 3aIpera).

Ho ocoGenHO riry00KOe IPOHHKHOBEHHE B IIOCJIeJHHE TAaHHBI RYy-
My, B JaHHOM CJIy4Yae TEeMHOH MVIIH, MOJKHO BHMAETH B pPa3roBOpe
Mapuu JleGapxruHoH (xpoMoHOoxKH) co CraBporunbiM. — OHa Jyume
M Iy0oke 4eM KTO-JTH00 BHAUT TPArMuecKyH0 pPazfBOCHHOCTDH RYIIH
CraBporHHa — MeXXJY ero BBICOKMM IIpelHa3HAYeHHEM M TeM YiKac-
HBIM COCTOSHHEM, JO KOTOPOT'O OH IOBeJ cebsd, OYyAy4YH OfepKUMBIM
JIeMOHOM HMPOHHMM M 0ecoM CBEpXYeJIOBEUeCKOM TophblHH. HMpean-
Horo CTaBpOrMHA XPOMOHOYKKA HAa3bIBaeT «KHA3EM» M «COKOJIOM>,
a mapmero — «uauHoM» (nTHuel TbMbI) u [puinkoi OTpenbeBbIM
(camosBaHIleM). BoT KpaTKue BBIEPIKKHU M3 DTOr0 JHAJIOTa, ITOJHOIO
«TaHHOBUNEHUA NyXa», B NAHHOM cJjiydyae — TeMHOro myxa: «Her,
He MOXKeT ObITh, YTOGBI MOH COKOJI (puiuHOM cTaJj. He TakoB MOH
KHA3b ... ITOXO0XK-TO ThI OYeHL IIOXO0XK, MOJXKET, PONCTBEHHHUK eMY
Oymemsb ... TOJBKO MOH SCHBIH COKOJI MU KHA3b, & Thl — CBIU H
KYIYHIIKS, . . . ['OBOpH, caMo3BaHell, MHOT0-I1 B2 ? 3a GOJIbITHe-JIH
AeHbTH corviacuica? .. Ilpoub, caMo3BaHel, I MOEr0 KHA3d JKeHA,
He 0oIOCh TBOero Hoa ... I'pumixa Orpenses ... Anademals

MosxHO 65170 GBI TIPOROJIKHTL UYYTh JIX He N0 OeCKOHEUHOCTH
nmomoOHble AYLIEHMOTPACAIONHE CIEHBI, B TO JXe BpeMd MarudecKu
NpUKOBLIBaOWMe K cebe BHuMaHuWe. Ho B paMKax Halled JjHuTepa-
TYPHO-KPHUTHYECKOHR ¥ (PHUIIOCOPCKOH CTATHH 9TH IIPHMEPBI FOJIKHBI
UT'PaTh POJIb JIMIIL HJLIIOCTPALME HAIMX OCHOBHBIX TE3HCOB.

Boo6uie, v J{0CTOEBCKOTO CTOJIBKO CIIEH € IICHUXOAHAJUTHYECKUM
U BK3UCTEHIHAJLHBIM IIOATEKCTOM, CIEH, IMONAHHBIX C IIPEesIbHBIM
ApPaMaTH3MOM, — 4YTO OJHO IPHBEJleHHe I[IOKa3aTeJIbHBIX IIPHMEPOB
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U MJLTIOCTPAIIMH MOTJIO Obl 3aHATH IlesIbli Beuep. Moa xe TemMa —
DPa3BHTHE HAEH 00 HEPapXHUYECKOH CTPYKType POMaHOB J{OCTOEBCKOTO.
ToJBKO IOSTOMY A BO3NEPKYCh OT IIPUBENEHHUSA HAJIbHEHIIHUX HJI-
JIIOCTPALMi H IPHCTYIUIIO M 3aKJIOYMTesbHOH yacTH. $uimocodekad
MbICJIb, BOOOIe TpeOyeT H3BECTHOH AacCKeTHKH H BO3JEPIKaHHI OT
CcaMbIX COGJIa3HUTENHHBIX MILTIOCTPAIIHH.

BoickaskeM Terlepb HCKOJIBKO KOMMEHTApHEB K TPeTheMy — BbIC-
HieMy MeTa(H3HYeCKOMY IJIaHy POMaHOB J]0CTOEBCKOIO.

B HacToame# cTarbe ObLJIO ObI HEYMECTHO IIPOCIIEKHUBATH AHAJIEK-
TUKY HpeHd B €ro IIPOH3BENeHHAX. OTO I0TPeGoBaJio ObI CJIIHIIIKOM
MHOT'O BpeMeHH, H Ha BTy TeMY HalHCaHL! COTHH KHWT M CTaTeH.

B pmaHHOI cTaThe MHe XOTeJIOCh OBl IMONUEPKHYTH JIHINL (DYHK-
LUOHAJBHYIO POJIb BTOrC MeTa(dH3MUEeCKOTO IIIaHa B apXUTEKType
IIPOU3BEREHHUH IMcaTesNd, a 3a0GHO IMOJUepKHYTh 3HaueHHe JlocToes-
CKOT'0 KaK PeJINTHO3HOTO XYHOXKHUKA. Y60 MeTadU3HM4eCKHH IUJIaH
poMaHOB JIOCTOEBCKOT'O €CTh, B IOCJIE[HeH HHCTAHIIWH, NJIaH DPesH-
THO3HBIH,

Eme B HavaJjie IIECTHAECATHIX TONOB, B pAfe crartel, oiybJn-
KOBaHHBIX B JKypHayiaXx «Bpemsa» u «Dmoxa», a IO3[Hee TaKKe B
«JlHeBHUKe IHcaTesf», JIOCTOEBCKHI He pa3 pas3BHBAJ HIEI0 «XPH-
CTHQHCKOTO MCKYCCTBa», KaK BBICIIETO pPOXa XYHOKeCTBA.

Ho u camo TBOpuecTBO mucaresa OblLIO, IO CBOEMY AYXY, XPH-
CTHAHCKHM HCKYCCTBOM. PoMaHbpI-Tparemmu J[OCTOEBCKOI'O MOXMKHO
paccMaTpHBATh KaK XPHUCTUAHCKHE Tparefuu. B oTjmyne OT aHTHYHBIX
Tparenuii Poka, pomaHbI JJOCTOEBCKOIO CYThH «Tparefiu CBOGOIBI,
TparefuH IIONNAZleHUs UYeJIOBEUEeCKOTO «d» JYXOBHBIM coOnasHaM
TOPIBIHE M CBEpPX4YeJIOBeUeCTBa. B CHACHTENbHBIH NPOTHBOBEC DTHM
60roGopUeCKUM HAEeAM OH BBIABHIAJI XPHCTHAHCKYIO HEEI0 CMHMPEHHA:
«CMupHCh, TOPHBIA 4YeJIOBEK>.

Ho, o6miryas Bce CMePTHBIE TPeXy TOPABIHHE, JIOCTOEBCKHE OCTaeT-
csl IIPH DTOM IIPeJie BCEero XYHNOKHHKOM, a He CTaHOBUTCHA IIPOIIO-
BegHHMKOM. ([l mpomoBeme#t oH m3bpan ceGe dopyM Ha CTpaHHIAX
«JIHeBHUKa, THCATEJIA»).

«Iepou 3ma» (CraBporuH, Mean KapamazoB um pgpyrue) usobpa-
sKeHbl JIOCTOEBCKHM H3HYTPH, B TIOJHOH Mepe XYHOXKEeCTBEHHO
0G'BEKTHBHOCTH — IIPH TOM HECOMHEHHOM (haxTe, 4TO aBTOP BJIIOIKHII
B HHX MHOTOE OT CBOero cy0beKTUBHOTO «A». Tak, o CraBpormHe OH
TOBOPHUJI, YTO DTOT 00pa3 y Hero «H3 AYIIM BRLIHJCA». MaJjo TOroO,
UmeN STHX aTEHCTHYECKHX TepPOeB BBIpaiKeHb! ¢ CaMOH UX BBITOTHOH,
CHJIBHOH CTOPOHBI. OTH HeraTHBHble Hjed 00JIafaloT OTpPOMHOH 3a-
pa3uTeSLHON CHIIOH.

HHTepecHO, MeXAY IPOYMM, YTO B TO BpeMdA KaK OOJIHUIMHCTBO
PYyCCKUX KPUTHKOB M (myiocodoB 60JibIle BOCHPHHAJIO HUAEH KHA3D
MeimkrHa, AJtemn 1 cTapra 30CHMbI, — GOJBIIMHCTBO MHOCTPAHHBIX
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KPUTHKOB HaXONUJIOCh OoJiee IIOJ BIleuyaTJieHHeM (PHUIIOCODHH OTPH-
naTeJibHBIX TepoeB octoeBckoro. Ho mae IloGemoHocueB BhIPa3HII
B CBOE BpeMdA TPEBOI'Y IO IIOBOAY TOH CHJIBI U I'VIyOMHBI, C KOTOPBIMH
IpeAcTaBjeHa aTeucTudyeckad ¢uyocodusa Hpana, X CYHUTAJ, YTO
TIPOIIOBENH CTaplia 30CHMbI — HeJOCTATOUHOEe NPOTHBOAAHE IIPOTUB
STHX «OIACHBIX» HEeH.

Oro JUIIHAA Pa3 MOKA3bIBAET, YTO HECMOTPS Ha BCe CBOE, MHOTTA
daHaTHUECKOe, NPABOCJIABHE, B CBOUX XYIOKECTBEHHBIX TBOPEHMAX
JlocTOeBCKHE HH pa3y He IOTPelIHJl NMPOTHB HENHCAHHOTO KAaHOHA
06 «HIedHO-IICHXOJIOTHYECKOM» HEHTPAJIUTETe B3bICKATEJIHHOTO XY-
OOXKHHUKA. OTOT «BOOPYHEHHBIH HEHTDAJIUTET» — OfHA H3 CaMbIX
XapaKTePHBIX 4epT 9CTeTHKH JlocToeBcKoro. J{ocTOeBCKUH HHKOTAA
He BBIBOJIHJI MOPAJIM M3 TparefMH — 9TO, KOHEYHO, CHU3HJO ObI
TparudecKui madoc ero Npou3BeleHUH.

Hrak, JocroeBckuil — TparmyecKuil poMaHHCT «par excellences.
Ho Tparenmma HemblciuMa Ge3 kaTapcuca — Ge3 TOH cMecH SMOIM
6J1aroroBeHud, HaJeXAbl M CTPaxXxa, B KOTOPHIX ApPHCTOTEJL BHEE
TICHXOJIOTHYECKYIO CYILIHOCTh KaTapcuca. MaJio TOro, KaTapcuc KOJI-
¥MeH HMeThb OCBOOOKHAIomMH 5(hdeKT.

CosepuaHue y»acoB H KaTacTpod, KOTOPHIMH KaK pa3 IIOJIHBI
poMaHBI MHcCATeNd, JOJKHO HACTPOUTH AVINY YMTATENS Ha BBICOKHH
Jlaj H, T'JIaBHOe, MOJIXKHO JaTh eMy YYBCTBO OCBOOOMKTEHMS.

JlocTOeBCKUE MHCTHMHKTHBHO 3HAJ STOT KAHOH TPATMYECKOr0 ¥C-
KyccTBa M CBATO coburomaJ ero. Jla mHadue, 6e3 xarapcuca, Ipou3Be-
IeHuA JloCTOEBCKOTO He MMeJIH Obl TOT'0 3aXBATbIBAIOIIE-TIPUTATA-
TeJbHOTO d(hheKTa, KOTOPHIM OHM HECOMHEHHO O6JIamaroT.

OTOT KaTapcHC HOCHUT B ciy4ae J[0CTOEBCKOIO TPOHHOH XapakTep.
IIpesxne Bcero, sTo — KaTapcuc XyRoMKecTBeHHbIH. — Ilocsie myIuee-
HBIX Oypb, CTpacTeHl IJIOTH M AyXa, MYYHTEJbHBIX CI[eH, CKAHMIAJIOB
M KaTacTpod, — K KOHIy POMaHOB J[0CTOEBCKOTO YYTKHI YHUTATEJNb
He MOXeT He OIIYTHThb YYBCTBA HEKOEr0 BBICUIETO CIIOKOHCTBHA.
JlocTOeBCKUH yMes BBIBOAMTH UMTATENST M3 CMEPTOHOCHOTO IIOTOKA
BpeMeHH K Iopory BeuHocTH, Korga Mbl HauymHaeM 0003peBaTsb
MaJIbIITPeM COOBITHH H IepeXHBAaHUH C TOYKH 3peHHd BEYHOCTH,
KOTZa Mbl O0BEeKTHBHpYyeM Tparenuio. ViMeHHO OGBEKTHBAIUA TpPa-
TelHd IIPHBORHT K TOMY OCBOOOKHAIOIEMY d(PdeKTy, 0 KOTOpPOM
CTOJIb KPaCHOPAYHMBO rOBOpUJ ApHCTOTesb B cBOoeH «IlopTHKe».

Bropo#t acmeKT karapcuca MOMKHO ObLIO ObI HA3BaTh BBLICIUHM
OYXOBHBIM YJOBJIETBOPEHHEM OT 3peJIHINa CaMOHAKA3yeMOCTH 3Jia.
Bee orpunarenbHble repom JIOCTOEBCKOTO HJM IOTHGAXOT (IYyXOBHQ
wm ¢usnyeckn), — CraBporud u CMepAAKOB BENIAIOTCHA, — WU
BOCCTQHABJIUBAIOT CBOI0 YTPAYEHHYIO IOYXOBHYIO TapMOHHIO (Kak
PacxonsuuxoB). Manu, HakoHell, Kak B cayuae IBama Kapamaszoga,
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oHM 3a60JIeBalOT AYIIEBHOH GOJIe3HBIO, HCXOJ KOTOPOH aBTOP HaMe-
PEHHO OCTaBJIAET HEACHBIM.

Ho 3T0 — JHMIIb HeTaTHBHBIH KaTapcHuC.

TToJioKUTE IBHBIH JKe, TPeTHH M TJIaBHBIH acleKT KaTapcuca 3a-
KJIIOyaeTcs B mJilaMeHHo# Bepe JlocTroeBckoro B XpHcra Kak bBoro-
yesnoBeKa. HemapoMm mmcaTesib TaK 4YacTO YNOTPebJIAJ BbIpaXXeHHe
«cugomui o6paz Xpucras. 11 B OZHOM H3 CBOMX BBICKa3bIBAHWUH OH
npaMo 3agBui: «He Mopasb, He ydeHme XpHCTOBO CIIacyT MHp, a
JHMmb Bepa B TO, 4To CJIOBO CTaJjiO ILJIOTBIO».

S umero B BHAY NpH DTOM He TOJBKO JIMYHYIO, YeJIOBEYECKYIO
Bepy HocrtoeBckoro B XprcTa, HO TIpelkje Bcero TOT (PaKT, YTO
JIydlliie ero NIpOH3BeReHH#A, ocobeHHO «Bparhba KapamasoBbl» mpo-
HHKHYTBI 9TOH BepoH, KOTOpad IPOCBEYHBAET CKBO3b KaHOHHYECKHH
TeKeT pomaHa. O6 TOoM ymoBaHHMM Ha XpHCTa TIOBOpAT AJjema n
craper; 3ocuma. Ilycts DTH 00Opashl He TaK XOpowmo ypaJjauck Jlo-
CTOEBCKOMY, Kak o0pa3bl HEeraTHBHBIX repoeB. Bee e JlocroeBcKui
XYI0KECTBEHHO OGJIMYaeT 3JI0 B BO3HOCUT HOOpO HMEHHO pajy 3TOH
BepbI, KOTOPYIO He MOXKET He IIOYYBCTBOBAThH CKOJIBKO-HHOYAb YYTKUM
YuUTaATeN b, OTA BEepa HIpaeT poJib Kak Obl HE3PHUMOIO CBeTa, KOTOPLIM
OH OcCBellaeT Jake TeMHble AYIIM CBOMX OTPHIATEJLHBIX T'epOEeB.

XpuctuaHceTBo JIOCTOEBCKOr0 He MMeeT HHYero o0Iiero c CceHTH-
MEHTaJIbHBIM CJIAAKOCEPJleYMeM HJIM ¢ MopajusMoM. Ero Bepa He
ObLIa cJIeloH, OHA 3aKaJIMJIach B «IOpPHUJIe COMHeHuiH». OH 3Haj
CBOMX NPOTHBHHUKOB — aTEHCTOB CJIMIIKOM fa)ke xopouro, u6o omgHO
BpeMes OH ObIJI caM ORHHM H3 HHX.

«OTH Herofsau OOBHHAIOT MeHS B CJIENIOH H pPEeTpOTpafHoH Bepe
B XpHcTa, — IHCAJI OH B Of{HOM M3 CBOMX IIHCEM. — OTHM OJIyXaM
M He CHMJIach Ta INIy6HHA OTPHIIAHUSA, KOTOPYIO d BbIBeJ B «MIHKBH-
3uTope». M OHHM XOTAT y4HUTH MeHA!»

XpucruaHcTBO JL0CTOEBCKOI0 — MHCTHYHO M PEaJIMCTHYHO, KAKUM
XPHUCTHAHCTBO H JOJIKHO ObITh. Ero XpHCTHAHCTBO OBLJIO HCIOJIHEHO
FOpPeHHA IIePBBIX MYYEHHKOB. JlocToeBCKHI IyIyGOKO BHpeJ Ie4aThb
[IepBOPORHOTO Trpexa B Ayllle dYeJloBeKa. Bce iKe, CKBO3b IpelTHOE
1 OGyHTyIOIlee YeJIOBeYECKOe eCTEeCTBO, OH IIpO3peBajl B 4eJIOBEKe
o6paz Boxwuii.

PelMTHO3HO-MHUCTHYECKUHA IIJIAH COCTABJIAET TIJIyOMHHEHINIYyI0 H
BBICOYAHIIYIO CYIIHOCTh TOTO, YTO Mbl HA3BaJH «MeTa(U3HYECKUM
TIJIAHOM».

3mech M TIPOMCXONHT TO «KAacaHHE MHpPaM HHBIM», O KOTOPOM
roBOpHJ cTapel 3ocuMa. Y3 BTOTO IJIaHA M CTPYHMTCA TOT He3PHMBbIH
CBeT, T2 He3pHMas I'apMOHHA, K KOTOPOH CTOJIb CTPACTHO CTPEMHJICA
BCIO KU3Hb JlocroeBckuil. — HemapoM OH cKasajl — «CYaCThe He
B HACJIAKMEHUAX JIIOGBH, a B BbICIIEH T'apMOHHH AYyXa».
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JlocTOeBCKHE He JOCTHUI IIPH JKH3HM 9TOH BbIclIeH TapMOHHH
nyxa. Ero TBOpYECTBO IIpepBajioch HA BBHICOKOHM IaTETHYECKOH HOTE
— mono6Ho «HeokoHueHHOH cuMbonuu» IllyGepra.

Boo6iie, o Gb11 Gojiee GOTOHCKATEJb, UeM CBSTOM.

Ho, roBopsa cyoBamu GJiaKeHHOro ABrycruHa, —

«$§1 He cras ObI uckaThk Tebd, ecou yxke He Hames Te6a B ruryOuHe
MOET0 CepAIas.

HGo «HeBUAUMAA TapMOHHSA IIpeKpacHee, YeM BHAHMAg».

(Pepaksur TeMHbIH)

ENGLISH SUMMARY OF PROFESSOR LEVITSKY’S ARTICLE

It is commonly recognized that Dostoevsky’s works strike us
by their might and their depth. This depth is not one-dimensional,
it is structured. We can distinguish three basic dimensions of
Dostoevsky’s novels — the external, social level, with its complicated
plot, then a deeper, psychological, even psychoanalytical level and,
at last, the deepest level which can be characterized as metaphysical
or mystical. These three levels are interwoven but discernible.

There is no doubt that Dostoevsky was one of the most profound
psychologists of all times, and he anticipated many discoveries of
modern psychoanalysis. Dostoevsky’s genius is, however, not ex-
hausted by his psychological significance. For he was primarily a
“visionary of the spirit.” And, philosophically speaking, between
spirit and mind there exists no lesser distinction than between mind
and body. Interestingly enough, Dostoevsky himself protested against
a purely psychological interpretation of his works. The deepest,
metaphysical level of Dostoevsky is essentially religious. Therefore
persons with no religious background would never comprehend the
ultimate meaning of Dostoevsky’s creativity.

Dostoevsky’s novels are essentially tragedies in the form of
a novel. But tragedy is unthinkable with out a catharsis. Dostoevsky
gives this catharsis in a threefold way — an artistic catharsis
elevating us above the catastrophies he depicts, the moral catharsis
(the self-punishment of evil), and ultimately a religious catharsis
— his flaming faith in Christ.

Dostoevsky immerses us into the dark depths of untransfigured
freedom, but he also elevates us into the heights of the spiritual
world.
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SOME PLOT INVARIANTS IN THE WORKS
OF F. M. DOSTOEVSKY AS A MEANS OF EXPRESSION
OF HIS IDEAS

by Nadine Natov*
George Washington University

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the unity of
Dostoevsky-the-artist and Dostoevsky-the-thinker; Dostoevsky’s
work is approached in its entity of a profound philosophical idea
and verbal mastery. To support this thesis and to show the invalidity
of any attempts to oppose the thinker to the artist, still to be found
among scholars and literary critics, an analysis is undertaken of
several plot invariants in a number of Dostoevsky’s works with
a view to revealing some similar ideas of which those plot invariants
became the vehicles.

It is hoped that the thesis of the inseparable unity of the
philosophical and aesthetic aspects of Dostoevsky’s craftsmanship,
based on this analysis, will contribute to better understanding of
the complex meaning inherent in some scenes that are found in
several of his works.

I will confine this study to an analysis of the three most
important plot invariants, namely: assembly of all the major
protagonists in one place, the scene on the bridge, and the scene
in the tavern.!

*NADINE NATOV, Associate Professor of Russian Literature at George
Washington University, is the Executive Secretary-Treasurer of the North
American Dostoevsky Society.

10ther possible invariants in Dostoevsky’s works are represented by the
scene in a gambling salon: The Gambler, A Raw Youth, or the scene of two
rivals: Natasha and Katya in The Insulted and Injured; Nastasya Filippovna
and Aglaya in The Idiot; Katerina Ivanovna and Grushen’ka in The Brothers
Karamazov, or the numerous staircase scenes that sometimes take the shape
of medieval miracles, “Schwellendialogue,” partly discussed by M. Bakhtin
in his book Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo.
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In all Dostoevsky’s works, starting with The Double, these three
major scenes move the plot, epitomize the major conflict and create
appropriate conditions for bringing out the basic collision of
irreconciliable ideas and divergent attitudes. It has to be pointed
out specifically that in The Double, a comparatively short early
story, Dostoevsky already demonstrated his craftsmanship in the
way he worked out the three types of above-mentioned dramatic
scenes.

The importance of the assembly, the gathering scene or conclave
has been already pointed out by Leonid Grossman, Konstantin
Mochulsky and several other scholars.? However these scenes have
never been studied either in a comparative perspective or as vehicles
of similar philosophical ideas.

The conclave scene is not only a literary technique that is
typical of the structure of Dostoevsky’s works, but it serves as
the vehicle of an important idea — that of the hidden desire of
certain protagonists to change or to attack and destroy an adopted
way of life or an existing order of things, and to disturb the social
and psychological equilibrium. The outcome of nearly all these
gatherings is the opposite of what is expected: instead of a successe-
ful dénouement, the mass scenes engender new conflicts, make the
situation more complex than ever before, and underline the inevit-
ability of a final catastrophe.

One of the dominant ideas in all these scenes, revealing itself
in one form or another, is that of a complete failure in human
communication. The hidden wish to solve the immediate problems
involving several of the protagonists, to find answers to the
questions that plague them, and, through open-hearted discussion
and friendly exchange of opinions, to restore, if not the harmony,
at least some kind of unstable balance, in their lives, is never
realized. Close analysis demonstrates that none of the conclave
scenes accomplishes this purpose: the result deceives expectations
and gives rise to new problems.

It should be noted that the conclave scenes nearly always, even
amidst a tense, tragic situation, contain a comic element, appro-
aching sharp satire or bordering on the grotesque.

2Leonid Grossman, “Dostoevsky khudozhnik” in the Collection “Tvorchestvo
Dostoevskogo.” (Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1959), pp. 344-348.
Konstantin Mochulsky,, Dostoevsky (Paris, YMCA Press, 1947), p. 356.
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We find the conclave scene in The Double® (2 scenes: vol. I,
pp. 246 and 369), in “A Bad Anecdote” (vol. IV, pp. 19-57), in
Uncle’s Dream (vol. II, pp. 372-399), in The Village Stepanchikovo
(vol. II: 2 scenes: a tea gathering, part I, chapters 4, 5 and 7, and
Namesday party, part II, chapters 3, 4 and 5, both with a highly
dramatic stage effect, a typical “coup de théatre”), in Crime and
Punishment (vol. V pp. 393-423, where the mass funeral dinner
becomes the structural center of the novel) ; The Idiot (four scenes:
1. at Ganya’s: vol. VI, part I, chapters 9 and 10; 2. at Nastasya
Filippovna’s: chapters 13-16; 3. Prince Myshkin’s birthday party:
part III, chapters 4-7; 4. at the Yepanchins’: part IV, chapters 6
and 7); The Possessed (also four scenes: 1. at Varvara Petrovna
Stavrogin: vol. VII, part I, chapter 5; 2. the meeting: part II,
chapter 7; 3. at Madame von Lembke: part II, chapter 10, sub-
chapter 3; 4. the Féte: part III, chapter 1, and chapter 2, subchapter
3), and in The Brothers Karamazov (three scenes: 1. at the Mon-
astery: Vol. IX, book I, chapters 2, 5 and 6; 2. at Mokroe: book VIII,
chapters 7 and 8, and book IX, chapter 3; and 3. the trial: vol. X,
book XII, chapters 1-14.) '

The conclave scenes, which are highly theatrical, also frequently
serve as a means of linking preceding events with subsequent ones,
and thereby move the plot forward.

The Double offers two crucial mass scenes; both occur in the
house of Olsufiy Ivanovich Berendeev, Golyadkin’s former chief and
benefactor. Having learned from the servant that the house has
been forbidden to him, Golyadkin nevertheless penetrates into it,
moved “as if by a spring,” which suddenly, almost against his
conscious will, dashes him into the midst of the ball. A comic effect
dominates this scene: no one takes seriously Golyadkin’s appeal
to Olsufiy Ivanovich’s fatherly heart or his assurances that there
is his “right place.”* In the most “solemn” moment, when Golyadkin
thinks that the effect of his speech “was quite certain,” the or-
chestra strikes up a polka. Forgotten for a moment, Golyadkin is
still determined to break through the wall of non-acceptance, and
he increases the risk of open scandal by inviting Clara Olsufyevna
to dance with him. His being thrown out of the house, which adds
to the comic flavor of that scene, turns out to be the beginning
of his destruction.

In the second scene, when Golyadkin’s insanity is already

3All the pages are indicated according to the 10-volumes edition of F. M.
Dostoevsky Sobranie sochinenii (Moskva, Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel’stvo Khu-
dozhestvennoi Literatury, 1956-58).

4F. M. Dostoevsky, vol. I, p. 246.
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obvious, the Olsufiy Ivanovich’s guests lure the insane clerk into
the house. The catastrophe occurs at the moment when Golyadkin
considers himself out of danger, accepted by this group which had
rejected him for so long; for the first time he feels “reconciled
with mankind and his destiny,”® and is filled with brotherly love.
The poor victim, who has been evicted from life, realizes only too
late that the friendly faces are worse than the indifferent glances
of the guests at the first ball: — smiling benignly, the guests push
Golyadkin into the carriage that takes him to an insane asylum.

The apparently light tone of the narration serves to intensify
the discrepancy between the feelings and impressions of “our hero,”
as Dostoevsky keeps calling the unfortunate man, and the tragic
truth of the situation. The people who have gathered around
Golyadkin and whom he compares to “a family” — “just as it is
in a family when someone is setting off on a long journey”® soon
reveal themselves to be his bitter enemies who have only been
waiting for the moment to get rid of him once and for all. The
tragedy of incommunicability is further stressed by the fact that
no one, not even the physician, has ever tried to talk to Golyadkin,
to explain his error to him; mockery, disdain and cold indifference
were all Golyadkin encountered.

The gathering situation was already worked out perfectly in
The Double and constitutes a plot invariant in later works. The rich
gamut of modifications of some elements of a plot invariant
demonstrates the writer’s inexhaustible imagination and the end-
less shades of difference in the moods, attitudes, passions and
ambitions of man.

The conclave scenes in Uncle’s Dream and in “A Bad Anecdote”
are highly satirical and border on the grotesque. “A Bad Anecdote,”
a short story written in 1862, is an extended grotesque mass scene
in which the artificial, “progressive” virtue of General Ivan Ilyich
Pralinsky, his false “love of mankind” and his authoritarian, despo-
tic, capricious wish to demonstrate his “humaneness” and to “make
happy” his humble subordinate Pseldonimov by visiting with him,
brings on the shameful downfall of the “benefactor” and “lover
of humanity.””

The drunken general is a repulsively grotesque figure; equally
grotesque are the victimized clerk Pseldonimov’s misfortunes on his
first wedding night. Here Dostoevsky does not spare bizarre details
to depict the contrast between expectations and fulfilment of plans,

5Dostoevsky, Vol. I, p. 370.
6Ibid., p. 372.
"Dostoevsky, Vol. IV, pp. 21-45.
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which have been crushed by the ridiculous intrusion of the
“progressiste” general. The poor people, who are celebrating the
wedding and dancing merrily before the arrival of the uninvited
visitor, do not want his condescension or his avowed “equal friend-
ship.” Instead of the “moral embracement” and mutual confidence
and love that he hoped to achieve by his theory of humaneness
toward subordinates, General Pralinsky is openly mocked and
rejected by them. This scene has a similar meaning to that of both
scenes in The Double, but the social reality has been reversed:
Golyadkin was rejected and destroyed by the higher stratum of
St. Petersburg civil service officialdom; General Pralinsky was
mercilessly mocked by a very low social group.

In Uncle’s Dream and in The Village Stepanchikovo — two other
stories with a strong grotesque element, there is a new note. For
instance, in Uncle’s Dream, amidst a deliberately prepared and
provoked scandal, the knot of tripartite intrigues is cut by the
manifestation of Zina’s genuine moral integrity. At the most crucial
moment, when the town ladies are assembled around the old Prince
and are furiously attacking Marya Alexandrovna Moskalyova in an
attempt to humiliate her and break her power as well as her plans
to marry her beautiful daughter Zina to the old Prince, Zina’s pure
voice disperses the mounting evil around her. By accepting the
validity of the accusations and confessing her involvement in her
mother’s plans, Zina liberates herself from her mother’s despotism,
which she has helped to crush by her confession.

Whereas the Namesday party in The Village Stepanchikovo, the
second major conclave scene (arranged, incidentaly, with a perfect
sense of the theater) has, as an exception, a happy ending, the
major conclave scenes in The Idiot and The Possessed contain
forebodings of coming disasters and collapse of all efforts to resist
evil. These two novels are very rich in conclave scenes; by manipul-
ating the plot and modifying certain elements of the invariant
situation, Dostoevsky achieves great variety: the basic hidden
meaning in the conclave scenes differs greatly in the above two
novels.

In The Idiot Prince Myshkin involuntarily provokes the explo-
sion of the latent crisis in the three major gathering scenes. His
interference in the events occurring around him is motivated by
the desire to stop or, at least, to alleviate, the destructive passions
and to save the ideal image of a human being.

Nastasya Filippovna has come to visit Ganya’s family with the
intention of testing her prospective fiancé and seeing how much
humiliation he will accept to obtain the 75,000 roubles Totsky has
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promised. The outcome of this visit is unexpected for all the partici-
pants. The slap in the face episode, which will also occur in the
first conclave scene in Mrs. Stavrogin’s drawing room in The Pos-
sessed, reveals Prince Myshkin’s attitude and the significance of
his appearance among people. He rushes up to protect Varvara,
and, after being slapped by the furious Ganya, he worries not about
his own humiliation, but about his offender’s, about the shame
and remorse that will later plague Ganya. Rogozhin’s intrusion and
his plan to buy Nastasya Filippovna from Ganya anticipates the
next, decisive, scene at Nastasya’s house, as well as the whole issue
of the novel.

This second scene abounds in coup de théitre: all the conven-
tional ways af behavior are violated: like Zina in Uncle’s Dream,
Nastasya Filippovna exposes Totsky’s machinations and rebels
openly against his decision to marry her off to Ganya; Rogozhin
intrudes in the aristocratic salon with his 100,000 roubles, which
Nastasya Filippovna throws into the fire as a symbolic gesture
of liberation from her old life. In this scandal, Prince Myshkin once
again acts as a messenger of Good: he tries to save Nastasya
Filippovna from an evil fate. However, instead of the “reasonable”
dénouement one might expect, the situation is complicated and new
problems are engendered. Nastasya Filippovna’s pathetic words of
farewell to Prince Myshkin and to her servants intensify her tragedy
and augur her dramatic end: from now on she is situated between
Rogozhin and Myshkin — between darkness and light, between
damnation and salvation. With slight modifications, her flight to
Rogozhin will be repeated at the end of the novel, in the crucial
scene by the porch of her house a few minutes before the wedding
ceremony for which preparations have been made in the church.

The conclave scene at Mrs. Stavrogin’s house, in The Possessed,
on that “fatal Sunday,” has the same culminating significance.
Nikolai Stavrogin appears here as the messenger of Evil; his
reaction to the slap is the opposite of Prince Myshkin’s: the episode
in which he is slapped by Shatov discloses his demoniac pride and
latent power of destruction. His appearance amidst the gathering
in the drawing room of his mother puts an end to all hope of even
temporary reconciliation of conflicting interests. The subjectivity
of the people present in the drawing room is affected instantly by
his strong affirmation of himself and his indifference to others,
his attitude to them as to objects or tools to be used any way he can.
Any possibility of attaining harmony is for ever destroyed. By
superimposing his subjectivity on other people, Stavrogin destroys
them metaphysically and, in several cases, physically. At the same
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time, he creates the conditions for his own damnation. The scandal
of the plurality of conflicting consciousnesses develops into open
scandal in three other conclave scenes in the novel — the meeting
at Virginskys’ house, the reception at Mrs. von Lembke’s home,
and the most scandalous scene of all, the Féte8 and results in
a public disaster, a fire, and a multiple murder in Zarechye.

The conclave scenes attain their highest point, in techniques and
in dramatic power, in The Brothers Karamazov, which opens with
the gathering in the Monastery and concludes with Dmitry’s trial
— the largest of all the conclaves.

The idea that the essence of rapport between the conciousness
of individuals is conflict especially pervades the Monastery scene
and is evident long before its actual beginning. Even the pretext
for the “unfortunate gathering” is a false one: it was not penitence
or a desire to solve their spiritual problems that moved the members
of the Karamazov family to consult the Elder. It is upon the sug-
gestion of Fyodor Pavlovich, who regarded the whole affair as a
joke, that they have appealed to Elder Zossima to settle their
financial dispute in his presence. Actually, old Karamazov had no
intention of satisfying Dmitry’s demands; he is pleased with the
idea of challenging everybody and provoking an open scandal, while
he himself hides behind the mask of the buffoon. The disclosure
of the shameful details of the father-son rivalry and the intensity
of passions involved render impossible any decent settlement. How-
ever, the dramatic outcome surpasses even the worst apprehensions.

In many aspects, the trial chimes with the Monastery scene and
is its logical, artistic and metaphysical completion. The conflict
between the consciousnesses of the protagonists is more profound
and insoluble. Dmitry’s wish to forgive his father “if he held out
his hand” and to ask forgiveness, expressed at the very beginning
of the Monastery gathering,® has turned into hatred and revulsion;
his hopes that a miracle by Providence will save him in his despair
are crushed. The farcical trial, staged by Fyodor Pavlovich Kara-
mazov in the Monastery, has turned into a big legal trial, attracting
the attention of the whole country; the unsolicited mock despositions
have given way to sensational testimony. The evil spirit, which even
the presence of Elder Zossima is unable to impede, gains the upper
hand and defeats all attempts to resolve the conflict. The struggle
between God and the devil in the hearts of men comes to a tragic end.

SDostoevsky, Vol. VII; respectively: pp. 406-432; pp. 470-479; pp. 483-511
and 524-535.
9Dostoevsky, Vol. IX, p. 95.

85 —



I

Scenes on bridges, canal embankments or river banks play an
important role in several of Dostoevsky’s works. The first such
scene appeared in The Double, in 1846. The key event in White
Nights occurs on the embankment of a St. Petersburg canal. The
crucial scene that divided the life of Netochka Nezvanova in two
halves also takes place beside a canal.’® Bridge scenes appear in
Crime and Punishment and The Possessed.

In all these scenes, bridges and riverbanks are sites of crisis,
which are turning points in the protagonist’s life. As he crosses
the bridge, he is, wittingly or unwittingly, destined to make an
important decision or choice; he has crossed an invisible border
and entered a new period of his life. The bridge leads him to
spiritual purification and moral resurrection or else to irrevocable
disaster. Thus, the crossing of a bridge acquired, in Dostoevsky’s
creative world, the significance of an image-symbol.

Golyadkin crossed a bridge and walked along the banks of the
Fontanka at midnight “completely obsessed by his recent terrible
downfall,”'t after his expulsion from his chief’s house. He is plagued
by a sense of his moral annihilation, he feels that he has been
“killed, killed entirely, in the full sense of the word” by the intrigues
of his enemies. During his desperate flight through wet snow and
howling wind, Golyadkin wants only to cease to be, he wants to
vanish, to be engulfed by the darkness of the stormy night. The
intensity of his self-negation augurs the disintegration of his mind
and evokes the image of another. a different, self. As Golyadkin
leans over the railing, peering into the black waters of the river,
a stranger, his Double, emerges from the darkness. From that night
on, the unhappy clerk will be persecuted by the horrible phantom
of his own nightmare. His experience on the Fontanka banks, near
the Izmailovsky Bridge, marks the beginning of his descent into
a hell of delirium and madness.

The bridge scene in White Nights marks the beginning of a
unique adventure in the life of another lonely St. Petersburg clerk,
though the mood is essentially different from Golyadkin’s fatal
crossing of the bridge, which constitutes the climax of the story.

One white night, a young dreamer, walking home along a canal
embankment, becomes involved in an unexpected incident. The
departure of St. Petersburg’s inhabitants to the countryside, which

10Dostoevsky, Netochka Nezvanova, Vol. 1I, pp. 120-123.
11Dostoevsky, Vol. I, p. 250.
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he has observed while strolling through the city, has intensified his
feelings of anxiety, arising from an acute sense of having been
abandoned and forgotten by the whole world, and has stressed
a semiconscious desire he has for change in his life. This state of
mind has made him sensitive to other peoples’ loneliness and suf-
fering. While crossing the bridge, he sees a young girl standing by
the canal railing, absorbed in her thoughts. Her obvious depression
prompts the young dreamer to stop, and he hears her sobbing.
By his expression of compassion and sympathy, the dreamer not
only prevents a possible tragedy — he involves himself and the girl
in an unforgettable adventure that will also determine their
destinies: Nasten’ka will find happiness, while he, the dreamer,
will be forever doomed to loneliness.

Bridge scenes are numerous in Crime and Punishment. Each
time Raskolnikov crossed a bridge over the Neva River or canals
it marked a different phase of his inner vacillation and, at each
given moment, it defined his attitude toward himself and the outside
world. The scene on the Nikolaevsky Bridge ends in his awareness
of his irrevocable alienation from others and conscious separation
from his own past, symbolized by his throwing the silver coin which
he received from a compassionate woman into the water.!? The scene
on a canal bridge after his illness is decisive in the development
of his idea of ending his life and of thus ending his unbearable
inner debate.!® Raskolnikov’s will to commit suicide is paralyzed
by the grotesque figure of a drunken woman, who passes close by
him and throws herself into the filthy water. It is noteworthy that
Raskolnikov, unlike the young dreamer of White Nights, does
nothing to restrain the suicide, although he stood near her at the
railing and observed her.

Another scene on a canal bridge not only marks the beginning
of a major development in Raskolnikov’s life, but also plays a
decisive role in the ethical choice made by his sister and Svidri-
gailov.’* After his unsuccessful talk with Dunya, Svidrigailov defi-
nitely gives up his last vague hope of starting a new life. At mid-
night, on his way “to America,” he crosses the last bridge, the one
that separates life from death.

In The Possessed, two consecutive bridge scenes become symbols
of a “mental crime” — of Stavrogin’s assent to a murder. The
ambiance and the set of circumstances of these bridge scenes are
in some ways similar to Svidrigailov’s nocturnal experience. Cros-

12Dostoevsky, Vol. V, pp. 119-121.
13]bid., pp. 177-179.
141bid., pp. 508-509.
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sing the little bridge over the river, Stavrogin is repeatedly challeng-
ed by an evil spirit — his “devil,” who appears this time as Fedka
the convict. The first time, when he is crossing the bridge on his
way to Lebyadkin’s house, Nikolai Stavrogin rejects Fedka's im-
plication that he may be of use to him.'” The second time, he is
crossing the bridge after the painful scene with his legal wife
Marya Timofeevna, when she rejected him, because she was seized
by horror at recognizing his authentic entity. The second encounter
with Fedka materializes the idea of the knife that Marya Timofeevna
thought she discerned in Stavrogin’s hand. By throwing money to
the convict, Stavrogin gives his consent to the projected murder
of both the Lebyadkins.'® By the symbolic gesture of throwing
money to the murderer, Stavrogin assumes moral responsibility for
the crime and makes his ethical choice: the issue of his struggle
with the perverted, demoniac part of his ego has been decided.

From this brief analysis of bridge scenes, one can see very
clearly how Dostoevsky used similar situations to express similar
ideas and how he achieved a rich variety of plots by modifying
some of the components of those situations.

m

The scenes in the tavern grow in importance and complexity,
beginning with The Double and up to the climactic tavern scene in
The Brothers Karamazov. A typical feature, common to all of them,
is the explosive confrontation between two opposing philosophical
or ethical attitudes. A most prosaic locale — a restaurant or even
a third-rate tavern — intensifies the contrast between the ordinary
and even vulgar aspect of everyday life and the protagonists’
preoccupation with crucial, eternal problems.

There are two basic elements in several of these scenes —
confession and bitter ideological struggle. Frequently, one of the
protagonists presents an enigma for the other, as, for instance,
Prince Valkovsky for the young writer Ivan Petrovich, Raskolnikov
for Zametov, Versilov for Arkady, and Ivan Karamazov for Alyosha.
Nearly all of the tavern scenes are sharp verbal duels: as he
expounds on his theory of life or his ethical attitude, the one
protagonist is not simply communicating his views to the other —
he wants to destroy the other’s convictions and to force his own

15Dostoevsky, Vol. VII, p. 275.
161bid., p. 297.
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views on him. He wants to transcend himself and to destroy the
transcendence of the other.

The majority of tavern scenes have only two actors, two persons,
who express and confront opposing philosophies: for instance,
Prince Valkovsky and Ivan Petrovich in The Insulted and The
Injured; two, though each time different, actors in the three tavern
scenes in Crime and Punishment — Raskolnikov and Marmeladov,
Raskolnikov and Zametov, and Raskolnikov and Svidrigailov; in
A Raw Youth — Versilov and Arkady; and, finally, Ivan and
Alyosha in the culminating scene of The Brothers Karamazov.

In The Insulted and The Injured, the scene in the restaurant on
Bolshaya Morskaya is, as Mochulsky has pointed out, the first
“philosophical conversation” in Dostoevsky’s work. Mochulsky
writes:

For the first time, into the external action, the clash of events
and battle of passions, there bursts forth in a fiery flood an inner
action, a battle of ideas. Judgment of the apparent good is entrusted
to the villain.17?

Prince Valkovsky invites Ivan Petrovich, the young writer, to
have supper with him and promises to talk during supper about
things concerning Natasha — the person dearest to the writer.
Valkovsky throws off his mask of benevolent father and “friend,”
and attemps by his mock confession to destroy his interlocutor’s
moral purity and integrity and to reduce him to a tool for his own
purposes. To Ivan Petrovich’s selfless love and noble humanity,
Valkovsky opposes his own cynical egotism. He proudly proclaims
his indifference and contempt for other people, declaring that his
personality only, his own self is important to him: “All is for me,
the whole world is created for me.”'® He has discarded all his
obligations; his morals are: “everything in the world may perish,
but not he.”

Valkovsky was past master of the art of using people. Having
Ivan Petrovich in his power, he displays moral sadism towards him.
Valkovsky has forseen the young man’s reaction to his “friendly
confession”; he provoked it deliberately and, employing a specific
language, tries to make his victim feel ashamed of playing a
secondary part in the Natasha-Alyosha romance. Ivan Petrovich’s
refusal to conform to Valkovsky’s calculations and to feel guilty
of his “Schillerism,” or in other words, of his moral integrity, puts

17K. Mochulsky, Dostoevsky (Paris: YMCA Press, 1947), p. 177; English
translation by M. Minihan, American Edition, p. 215.
18Dostoevsky, Vol. III, p. 276.
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an end to the game, but it does not change the situation. By means
of threats, Valkovsky forces his will on the young man and makes
him serve as a tool for his purposes by carrying his message to
Natasha. '

Two other tavern scenes in Crimes and Punishment — one in
“Palais de Crystal”!? and another on X-Prospect, where Raskolnikov
meets Svidrigailov?® — have the same flavor of sadistic enjoyment
arising from the reduction of one interlocutor to a contemptible
object of a stronger subjectivity.

In the person of the young police clerk Zametov, Raskolnikov
challenges the whole system of investigation, the entire established
moral and judicial code. By his mock confession, he anticipates and
incites Zametov’s reaction so that he may observe him and explore
the potentiality of danger. “I have caught my cock sparrow! So you
did believe it before, if now you believe it less than ever?”?! he
exclaims when Zametov betrays himself, suggesting that the police
already had some suspicions.

Here, in “Palais de Crystal,” Raskolnikov shows himself to be
a strong enemy, a dangerous individual, sure of his superiority,
contemptuously opposing his ego to others — to ordinary people,
whom he openly mocks. Raskolnikov wins this ambiguous game he
has initiated, partly, too, to test his own strength: at the moment
when his and Zametov’s eyes meet, he dominates the other and
annihilates his subjectivity. Another thing, Raskolnikov has per-
suaded himself that he can tolerate his crime, and feels a foolish
desire “to shout at them, to put out his tongue at them, to mock
them, to laugh, and laugh and laugh!”?? triumphing in the expression
of his supremacy over them — the other, ordinary people of the mob.
His challenge was too daring and too reckless — Zametov is confused
and regards him as a greater enigma than before.

The disposition and essence of the components in the last in-
variant situation — the final encounter between Raskolnikov and
Svidrigailov in the tavern on X-Prospect are very different.
In the few days that separated these two tavern scenes, Raskolnikov
underwent an important change: he lost his self-confidence, he
ceased to believe in his theory, and this caused a breakdown of his
strong-man attitude. Immediately after the last talk with the in-
vestigator, Raskolnikov rushes out to find Svidrigailov. He sensed
that this man already had some hidden power over him.

19Dostoevsky, Vol. V, p. 166.
201bid., p. 485.
2171bid., p. 173.
22Ibid., p. 167.
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Sitting opposite Svidrigailov in the tavern, Raskolnikov finds
himself in the reverse position from the one he held in the conver-
sation with Zametov. Now it is he who becomes an object for
Svidrigailov, and it is Svidrigailov who treats him as Prince Val-
kovsky treated the young writer Ivan Petrovich. Like Valkovsky,
Svidrigailov is contemptuous of Raskolnikov’s “Schillerism”; he
mocks Raskolnikov spitefully and, by confessing his secret life of
vice, deliberately aiming to destroy Raskolnikov’s pretensions of
superiority and to convince him that they are of the same cloth:
“And do you pretend to strength, too? Ha-ha-ha. You surprise
me...”? He wondered how Raskolnikov, the double murderer,
dared to blame him, Svidrigailov, for having caused two suicides
and living in debauchery. They are both cynics — one frankly, the
other still considering himself to be above others. Svidrigailov
emerges triumphant from this last confrontation: Raskolnikov is
forced to recognize the fact that he is ridiculous with his outecries
and protests against Svidrigailov’s depravity — his own acts are
just as evil.

And, finally, the most celebrated of all the scenes in the tavern
— Ivan Karamazov’s profession de foi, expounded in the “Stolichny
Gorod” tavern after he has made the decision to leave for Moscow.

Ivan, usually a solitary person, suddenly feels a need for a friend
and disciple. Before departing, he wants Alyosha to know him; at
the same time, he wants to get clearer insight into his brother’s
heart, to oppose his theory to Alyosha’s convictions, and, possibly,
to convert him. While expressing his views, Ivan is putting Alyosha
to a test and ends his sentences with the affirmative question:
“Is it not so? isn’t it?”’>* After having told the story of the little boy
tortured to death by the inhuman general, Ivan even compels
Alyosha to pronounce a death sentence, letting Alyosha repeat after
him that the monstrous general ought to be shot. Finally, Ivan
openly proclaims his intention, saying: “I won’t give you up to your
Zossima.”?® But Ivan does not succeed: Alyosha’s personality is
stronger than Ivan had assumed. The failure to win his brother’s
mind and to proselytize him causes Ivan to hold to his theory more
strongly than ever by declaring: “I won’t renounce the formula
‘all is permitted’ ”?¢ Thus, any reconciliation of two such different
outlooks as Ivan’s and Alyosha’ is impossible. Separation or death

23Dostoevsky, Vol. V, p. 492.
24Dostoevsky, Vol. IX, p. 293.
251bid., p. 305.
26Ibid., p. 331.
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is the only way to avoid the potential conflict or alienation. The
validity of Kantian antinomies has been confirmed by living life.

v

Thus, an analysis of the above three typical scenes shows how
Dostoevsky developed and perfected certain stable and at the same
time changeable elements already present in his earlier works.
It also shows how, as his ideas grew in intensity and depth, his
favorite literary devices and plot invariants grew in importance
and brilliance, enabling him to achieve perfect unity of creative
thought and artistic imagery and expressiveness.

Hagexaa A. HATOBA, pokrop ¢punocogpuu, accocusr npogheccop
PYCCKOlL NuUTepaTypvl U A3vIKa, YHuUgepcurer umeHu Ieopea
Bawunerona, Bawunzton, O. K.

Tema pornaja: «HerxoTopvie crOKeTHble UHBAPUAHTBI 8 NPOU3EE-
penuax D. M. JIoCToe8CKO20 KAK 8bIPAKEHUE €20 UFeils.

B pmokiyame paccMaTpHBaeTcad XYROMKECTBEHHOEe H HAeHHOe 3Ha-
YeHHe HEKOTOPBLIX NPHUEMOB CIOMKETOCJIOMKEHMA, MOBTOPAIOUTHXCA BO
MHOTHX IIDOH3BefeHHAX JI0CTOEBCKOro, KaK CIieHbhI MaCCOBBIX cGOpHIN,
CIIeHbI B TPaKTHpEe H CIleHbI, IPOHUCXONALIHEe Ha MOCTY MJIK Ha Hale-
PeXHOH KaHaJa.

CpaBHHTeNIbHBIH AHAJHM3 TAKUX CIOMKETHBIX MHBAPUAHTOB M MOJH-
(buranmi, KOTOPBIM IORBEPrarOTCA HX OTHEJIbHLIE DJIEMEHTHI, IIOKa-
3BIBAET, YTO DTH CIEHBbI IIPEJICTABJIAIOT cOGOI0 He TOJBKO BhGeKTUuB-
Hble XYROXKECTBEHHbIe IPHEeMBI, HO M YCJIOBHA CO3[aHUsI HaubGojee
MOAXOAAmed OOGCTAHOBKYU JJIA BHIPAKEHUS WAeH aBTOpa M TJIABHOU
MBICJIH KajXAOr0 JaHHOTO IIPOH3BEEHUS.

BeTpeua [eHCTBYIONMIUX JIMI[ B TPAKTHPE CJIYKUT IPENJIOTOM IJIf
TIPOTHBOIIOCTABJIEHHA HMX JTHYECKHUX H (PHUIOCOMCKUX BIIVIAKOB, NJIA
«pUIOCOPCKOH AYsJIH» [BYX IIPOTHBOIOJIOMKHBIX MHPOCO3EPIaHHI.
MaccoBas clieHa, CBSI3aHHAs C OXUJAHWEM pelIeHHs BaKHEHIINX
BOIIPOCOB, NIpeBpalaercs B apeHy GopbOhl 37bIX M JOGPBHIX HAUAN H
3aKaHYMBAETCA KpYIIEHWEM HaNeXJ Ha OJaronpHATHBIA HCXOMH.
CueHa Ha MOCTY O3HauaeT KapAHHAJLHBIA IIOBOPOT B CyALOe Hedt-
CTBYIOILLIET'O JIHMIIA, STUYECKUH BbIGOP MM CBOEr0 AAJIbHEHIIETO MMyTH.

PeaysnbpTaT CPaBHUTEJILHOTO aHAJN33 DTHX CLEH IPHBOJUT K BbI-
BORY O TBOPYECKOM eJUHCTBe J]OCTOEBCKOIO-MbICIHTENA B J[0CTOEB-
CKOT0-Xy/{OKHHUKA ¥ CIOCOGCTBYET MMOHUMAHHIO CIJIOMKHOTO IIOCTPOSHUS
€ro IPOH3BefleHAH H ero IMCaTeJIbCKOIO0 MAaCTepPCTBA.
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SIMULTANEITY OF GOOD AND EVIL:
THE CASE OF LEBEDEV*

by Arcadi Nebolsine**

In the opening chapter of The Idiot, Dostoevsky introduces,
along with the protagonists, a vulgar functionary and hanger-on
with an out-at-elbow seedy aura, a “red nose and pimpled face,”
and a petty-bourgeois jargon, one of “the typical failings of his
class.”! This is Lebedev, who will lay claims to vatic powers to
discern the nature of things, powers that his unprepossessing
appearance belies. He is, as shall be shown, a poshlyak with a
message; an attack on the ‘“accursed” nineteenth century that is
to be taken seriously.

He materializes out of the railway age with its fog and trains
and smoke (which Gogol in the Selected Passages gave an apocalytic
significance) and starts playing the lackey and importunate jester
to the Prince and Rogozhin. The narrator (who does not speak for
Dostoevsky) sarcastically refers to him as one of those omniscient
gentlemen, whose omniscience is all in “one direction, no doubt
from lack of more important ideas.” The quip is deserved, since
Lebedev displays his knowledge of the affairs of high society and
abases himself before Myshkin’s title and Rogozhin’s wealth.
“I shall leave my wife and little children and dance. I must!...
Thrash me and you put your seal on me!”? But Lebedev’s claim
that “Lebedev knows everything” is not completely understood by
the callow, sarcastic narrator. As it will turn out, Lebedev does
“know everything” in the deeper sense (Dostoevsky repeatedly uses
the device of a naif-narrator who provides sensible, but flat and

*This article has been altered from a dissertation for publication.

*ARCADI NEBOLSINE is Assistant Professor of Russian Literature at
the University of Pittsburgh.

1Fyodor Dostoevsky, The Idiot, trans. C. Garnett (New York: Bantam, 1965),
p. 5.
2Ibid., pp. 6, 8, 12.
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superficial observations). In fact, the narrator is incapable of
understanding that Lebedev is, in addition to and in spite of his
vices, a seer, a deliberate and tragic fool. He is an example of the
famous Dostoevskian simultaneity or duality described in André
Gide’s Dostoevsky,® so that Lebedev’s base, knavish qualities co-
exist with, and are not necessarily a refutation of, his exalted
prophetic role. As he later tells the Prince: “Words and deeds,
lies and truth are all mixed up in men and perfectly sincere.”’*

This is the problem of what the Prince calls “double ideas.”
Once we understand this, then even the squirming and wringgling
of the red-nosed poshlyak in the first chapter take on retroactively
an additional significance. Not only is he a “worm,” a “reptile,”
turning from side to side because he “lebezit” — boot-licks — but
also because he is divided in himself. A victim of tragic duality,
he does not know which way to jump. (As Woyzeck® asked: “Is the
yes to blame for the no, or the no for the yes?” To which the
Captain remarks: “Grotesque, grotesque.”). It is indead a grotesque
condition, but a well-known one, of contradiction, of “grandeur
et misére.” Lebedev turns like a serpent from side to side, from
“yes” to “no.” He is inclined to linger in the doorways. It is his
indecision, so brutally evident, that makes him disgusting to some
readers, this disturbing mixture of good and evil that would make
some, Lebedev says himself, “laugh and curse.”®

All his characteristics are qualified, or modified by the pressure
of other characteristics. His unction is ennobled, qualified, by
defiance, as the defiance is undercut by boot-licking. “Biologically
modern man... says Yes or No in the same breath” (Nietzsche).
In this sense, Lebedev dramatizes the modern condition.

These observations will be developed further in this study when
we have looked more closely at Lebedev, but for the moment he
is a mere vulgar petty-clerk who, after chatting and gossiping on
the train, leaves at the station with Rogozhin rather than with
Myshkin. Money (Rogozhin) has naturally won over “noble” agape
(Myshkin). But the reader will notice that in his toadying Lebedev
protests too much. He is too eager to persuade us of his baseness,
his way, perhaps, of acting-out, of self-inflicted punishment.
“Thrash me,” he says. He is the type of Dostoevsky character that

3See André Gide, Dostoevsky (New York: New Directions).

4The Idiot, p. 301. Keller is told by Myshkin that in his confession there
is both good and evil, “it’s simply both things came at once” (p. 300).

5See Wolfgang Kayser, The Grotesque in Art and Literature, trans. U.
Weisstein (New York, 1966).

6The Idiot, p. 301.
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D. H. Lawrence called “disgusting.” But Lawrence could let go
because he had rejected Christianity, which Lebedev refuses to do.
“I will not let Thee go, except Thou bless me,” one senses him saying.

His next important appearance is after the novel is well on its
way. Myshkin arrives at his house to be greeted with the expression
“Illustrious Prince.”” Lebedev is a snob, but we shall see that the
trait is not a purely contemptible one (his “lackeyism” is developed
as a defiant counterweight to that of the resentment-minded
radicals). He “wriggles,” whining to Myshkin that “we are orphans,”
plays the fool, threatens the children, (among them a daughter
called Vera [Faith] bearing in her arms Luibov [Lovel), who are not
worried by this bullying. His nephew, who is made unsympathetic
to the reader as one of the revolutionary young, mocks him,
eventually eliciting against himself the Lebedev remark that though
a drunken, degraded swindler and beggar, “I wrapped this rascal
in his swaddling clothes.”$

Finally, further mockery on the part of the youth reveals the
secret of Lebedev’s prayers for Madam Du Barry. We are told that
on the execution block she said: “Emncore un moment.” “Do you
know the meaning of the word misére?” Lebedev asks. The pity
for life represented by this “vision before the execution,” and the
reality of the final “minute” of a threatened life, correspond to
Myshkin’s (and Dostoevsky’s) own concern.

Lebedev indeed, “knows” something at least — he is a poshlyak
with insight — hardly a poshlyak. Yet his poshly unction continues
throughout the novel, a sort of humility of poshlost (as in his
“contemptibly” lying about his name, “to humble myself”), with
treacheries and intrigues, one set of which being the immediate
occasion of the Prince’s visit to his house that occasioned these
revelations. But the Prince is right in saying that Lebedev “is not . . .
a heartless man.” (p. 191).

For however degraded, exposed and “abject” Lebedev is, he has
the saving grace of humanity, summed up in the word that he
brought forth with such feeling — “misére”. This word reminds
us of “miserere,” hurt, pity, pieta. As the proverb puts it — where
there is hurt, there is God.

Lebedev’s preoccupation with titles, his hanging on Myshkin’s
princeliness, the Du Barry and the miserere-theme — all these
devices prepare the reader for the “cannibal” anecdote, a grotesque
tale about the Middle Ages. It makes the expression “Gothic mind”

Ibid., p. 185.
8Ibid., pp. 185-188.
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applicable to Lebedev. For Lebedev is called on to champion the
Age of Chivalry and Faith. In his preoccupation with metaphysics,
grotesque, monstrosity, in his characteristic of what William James
calls “Christian sickness,” Lebedev recalls an attitude, an impulse,
that writers such as Mann, Spengler and Hesse have labelled
“Gothic.” I see him as insistently proclaiming the validity of the
age of faith, forcibly attempting to arrest the waning of the Middle
Ages.

The next stage in the development of his character is a discussion
of him as Interpreter of the Scriptures, annoying Nastasya, claiming
to have frightened an old dignitary to death. Man is in the Age
of “the third horse,” from the Apocalypse, according to him, of
“the balances and measures, "and of people concerned with nothing
but their rights. But people are wrong, the things of value — spirit,
head, body — are gifts of God. “By rights alone they won’t keep
them.” (p. 194), he says, especially rights proclaimed by the cash-
nexus or by idiot young revolutionaries.

This impression of Lebedev’s squarely attacking, as Gogol did,
with Apocalyptic fervour, the mercantile and self-satisfied, yet
moralistically resentful, aspects of the nineteenth century, is sus-
tained by the situation with Ippolit and the student revolutionaries,
who assume the role of Lebedev’s nephew. Their shrill insistence
on their rights is treated in a satirical vein (p. 352). Lebedev’s
scriptural pretensions seem to be compromised by the discovery
that he took part with them in writing the squib against Myshkin.
But no. As a weak vessel, Lebedev is involved in the confusions
perpetrated by the Fourth Estate (p. 282).

Furthermore, he is sometimes the victim of the disease, some-
times the disease itself. Lebedev can denounce the crimes which
he takes part in committing. This may discredit him as a person
(at least in the Freudian sense, which rejects simultaneous duality
and “takes down” Dostoevsky for similar inconsistencies)?® but does
not make what he says untrue. Myshkin muses that “the essence
of religious feeling ... has nothing to do with any crimes,” com-
mitted or not (p. 213). The point, an exaggerated one, is that
characters like Lebedev stand for religious feelings, not that they
are clean of crime. Lebedev is both a diagnostician and a symptom
of the disease, of “the whole tendency,” he says, “of the last few

9Sigmund Freud, “Dostoevsky and Parricide,” in Dostoevsky, ed. Rene
Wellek (Englewood Cliffs, 1965), p. 98. “A man who alternately sins and then
in his remorse erects high moral standards... has made things too easy for
himself.”
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centuries in its general, scientific and materialistic entirety,”*°
and to this may be ascribed the corruption and partial atrophy of
his moral sense. But this weakness gives him the ability to expose
the pretensions of the progressives of greater poshlyaks than him-
self. The champions of progress? Friends of humanity? They are
just, after all, petty rogues, like me!

Lebedev returns to the Apocalypse in his discussion on the
Wormwood, “which fell on the waters and made them bitter.”!!
This he interprets as the network, or web, of railways, the “rumble”
of waggons that bring bread to hungry man.'” He is almost quoting
Gogol here, who at the end of the Selected Passages inveighs against
the multiplication of communications. And the Wormwood passage
will be passed on to Dostoevsky’s Grand Inquisitor. Lebedev’s (and
Dostoevsky’s) point here is not that hungry people should not be
fed, but that there is something more important, — call it Beauty
that shall save the world (p. 370), or living life, or Christ, or in
Lebedev’s own words, “the uniting idea.” The grating “rumble of
the wagons” or railways interferes with the Classical and Christian
idea of world harmony and Hosanna. The result is that, through
excess (positivist) morality, the world harmony that is the basis
of morality is being destroyed. “There is no moral basis,” Lebedev
continues, “except the satisfaction of individual egoism” (p. 363).
The solution of the commercant is no solution. Acquisitiveness
cannot provide a basis for moral values.

Lebedev substantiates his unfavorable vision of modernity with
a culminating tale of the medieval cannibal, a kind of Gilles de Rais,
who after his crimes voluntarily repents, confesses and submits to
all the horrors of torture and execution “because there was some-
thing stronger than stake and fire... an idea... a uniting idea”
(p. 368). Here, I believe, Lebedev is speaking up for binding ideas.
What is needed are binding forms. Whether people are good or evil,
live or die, suffer from de Rais cases or from the Black Death,
Whatever happens, these forms hold, so that people know, in the
Durkheim sense, where they are, who is above them and below them.
In the Notebooks to the Possessed, Dostoevsky lets drop the phrase
that people need “bonds to create.’® Without limitations, whether

10Such judgments on the part of Lebedev echo Gogol and the historical
complaints that I reviewed in the first chapter, with its Rozanov passage.
See The Idiot, p. 362.

11The Idiot, pp. 295, 361.

12]bid., p. 364.

13Notebooks to the Possessed, p. 17. I understand as an attack on poshlost
the statement on the same passage that “I cannot welcome the reign of
mediocrity, envious equality, stupidity....”
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moral or those of life-style, it is impossible to create anything.
Everything grows slack and “limp” and falls into poshlost.

Such forms are not per se ethical. It is not “good” that one man
be above another, but it is so. These forms may be aesthetic, Dos-
toevsky will show, say with Stepan Trofimovich, but not, for that
reason, marginal or trivial. The justification of these forms is that
they are not nice or good, but that they provide the necessary vital
tension that fosters creativity. So, what Lebedev calls a guiding,
uniting “idea” transcends the crimes of the Middle Ages.

Dostoevsky manages to invest the platonic word “idea” that he
gives to Lebedev with astonishing concreteness and expressiveness.
It is a ‘“vision,” idein, something clearly seen and felt, a thing,
a real presence. Dostoevsky precises it, using a grossness and
physicality of language reminiscent of the Bible with its “uncircum-
cised hearts,” or its books that are eaten. Characters in Dostoevsky
“feel” an idea just as they “swallow impressions,” they say that
the idea has “got into the street,” thy are “eaten up” by it. Dostoev-
sky himself thinks of “suffering through and out” an idea, “living
it through” into being, “wearing” it into concreteness. Like ideas,
words also acquire corporeality. They get “cut off” like slabs, or
“torn out” or “pierce.” It has been said that in Russia the power
of abstract ideas is so great that at times concrete actuality has
been submerged by them. The opposite is true, here. Thus, in his
apology for the medieval mind Lebedev is not indulging in vague
nostalgia, but referring to something concrete, palpable, like the
“idea. which, according to Aglaia, “cut” itself forever as an im-
pression into the heart of the mad knight and Quixote-Myshkin.
In fact, with Dostoevsky the idea precedes the word, sometimes,
as he said in the commentary on Cervantes’ novel, has to do without
it, a situation that is tragic, but which the “idea” can survive!
For the idea is “expressed” in words and Dostoevsky is a self-
acknowledged “expressionist "artist, who rejected any absolutization
or autonomy of his verbal material. The position of words is im-
portant, but secondary. They cannot assume the prerogatives of
the final hidden Word. This belief is not only Dostoevsky’s principle,
but it is worked into the structure of the novel.

The realization of the lack of a ‘“uniting idea” is the climax
of Lebedev’s speech. He continues that “everything goes limp”;
one might add — in Laodicean fashion — that since the structural
and life-giving tensions are lacking in life, the world without “the
bonds for a new society” slumps into a state of poshlost.

Suddenly he breaks off by calling for dinner (p. 368), thus
giving the “uninitiated” a chance to say all this is just talk. Lebe-

— 98 —



dev’s attack, however, on the age of philistinism and poshlost is
pointed up by his dismissal of the subject. The age is evil, with its
materialism, its enthronement of convenience. It makes a god of the
belly and a philosophy of the digestive tract.

Lebedev’s discussion of the “age of iron” makes a deep impression
on the mind of Ippolit, the sensitive and doomed student, whose
approaching death is a major subject strand in the novel. Before
the “explanation,” in which Ippolit speaks of his apocalyptic dreams
and philosophy, he asks during a conversation: “Where is Lebedev ?”

Then during the “explanation” Ippolit tells about his dream, in
which he is threatened by a mysterious reptilian or insect-like
monster, something like an obscence locust. The creature represents
the “satisfaction of individual egoism,” what Victor Hugo called
the principle of the belly. The creature is a stomach, sheer lust
and devouring appetite (pp. 377-9). Its Gothic affinities (which ties
it to Lebedev) can be seen, in the iconology of medieval monsters,
as in Griinewald’s Temptation of St. Antony, the famous painting
by the German master at Colmar that dramatizes God-forsakenness.
It is worth stopping on this analogy with Griinewald. (Dostoevsky
was at Basel and may have seen a Griinewald Crucifixion.) Of
course, there is no evidence that Dostoevsky went to Colmar nearby,
where he would have found painting oddly similar in mood to his
novel. But among the monsters in the St. Antony panel there is
one — shell-like, turd-like — that reminds one of Ippolit’s locust.
Only instead of giving a headless impression, this monster presents
a head of eagle-like intensity and fierceness trying to wrench away
the saint’s rosary. More important, there is a figure in the same
painting covered in sores and lying at the lower left-hand corner
in an attitude of despair, obviously illustrating the inscription:
Ubi eras Jhesu bone, ubi eras, quare non affuisti ut sanares vulnera
mea? This is translated as: “Where were you, good Jesus, where
were you? And why did you not come and dress my wounds?”4
This despairing figure suggests to me Ippolit’s state, a prey to
all-devouring poshlost and death, and all but lost to hope since even
the Christ who could have saved him is now reduced to the Holbein
Corpse.’> The Corpse of Christ in the Basel painting that struck
Dostoevsky and the characters of the Idiot, in its gangrened,
corrupted state reveals that even the Christ has fallen victim to
the “locust,” the brutally destructive natural process. “One could
lose one’s faith,” remarks Myshkin on seeing the Holbein painting.

14Griinewald, The Paintings (New York: Phaidon, 1958), pp. 118-120, plate 54.
15The Idiot, pp. 395-396.
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Ippolit broods over this painting after discussing the monster
that threatens not only him but the very Christ figure.

The reptile is not only a figure of Ippolit’s despair and meaning-
less death. It is a sharper, more intense version of Lebedev’s doubt
and anomie. It actually recalls Lebedev.

It is an emblem of the dilemma of Lebedev. The monster, an
apocalyptic locust of the army of Apollyon, wriggles on its little legs,
like a small Lebedev. It has the Lebedevian avidity and unadulterated
hunger, the Lebedev who will grovel and prostitute himself for
money, as the sycophant of Rogozhin, the hired advocate of the rich
Jew against the widow, or the writer of the newspaper squib levelled
at Myshkin. But this monster is defied by the dog, a “Dominican”
or dog-of-the-Lord, and here we see the other aspect of Lebedev,
his role of kingly priesthood as prophet and witness to the truth
as he sees it to the neo-medieval Gothic vision. Ippolit’s hideous
dream ends in a draw — the dog devouring the monster, the monster
poisoning the dog — as if in the battlefield of Lebedev’s heart
the issue is undecided.

Likewise, the question of Lebedev’s duality will be unresolved.
For the rest of the novel he will both serve, and intrigue against,
Myshkin, befriend and torture the General Ivolgin, although we are
to assume that his Faith (represented by Vera) is inviolate. The last
word about him is when the narrator says that he goes on in much
the same way (pp. 595-6).

It is time now to look at his name. Two associations are meant:
First the verb “lebezit,” to crawl, to boot-lick, as in the case of the
socialist “lackey” Lebeziatnikov in Crime and Punishment, or Cap-
tain Lebyadkin in The Possessed; then the noun “lebed,” the Swan,
the Swan of Apollo, that represents the poetic and prophetic calling,
divine afflatus pressly underlines the meaning, calling himself a
Swan.

Lebedev himself is in tension between the two realities represent-
ed by his name. His conditions must be seen against the larger
question of the Double, and simultaneous duality in Dostoevsky.

“I am a king, a slave, a worm, a God.” Thus, Dmitri Karamazov
quotes from Derzhavin in his monologue about the mystery of
human breadth.

In a letter to a lady, Dostoevsky examines the question of
duality, and admits that it is both a “torment” and a “delight,”
something that he feels in himself, but concludes that it is a
characteristic of chosen natures and that Christ will bring the
solution. “Such duality simply means that you have a strong sense
of yourself, much aptness for self-criticism and an innate feeling
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for your moral duty to yourself and all mankind.”!® Dostoevsky’s
thoughts are close here to Nietzsche’s admiration of the “strength
to withstand tension” occasioned by “the width of tensions between
extremes” characteristic of a “strong age.”

In Dostoevsky, there is the heroic theme of the coexistence of
lofty feeling with underground filth and vileness, one which pre-
occupies Dostoevsky in his work. This ambivalent consciousness of
duality, a morbus sacer, is a sickness of the human condition, but
in the Idiot, Mochulsky infers, it is aggravated by the accursed,
mercantile nineteenth century, which has lost the coherence of a
“uniting idea.”'”

Dostoevsky indicates that the solution is Christ, the Beauty that
shall save the world. But, in the novel, Myshkin fails in his attempt
to assume this role, his failure involving Lebedev as well as the
other protagonists. As Mochulsky shows, Myshkin is defeated by
the brutal realities of the nineteenth century, just as in Ippolit’s
poem, and the Holbein painting, Christ is devoured by the brutal
appetitive processes of undifferentiated matter.

If Lebedev has not been “saved” by Myshkin, he must finally
be judged, but “judged humanely” by the engaged reader. The reader
is free to decide, (Nikolai Berdyaev and Mikhail Bakhtin agree,
Berdyaev — because of his theology of Christianity as freedom,
Bakhtin because of his “dialogal” theory and belief that the final
word is “unspoken,” in Dostoevsky’s novels).!$

But first the reader must understand the “strategy” of Lebedev’s
family. “Faith” and “Love” do not condemn him, while the revolut-
ionary student nephew does. Forgiveness of the father, however
unworthy, is inculecated in much of Dostoevsky’s major work, down
to the closing scenes of The Brothers Karamazov, where Captain
Snegirev is so much like Lebedev. This forgiveness goes with the

16See Letters of F. M. Dostoevsky, trans. E. C. Mayne (New York: Horizon,
1961), p. 249.

17K, Mochulsky speaks of the “tragedy of contemporary humanity,” the
“perishing world,” described by the Idiot and presented apocalyptically by
“the drunkard and rogue” Lebedev. See Dostoevsky, trans. M. Minihan (Prin-
ceton, 1967), pp. 351-353. The “moral crisis experienced by 19th century
mankind was a religious crisis” (p. 357). The result is “nonsense, chaos...
and unseemliness.”

18Both Dostoevsky critics, representing widely different attitudes (one is
interested in the artistic process — the other in textual analysis, one is
metaphysical — the other formalistic), concur in seeing “freedom” as a
cornerstone, a structural basis, of Dostoevsky’s art. See Nicholas Berdyaev,
Dostoevky, trans. D. Attwater (Cleveland, 1966), pp. 67-87 and Mikhail Bakhtin,
Poetika Dostoevskogo (Moscow, 1965). Mochulsky calls this a “personalist”
design (op. cit., p. 351).
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acceptance of responsibility for history, with its possibilities of evil
and poshlost.

The other alternative, of vengeance and punishment of wrongs
— put forward, in fact, by the student-revolutionaries in the novel —
is also possible. Lebedev, as the symbolical delinquent parent, can
be judged either by resentment or forgiveness. He is corrupt, and
stands for the unvarnished evils of the Middle Ages, their apocalyptic
hysteria and Giles de Pais figures. But the Christian Middle Ages
were not meaningless, just as history is not meaningless. They had
a saving grace, an awareness of mystery, a “uniting idea,” a retro-
active-justification element, while the alternative, Lebedev indicates,
is the web of railways ruled by the all-devouring Spider, which is
what utilitarianism and progress finally boil down to. Lebedev’s
critics should also consider that moral responsibility can be demand-
ed if people know what should be done and either do or do not do it.
But in the world of the Idiof, where all is confounded, things have
fallen apart, and the moral source, the Christ, is “dead” or un-
reachable, the question is what to do.

As the characters of the novel wonder at the “Holbein” Dead
Christ, the Pieta-lament of the Russian Holy Week service comes
to my mind, with the words of the Virgin:

Shall I stay, or shall I go with you?...
Give me a word, Word, do not silently pass me by....

With the disappearance of the Logos, words have fallen apart as
well. And the undecided Lebedev typifies this situation. To a certain
extent, his treachery, his hypocrisy arise from a basic indecision,
an utter sense of loss.

It could be argued that my discussion of Lebedev is moral
(extrinsic), not literary or aesthetic (intrinsic).'® Such distinctions
have importance, but as a matter of degree. Poshlost is a matter
of values, and value-criticism is inseparable from moral questions.
Even “pure” aesthetic judgements, if such are possible, have to raid
the moral vocabulary of “better,” “worse,” “right,” “wrong,” etc.
The tensions in Lebedev’s moral dilemma are inseparable from
aesthetic tensions. They give ironic qualifications to his prophecy,
but the prophecy in turn qualifies his vices. And these turnings are
expressed by his speech characteristics: his verbal hesitations,
drawn out words, many dots. . . . It is safe to assume that Dostoevsky
saw Lebedev as a clay vessel, however, faulty, yet bearing the

19See Rene Wellek and Austin Warren, Theory of Literature (New York,
1956).
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burthen of the mystery, the waters of life. Lebedev typifies the
creatural vision that Eric Auerbach noticed in Russian literature
and ascribes to the Gospel influence. There, as Auerbach shows,
the vices and “pendulations” of the apostles are used for the good
tidings, as evil made to serve good. “Love has used our weakness
as a guard and guide.” (W. H. Auden). The important thing is to
receive the Word from Its unworthy ministers, despite the fact
that “they do not practice what they preach.” But the “scandal”
is there and must be recognized, like the prime folly of the Cross
mentioned in the Notebooks to the Idiot,*® as necessary to sustain
the onlooker’s freedom of choice. Dostoevsky’s artistic process works
on the same basis as his Christian theology. In both cases, freedom
is supreme.

Each reader is included in the novel’s structure and decides
about Lebedev himself, whether he is to be condemned by justice,
or redeemed by grace and charity. But the argument of “practice
what he preaches” does not really apply to Lebedev. What Lebedev
proclaims is not his own exemplary good life, but the reality of
the religious will-to-form or striving for the living life — which
transcends and precedes morality. “Pereat justitia et fiat mundus,”
because the mundus is more essential. It is on this, his “idea,” that
he is to be judged.

But whatever the decision of the reader, whatever his “critical
re-creation,” we see only another example of the brilliance of
Dostoevsky’s strategy. The merit of his novel is that it is open-ended.
Critics of different schools agree that freedom is part of its
structure. They seem to echo Schiller, who thinks that the work
of art must show “the beauty of form under the influence of free
will or Schelling, who says a work of art is an organism of freedom.
Lebedev’s “prophecy” does not force itself, like the Old Testament
prophecy or the Apocalypse that seems to say: “Thou must, or
else....” It is literature, not moral dogma. One is free to use the
priest’s unworthiness as an excuse for rejecting the truth he offers.
However, the term “strategy” still holds, since Dostoevsky shares
Lebedev’s serious views and considers them, at least as one uniting
idea of the novel.

I see a confirmation of this in the final page of the Idiot, which
only seems to end casually. Epanchina, who throughout the novel
stands for what is noble, authentic, autocthonous and Christian,
visits the hopelessly ill Myshkin. She recounts the episode, incident-

20Dostoevsky, Notebooks to the Idiot, ed. E. Wasiolek, trans. K. Strelsky
(Chicago, 1967), p. 106.
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ally, yet significantly, raging about how they don’t know now to
make bread outside Russia. Then, she enacts the Mater Dolorosa
weeping over the symbolically “hopelessly” dead, speechless,
Myshkin.2!

The question of Myshkin’s cure, or resurrection, is dependent
on the question whether the figure under the sheet and the corres-
ponding Figure in the Holbein painting can rise again. On this,
as well as on his own free will, ultimately depends the fate of
Lebedev.

21The Idiot, p. 597.
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BERDYAEV AND DOSTOEVSKY

by Nikolai P. Poltoratzky*
University of Pittsburgh

Professor Poltoratzky’s basic theses may be summarized as
follows:

1. According to Berdyaev himself, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy had
a far greater meaning for his spiritual and ideological life than
traditional philosophic and theological movements. The same may
also be said concerning Berdyaev’s literary-philosophic legacy:
to Dostoevsky he dedicated a separate book, three special articles
and much space in a series of articles and books written on different
themes.

2. In the center of attention of Berdyaev the philosopher stands,
naturally, Dostoevsky the thinker (“the greatest Russian meta-
physician”). The main thing that Berdyaev perceived and valued in
Dostoevsky was his philosophy, his teachings on man, love and evil,
revolution and socialism, of the Russian people, the Grand Inqui-
sitor, Christ and Antichrist.

3. Despite the overall significance of Dostoevsky’s influence on
Berdyaev, Berdyaev’s relationship to Dostoevsky was not unchang-
ing. This is especially applicable to the central Russian theme of
Berdyaev, his conception of the “Russian idea.” If in the mature
middle years of Berdyaev’s life’s ideological development his view
of the Russian national character, of Russia and the “Russian idea”
was mostly bound to Dostoevsky, then in the last decade of his
long life, in Berdyaev’s mind and heart, Tolstoy, in many respects,
ousted and even supplanted Dostoevsky. That is why it is always

*NIKOLAI P. POLTORATZKY is Professor and Chairman of the Russian
Department at the University of Pittsburgh. (The Russian summary was
translated into English by N. L.)
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necessary to ascertain precisely to what periods in Berdyaev's
spiritual and ideological evolution his statements on Dostoevsky
refer.

4. Despite the fact that Berdyaev’s judgments concerning Dos-
toevsky must be viewed critically and chronologically, Berdyaev
is assured of a notable place in the history of Dostoevsky criticism.
This derives from his position as a representative of that religio-
philosophic trend in Russian thought without which it would be
impossible to correctly perceive and profoundly interpret not only
Dostoevsky the thinker, but also, inseparably, Dostoevsky the
creative artist.
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JAORJIAJT H.II. IOJITOPAIIKOI'O
«BEPIAEB H JOCTOEBCEKHHM>»

OcHopHbIe Te3ucsl npod. IToaTOPaKOro MOKHO CBECTH K CIIENYIO-
meMy :

1. ITo ceupmerennscTBY camoro Bepmsera, JoctoeBckuit u ToseTo
HMeJI Topa3fo GoJiblilee 3HAYEHWEe MJIA €ro LYXOBHOH U HueHHOH
JXHU3HH, YeM TPagULHoHHbIe (puyocodCcKHe B OGOTOCJIOBCKHE TedYeHHUd.
To e caMoe cJeAyeT CKa3aTb M O JHTepPaTyPHO-GHIOCOPCKOM
HacJyennu BephseBa: OH HOCBATHI J[OCTOEBCKOMY OTHEeJIbHYIO KHHTY,
TPH CHEeIHANLHBIX CTATHLH, MHOI'O MeCTa B pAfe cTaTedl M KHWT, Ha-
IMMCAaHHBIX HA Pa3HbIE TEMBI.

2. B neHTpe BHHMaHuA ¢uisiocodha BeppaseBa CTOHT, eCcTeCTBEHHO,
JIOCTOEBCKHH MBICIUTENb («BeJHUAMmuid pPyCCKHHE MeTa(U3uK>).
I'naBHoe, uTo Bufesa ¥ IeHUa y JlocroeBcKoro Beppsaes, 910 (buio-
cocuro y JoeToeBCcKOro, ero yueHwe O ueJIOBeKe, 3Jle H JIIOOBH, O
PEBOJIIONMK M CODMAJIU3Me, 0 pyccKoM Hapozne B Poccun, o Beauxom
Hukeuzurope, XpHcTe 1 AHTHXPHCTE.

3. Tlpz BceH 3HAUYUTENHHOCTH BJIMAHMA J[OCTOEBCKOro Ha bBep-
JsdeBa, otHomeHHe Bepasera K J[ocTOEBCKOMY He GbLII0 HEM3MEHHBIM.
910 B 0cOGEHHOCTH BEepHO IPHUMEHHTEJILHO K IIeHTPAJILHOH PyCcCKOH
Teme Beppsaesa, ero KOHIENIUH DyccKoH umedu. Ecium B 3pesof ce-
PepHHe KUSHEHHOT'0 HAeHHOro ImyTu BephseBa ero NpefCTABJICHUE O
PyCCKOH HaIlMOHAJBHOM Xxapakrepe, Poccum m pycckod mpaee Gojee
BCEer'0 CBA3BIBAJIOCH € JIOCTOEBCKMM, TO B IOCJIEHEM HECATHUIIETHH
ero MOJNIoH KH3HM B yMe U cepple Beppsiea ToJsicToil BO MHOIOM
OTTEeCHHJI U Faxke BbITecHUJ IlocToeBcrkoro. Bor mouemy HeoOXomumo
Bcerjla yCTAHABJHBATh, K KAKOMY HMEHHO IIEPHONY B AYXOBHOH I
upelHo# sBomionuu BepaseBa OTHOCATCA Te WJIM HHBIE €0 BBHICKA3bI-
BaHHA O J[OCTOEBCKOM.

4. FHecMmoTpa Ha TO, 4TO cyXaeHus Bepnaesa o JlocToeBCKOM Hamo
BOCIIPHHUMATBL XPOHOJIOTHYECKHU ¥ KPUTHUYECKH, BepasaeBy obecneueHO
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[MPOYHOE MECTO B HCTODHH JOCTOEBCKOBENEHMS, -— KaK BHAHOMY
IPEACTaBUTENIQ TOTO PEeJIMIHO3HO-PUIOCO(PCKOrO HANpaBJIeHHA B
pycckoll MblcyH, 6e3 KOTOPOTO HEBO3MOXKHO IIPABHJIBHO BOCIPHHATH
U yTyIyOJIeHHO HCTOJIKOBATh HEe TOJBKO JIOCTOEBCKOI'O-MBICIIHTEIH,
HO M HEOTHEJMMOIO OT Hero J0CTOeBCKOI'O-XyHOXKHHKA.
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A. OSMHIITEMH H ®. M. TOCTOEBCEHH

(IIpo6GyeMa B3aHMMOCBA3M HAYKH M HCKYCCTBA)
by Anatol Popluiko*

OfHmTeHH U JOCTOEBCKHIL, — YTO OGIIEero MeXAY HOCUTENIMHU
aTHX IByX uMeH? O0a ObLiIM I'eHHAJIBHBI, KAXKALIA B CBOeH 0GJIaCTH:
JocToeBckuil B JuTepaType, DHHINTEHH — B TeOpeTHUECKOH (hHU3HKe.
Onu He GBIIH COBPeMeHHHKAMH, He MOIJIH GBITH B fpy»k0e U COCTOATH
B Iepenmcke. AJabbeprTy OHHINTe#AHY OBIJIO BCEro TPH TOAa, KOrga
ymep Pemop MuxafinoBuu J[0CTOEBCKHH.

Y KRaxJOTro y4eHOr0 CBOM JIMTepaTypHble BKYCBHI, JIIOOMMbIE aB-
Topel. KaskapIii MoXeT HazBaTh HMS ORHOro, ABYX K GoJiee mHca-
TeJleH, KOTOPHIX OH JIIOGHUT, YbH IIPOM3BEJEHHA OCTABMJIM HeH3IJia-
DHEMBIA cjef B gyure. CBefieHUs 06 9TOM HY:KHBI 6HOrpadaM y4eHbIX,
HEeOOXOJUMBI COI[MOJIOTAM, H3YYaIOIIMM XYA0XKeCTBEHHBIE BKYChI
Pa3jMyHBIX TPYNI YHTATeJeH — HHXKEHEpPOB, YUYEHBIX, yYallUxcd,
JOMaIlHUX X03feK ¥ T.J. M ecsm ObI BOIIpOC IUEJI TOJBKO O JIUTEPA-
TYPHBIX BKycax, M K HHM CBOJMWJIOCH Gbl 3HaueHHe J[OCTOEBCKOTO
B Ku3HH A. DfiHmrefiHa, TO He CTOMJIO ObI COIIOCTABJIATH M CBA3bI-
BaTh HMeHa HeMeLKOro (PU3uKa M PYCCKOTO IHCATeJid. YTIOMHHAHHE
o focroeBckoM B Ouorpaduu DfiHmTeHHa 661710 Gb1 HE3HAYUTEILHBIM
INTPUXOM, KAKOH-TO 4epTOYKOH B IICHXOJIOTHHM (PH3HKa, HO He Mare-
pHaJIOM AJd M3y4YeHUs BJIHAHUA TBOpYecTBA J[OCTOEBCKOT'O Ha MHPO-
BO3peHHe JIIOJed HAYKW, JIOfeH NPYroro TBOPYECKOr'0 HAIIPABJIEHH.

Ho B ToM TO ¥ JeJio, uTo mpoGiieMa «DHHINTeHH U JOCTOEBCKHH»,
— BBIXOAUT 3a Tpefesbl YHCTO OHorpadudyecKoH HHMOpPMALMH U
ONMHAKOBO IIPWHANJIEIKUT, KaK HCTOPHH HAayKH, TaK H JIMTepaTypbI.

MoskHo mOo J00BH K J{OCTOEBCKOMY CYAHTH O JIATEPATYPHBIX
BKycax OHHINTeHHA, MOKHO HaHTH B IIPOM3BEJEHUAX IHCATENA
HCTOYHHK HEKOTOPbIX (HIOCOPCKHX H COIHAJILHO-OOIEeCTBEHHBIX
uped, dusuka. Eume Gosee, yCTaHOBHTL GJIM30CTH XYAOMKECTBEHHOT'O

*ANATOL POPLUIKO is former Assistant Professor of the Mining Institute
at Dnepropetrovsk, USSR.
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¥ HAyYHOT'O B TBOpYeCTBe IIHCATEJIS H yYeHOro, TeM 0oJiee, 4TO B Ca-
MOM HX TBODYECTBe Hepas3pbIBHbI Quiocodcxre Hpen, (puimocodus
KocMmoca, mmocodusa STHKH U GOKECTBEHHOTO.

Yro paspeliaeT HaM YTBEPXKAATh O OJIM30CTH XYHOMXKECTBEHHOIO
H HAy4YHOTO MeTORa IO03HAHUA [eHCTBHTEJIbHOCTH JIOCTOEBCKOTO H
O#HmTelHa? Mbl TIPHUBBIKJIM IIPOTHBOIIOCTABJATL HAYYHOE MBIIIJIE-
HHe XYHOXKEeCTBEHHOMY, KaK MBINUIEHHe WIesAMM, IOHATHAMU, B
TIEPBOM CJIydae, ¥ MbIILJIeHHe 06pasaMu — BO BTOpOM. JIIOmWM HAYKH
M HCKYyCCTBAa KAXKYTCA HaM CJENJIEHHbIMH M3 pa3HOro recra. IlosTomy
Hafio o0JIaJaTh cepbe3HbIMH (DaKTaMH, KOTODblE CBHIETEIHCTBOBAJIN
O6bI O TUIyGOKOH HIYXOBHOH G6JHM30CTH MsICHH JIOCTOEBCKOTO yMy
OHHITEeAHA, O CEePbe3HOM BJIMAHHM HA Pa3BHTHe JYXOBHOTO MUpA
(pr3MKa TBOpPYECTBAa BEJIMKOTO PYCCKOIO IIHCATEJIs.

O6GparuTth ocoboe BHUMaHHe Ha CBA3b 0OOMX MMEH 3aCTaBHJIA, 3a-
myicaHHad HeMelkuM nybsaunucerom A. MomkoBcKHM Oecefia ¢ AJib-
Geprom OiHmTefiHOM. fI paspemnry ceGe HMPOIUTHPOBATL COREPHKAHHE
Oecenmbl, Kak ee mepepaer Jsmreparop . JIaHWH, M KOoTOpas IOCJY-
JKUJIA OCHOBOH BCeX IIOCJIERYIOUINX OOBACHEHHH, NMPENIOJIOKeHMH H
JOTalOK O BHYTPEHHEM CMbICJIe YTBEePXKIeHMH OHHINTEHHA, :

...Ecam BBl cOopocuTe, KTO BbI3bIBaeT BO MHe HamGoabiumit

MHTepec, TO A orBeuy: JlocToeBCKMii ! — OH NOBTOPMI STO ¥MSA
HECKOJIBKO pa3 ¢ ocofeHHbIM yzxapeHmeM. VI, 4ToObl mpeceyb B
KOpHEe BCAKOe BO3pazKeHue, oH AobaBmi: — J[OCTOEBCKMII AaeT MHE

Gonbire, yeM Jr000i1 HaydHbBII MbBICAUTENL, Goiablie, yeM Iayce I1

Srot paszroBop MomkoBcKOro ¢ AasbepToM DHHIITEHHOM COCTOSII-
cd B JBaflATBIX IOAax, KOIWAa TEOPHsS OTHOCUTEJHHOCTH ITOJLYYUIIA
SKCIIEpUMEHTAJIbHOe TIONTBepKieHHe. B HayyHOM Mupe ee IpuU3HaHHE
6b110 BeeoOwmM. Mma OHHIITeHHa BceM crajo Gumskam. Emy mo-
chLIaNU mHMChbMa ¢ amgpecoM — «EBpona, OHHIITEHHY>.

Kak MOKHO IOHATH cjIoBa OHHINTeHHA, 4T0 JJoCTOEBCKHI eMy HaJj
Goasine Maycca? MODIKOBCKHE BhICKa3aJjl TaKOe IIPEATIOJIOIKEHUE

He B ToM a1 Bce feno, uTo «Bpatba KapaMa3oBbl» — €QMHCTBEH-
Hasg B CBOEM pOAEe AYXOBHas ILIEHHOCTh, B OTJIM4YME OT MaTeMaTy-
YecKMX OTKpbITMII I'aycca, KOTOpBIE MOT' CHeJaThb, B KOHLE KOHIIOB,
u Jaboit Apyroit ucciaemoBaTedb ?

Ha srto OfiHmTe#H BO3pasui, «...Jyullee, YTo HaM #mais [ayce
TOMKe MOT' JaTh TOJIBKO OH OJHH>.

HecoMHEHHO B DTOM OTHOIIeHHM (pu3uK OblI mpaB. [eficTBUTENH-
HO, UCTOPHSA HAYYHBIX OTKPBITHH IOKAa3bIBAET, YTO KOINA IONXONHUT

1Maumua CemeHoBud JanuH (IInmorke), «Bo3MoKHBIE pellleHMs (M3 JAHEBHMKA
JurepaTopar), XKYpH. «Bonpocsl auT-pbl», 1964, Ne 8, cTp. 88-110, cm. 92.
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BpeMA [ OTKPBITHA, OHO OyJeT CHeJIaHO, eCJIH He TeM, TO JpPyruM
Y4YeHBbIM, JaCTO IIOBTOPHO M, Hepefiko, IapaJiiesbHO. HHTerpaJjbHOe
u puddepeHIHaIbHOE UCYHUCIeHNe Obly pa3paboTaHbl He3aBHCHMO
Ipyr ot mpyra JletiGuuniem um HrproroHoMm. Ilocse JIoGaueBckoro, He-
33BHCHMO OT Hero, K HESBKJIMJOBOH I'eOMETPHH IIPHINEJ] BeHTeDPCKHH
marematuk f1. Bouspai, omyGiuxoBaBmimiE cBooo pabory B 1832 .
B apxuse K. ®. I'aycca, mocyie ero cMmeprH, ObLIH OGHapyXeHBI Ha-
GpOCKM HAYaJBHBIX IIOJIOKEHHH HE9BKJIMIOBOH I'eOMETPHH.

MoxxHo 6e3ycJOBHO He COMHEBAaThecH, YTO Bce AaHHoe I'ayccom
HayKe, PaHO HJIM MO3XHO, CTaJI0 ObI NOCTOSHHEM uejoBeuecTBa. Ho
0HO ObIJI0 GBI TBOPYECTBOM HE OJHOTO Y4YEHOrO, a4 COdYeTaHHeM, pa3-
JIMYHBIX HAYYHBIX OTKPBITHH pa3HBIX YYeHBIX. II09TOMY He MOIJIO
6b1TEL mpyroro JloGauesckoro, uind I"aycca, uin OHHINTEHHA.

CoBceM HHOe IIOJIOXKEHHe C HHCATeJIMH, XYAOKHHKAMH, KOMIIO-
3UTOPaMH, ¢ UX TBOPYECKHMH JOCTH:KeHHAMH. HenoBTopuMSbI «BpaTha
KapawmazoBnl», «IIpectymienne u Haxazanme», «HpgHOT», — HX MOT
co37aTh TOJBKO TeHMi JlocToeBcKoro, Kak «BoHEy m Mups», «AHHY
Kapenuny», Hanucats Mor Jumb JleB Toscroi. ITmcaTesnp HemoBTO-
pPHUM, KaK H ero NPOH3BeJleHHs. Y YeHbIH TaKxKe HeIIOBTOPHM KaK JIMY-
HOCTh, KAK HAYYHBIH JlesATesIb, HO TIOBTOPHUMBI €r0 OTKPBITUA. B bTOM
OCHOBHOE ¥ MPUHIHIHMAJBHOE OTJIHYHE HAYYHOTO OTKPBITHA OT XY-
JO¥KECTBEHHOT'O TBOPEHHH.

TIpae laHuH, KOrma YTEEPKIAET, 4TO H Oe3 DUHINTeHHA KBaH-
TOBad TeOpHA cCBeTa, pacmH@pPoBKa OpPayHOBCKOTO [ABMMKEHHA N
CIenyAJIbHBIH NPHHIAI OTHOCHTEJILHOCTH, B KOHIlE KOHI[OB, CTaJIH
Ob1 mocTogHMEM HayKW. TOJIBKO He MOTJIO ObITH BTOPOro OHHIITEHHA.

A. MOmKOBCKHE BBIABHUHYJ TaKOe IIPEHIIOJOKeHH e

He B TOM JiM BCe JeJI0, YTO BeJMKHE INPOU3BEJEeHUA MCKYCCTBAa
HUKOIZa He HaJoeAaloT, K HYM MOZKHO BO3BpPallaThCA CHOBA M CHOBA,
OTKpBIBasg B MX IAybMHax ele HEBeAOMBLIE VCTOYHMKM Hacjdax-
neHus ?

AnnGept DHIITEHH HA 9TO BO3PA3HJI:

.../ K BeIMEMM HAY4YHBIM TEODMAM MbI MOZKEM BO3pallaTbCA
CHOBa ¥ CHOBa ¥ BIleHaTJIEHME OT STOr0 HMUCKOJLKO He ociaGeBaer.?

Besukuil (pu3uk caM Tak OOBSICHAJ cBoe IpucTpacTie K JloeToes-
cKoMy: eMmy «Bpatba KapaMazoBbl» JAIOT «BTHUYECKOE YIOBJIETEO-
perue». K coxasenmio, MOIIKOBCKUE He BBIICHHJI, YTO OJIA OHH-
IITelHa, 3HAUNUT «DTHYECKOe YHOBJIETBODEHHE», TOUEMY pPa3roBOp He

2put. crp. 92.
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mesa 00 3CTETHYECKOM HacHaXKmeHuH. 1 bTUM caMbIM 0CTAJIOCh IIH-
POKOe II0JIe AJIA [OTaJ0K O BHYTPEHHEM CMBICJIE 9TOT'O BHICKA3LIBAHUS,
O ero HeNOCPe[CTBEHHOH CBA3H C MOPAJIbHBIMM HEaJIaMH CaMOro
OnmTeHHa.

HocroeBckmuit mau Iayce, — cnoBa DHHINTEHHa CTaNMd OTIPAB-
HBIM IIyHKTOM BO3HMKIIEH B JIMTEPATYpPOBERXYECKOH cpefie MHCKycCHM
BOKDPYT npobJyieMbl — ORHIITEHH-JocToeBcKuH. J[UCKYyCcCHA Besach B
KPYTYy COBETCKHUX HCCJEeOBaTesled, HCTOPHKOB €CTECTBO3HAHHUSI, JIH-
TEePaTypPOBENOB, NYyOJHUIMCTOB ¥ KPHUTHKOB. ONHWUM H3 TepBLIX B
COBETCKOH JIMTepaType CPaBHHTENHHO NMOAPOGHO OCTAHABIHUBAJICH HA
ponu J{0CTOEBCKOTO B JXM3HH H TBOpYecTBe AJibOepra OHHIITEHHA
ucropurk Hayku B. I'. KysHenos. B cBoell kHure o6 DiHireline, BbI-
mepmeit B 1963 romy, 9Ty TeMy aBTOp 3aTPOHYJ MHMOXONOM, KakK
33Ja4y U3y4YeHHS COOTHOLIEHHA MEXJY HAY4YHBIM TBOPYECTBOM DHH-
mrefHa U XyI0XKeCTBEHHbIM TBopuecTBoM JlocToeBckoro. Bomee mop-
po6Ho KysHenos paccmarpuBaa npobiemy B 1965 r® u 3arem —
B 1967 r.%, B TpeTheM H3JaHHH KHUTH 006 ODHHIITelHe.

daKTHYeCKH [HCKYCCHA Ha4aJach JIMIIL C ONHOBPEMEHHOM IIy-
6smuxanuy B Mapre 1968 r. crarbu Toro ke B. KysHerosa — «O6pa3ssI
Hocroesckoro u upen OHHmTeHHa»® W OTBeTa Ha Hee KPUTUKA U
ny6munucra M. C. I'yca — «IIporuBopeuns J[0CTOEBCKOTO M TIPHHIIUAT
IOIIOJIHUTEJIbHOCTH. »°

Ilocye 9TOro HACTYIHJI JABYXJIETHHH IlepephIB, A0 MOSABJEHHA B
1970 r. crarsu JsmureparypoBefa B. C. Meinaxa, B KOTOpoH Obiyia
JaHa oueHKa Auckyccuu Mexny KyssnenossiMm u I'ycom. Mefinax, s
cBoell crathe — «0OO0 OFHOH JMCKyCCHH», — BBINBHHYJ HOIOJIHHU-
TEJILHO BOIIPOC O COOTHOINEHMH HAYYHOI'O H XYJOYKECTBEHHOI'O MbI-
IIJIeHHs1 Ha mnpuMepe TBopdecTBa JlocToeBckoro M OiHmITeHHA.
JacTHyHO UM OBLIO 3aTPOHYTO M OTHOIUeHHe caMoro JlocToeBCKOro
K HayKe ero BpeMeHH.?

IIpexpme YeM INepedTH K AaHAJIM3y M OIlEHKE JHCKYCCHU, Mbl
MOJUKHBI OTMETUTH, YTO ellle [0 ee BOZHHKHOBEHHA M BbICTYILJIEHHUI
Ky3HenoBa, B COBETCKOH IyOIMIMCTHKE yXKe ObIIHM YIOMHHAHHUA 00
OTHOLIEHWH OHHMTeHHAa K TBOpPYeCcTBY JlOCTOEBCKOrO, HAIlpHMep, B
crarbe nucatensa u reorpada M. M. 3abemuna — «O KyabType MbIII-

3B. I Ky3HenoB, «JitHmuTeitH M JlocroeBckuit», XKypH. «Hayka mn XKusan»,
1965, Ne 6, cTp. 38-44.

4B. T. Ky3Heuos, «DiHIITeH», 3~ U3aHMe, UCIIPABJIeHHOEe ¥ JONOJHEHHOoe,
Hayxka, M., 1967, cM. cTp. 87-101, raBa «JlocToeBcKuit 1 Monapr».

5B. T. KysHeuos, «O6pa3bl JlOCTOEBCKOro M wupaeM OIHHIUTEHA», KYPH.
«Bompock! JIuT-pe1», 1968, Ne 3, crp. 138-165.

M. C. I'yc, «IIpoTBopeunsa J[OCTOEBCKOTO ¥ IPMHLMII JOIOJHUTEJILHOCTH»,
TaM xKe, cTp. 166-180; ero nepy npMHAAJIERUT UcclenoBaune — «¥ixen m o6pasnl
Jocroesckoro», M., 1962 r.

7B. C. Meitnax, «O6 ogHoOit aucKyccenn», KypH. «Hesa», 1970, Ne 5, crp. 183~189.
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JeHud».’ Cyga o onyOGIHKOBaHHOMY B KypHaJte «IOHOCTB» OTPBIBKY
u3 KHUry BocromunaHuit M. I'. DpenOypra «JIopu, rogbl U KU3HbY,’
eme B 1947 r. Openbypr Gecemomas c¢ OfHmTeHlHOM. B pasrosope ¢
COBETCKHM mucaTeseM DHHINITEHH yIOMHHAJ O BIEYATIIEHHH, KOTOpOe
OCTaBJIAET y HETO YTeHHEe IIPOM3BeReHHH J[OCTOEBCKOTO:

Ha mensa ouenb Goabloe BHedaTJeHME npoussesm «Bparba Ka-
paMas3oBbl». DTO OAHA M3 TeX KHUI, KOTOpble pa30MBAlOT MeXaHM-
YyecKue IPeACTABJEHMA O BHYTPEHHEM MMpe 4eJIOBeKa, 0 IpaHmMIax
mobpa m 3ia.

Henb3da He YIOMHHYTb, uTO B KHHIe TearpoBena C. KopbITHOH —
«Ilepom u 06beKTHBOM. KMHOTeHWUEH JIX NYXOBHBIH MHp?», B CBA3H
¢ TeMOH O XY[O)KEeCTBEHHOM M HAYYHOM MbIIJIEHWH, YIIOMHUHAETCS
uMa J{OCTOEBCKOTO B CBA3M ¢ DHHIITEeHHOM.0

TBopUYecTBO mHcaTedd M (PU3HUKA CONOCTaBJAETCA TaKIKe B pa-
6ore M. 3osorycckoro — «Paycr u dpusmras.'!

TaxkoB IPUMEPHBIH CIHCOK paboT COBETCKHUX HCcJefoBaTelied, B
KOTOPBIX, TaK HJIM HHadye, 3aTparuBajiach TeMa «OHHmTeHH H lo-
cToeBcKuit». Ha MbICIAX, BRICKa3aHHBIX aBTOPAMH OTHX TPYHNOB, MbI
¥ OCTAHOBHMCH.

IIpe:xme Bcero aHayM3 npoOJeMbl clefyeT HavaTb ¢ pabor B.
Kysrenosa. CBoo craThio, ony6iauKoBaHHYI0 B 1965 rony B KypHaJe
«Hayka u Ku3Hb», aBTOp HaYMHAET C BOIpoca camMoMy cefe:

IToyemy OiHINTENH TOBOPMI O JJOCTOEBCKOM: OH JaeT MHe Goiblue,
yeM 1100051 MbICANTENB, Gosbie yeM I'aycc? Uro mor gares Jlocroes-
CKMI1 CO37aTeJI0 TEOPUM OTHOCUTEJIBLHOCTH ?

W cam xe Ky3HenoB maer oTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC:

Pasymeercs, He punocodckne, MopallbHbIE M OGIIIECTBEHHbIE MAEH,
KoTopkle JOCTOEBCKMII BIOKMI B CO3HAHMe M B yCTA CBOMX I'epOEB.
OJHIITENH dYepnaJg B XYAOXKECTBEHHOJN JIMUTepaType He SJEMEeHThI
Hay4yHOrO MMPOBO33pEHMA, a MMIYJILChI IJIA IIOMCKOB. BiamaHme
XYAOXKECTBEHHOT0 TBOPYECTBA HA HAYYHOE TBOPYECTBO 3aBMUCEJO He
OT IIO3UTMBHBIX OTBETOB, & OT 9CTETUHECKOr0o OGOCIIEHMS BOIIPOCOB
¥ NPOTMBOPEYUMiI CTapoil KapTMHBI MMPA, OT MHTEHCHMBHOCTY XYIO-
JKEeCTBEHHOTO OCO3HAaHMUA HPOTUBOPEUYMBOCTM M OECKOHEYHOM CIIOXK-
HOCTM MMPO3xaHudA.12

811. M. Babesns, «O KyIbType MBILIIEHMS», KYDPH. «Hosbiit Mup», 1961, Ne 1,
crp. 158-165.

9J1. T. Openbypr, «JBa noprpera», xypH. «IOHOCTB», 1965, Ne 1, crp. 69.

10C. KopeITHad, «Ilepom M 06BeKTUBOM. KUHOrEHNMYEH JM IYXOBHBIN Mup?>»,
u3xn. «VickyccTBo», M. 1966, mmr. Meitnax, cm. 7.

U, 3omorycckmii, «Payer u puzura» (uur. B. Meitnax; cm. 7), crp. 185.

12em. 3, crp. 38.

— 113 —



B. Ky3HellOB 3aKaHYHMBAaeT 9Ty CTATHIO CJIOBAMH, KOTOpble Heol-
XOJIIMO IIPHBECTH 37ech, UTOObI ObIJIa ACHA Ta Hped, KOTOPYIO IIPOBO-
IOUT aBTOP IIPH COIIOCTABJIEHHH HMEHH HEMELKOro (PH3UKa U PYCCKOro
TIHCaTeNs :

Ms1 BcTpeyaeMm ynommHaume o «Bparbax KapaMaz3oBbiX» B IINChb-
Me JJHINTEHA, IocladHoM u3 BepamuHa B 1920 roxmy. B mmcbMme
rOBOPMUTCSA O IIOKAa elle IIePBOHAYAJBHBIX, HO y2Ke 00ellIalMX CTaTh
KpajHe My4uTeJbHBIMM IIOMCKaX €AMHOJ Teopuu. Jlajee pedb muuer
0 HalMOHAJMCTMYECKOl pearkimy B ['epMaHmMM; Torjga eile Heab3d
OBLIO IpeACTaBUTh MacIuTabbl PA3PYLLIUTENLHOTO Xaoca, K KOTOPOMY
OHa IIpMBeJa, HO HAIIPAaBJICHME ee yiKe OIpeAesnioch. I BOT MeXAY
ABYMA KOHCTATalLMAMM THMKEJIbIX MHTEJIEKTYaJbHbIX M MOPaJIbEHO-
TOMUTUYECKNX TEeHAEHIMI, IIPOTMBOPEYAIMX WAeajJly TapMOHUM,
OitHIuTeltH roBopuT o «BpaThax KapamazoBbIx.l®

B zaksroyeHun crarbu Ky3HeNOB JaeT OKOHUATENbHYIO (DOPMYJIH-
POBKY CBOMX B3IVIIJOB Ha CYIIHOCTh 3HadeHH:A JIOCTOEBCKOTO [
OfHmTeHHA :

Urax, JocToeBCKMIT ObII A OMHINTENH MCTOYHWKOM VMIIYJLCOB,
YKPEIUIABIIMX ¥ YCUMJIMBaBUIMX €r0 TATY K IIOMCKAaM Hay4HOM, 00-
LI[ECTBEHHOT ¥ MOPAJbHOM rapMOHMUM. OTHM MMITYJbChI HE ONIPEeAeNIAIn
M He WM3MEeHAJNY HaIpaBJeHMe MHTEPecOB ONHIITEHA, HO yBeJIu-
4YyBaJM €ro CKaJAPHYyI Mepy. HanpaBieHue O6bLIO OIIpenEIeHO
paHbIle, yeM DMHIUTEMH MO3HAKOMMJICH ¢ IIPOM3BEAEHNIMM J[OCTOEB~
ckoro. Ho MHTeNIEeKTyaJlbHOe ¥ MOPaJbHOE BO3ZENCTBIE TBOPUECTBA
JIOCTOEBCKOTO Ha MAEMHYIO0 XKM3Hb HAIET0 CTOJEeTHMA IIPOEKTHPOBa-
JIOCH HA HalpaBJIeHUe, IO KOTOPOMY IueJs DIHIUTeNH, OYeHb MOIITHOMI
YCKOPSIOLIEl cocTaBJsAmoie.l4

Ceou uped O 3HAUEHMH TBOpYecTBa J[OCTOEBCKOTO HAJA AaBTOPA
Teopun OTHOcHTesbHOCTH Ky3HeloB maJsiee pa3Bui B paGore «O6paszbl
JlocToeBCcKOTO W wjen OHHINTEHHA», KOTOPad, KaK MbI YIOMHHAJIH,
MOCJIYKUJIa HAYaJioM IHCKyCCHH Ha 9Ty TeMy. Kak cIpaBensnso
orMerust ero ommoHeHT M. C. I'ye, aBTOp, aHAJIM3HPysA COOTHOIIEHUE
Hay4yHBIX HIel OHHIITeHHA H XyROXeCTBEHHBIX 00pas3oB [ocToes-
CKOT'0, «OIepHpyeT TIJIABHBIM O0pa30M «IIPHHIIUIIOM HOIOJIHHTEJIb-
HOCTH», — TO €CThb MeTofoM, co3faHHbIM Hmincom Bopom m «ko-
IeHrareHCKOH IIKOJIOH» (DM3MKOB, NMPOTHB KOTOPOro DHHMIITEHH CIO-
PHJI BILIOTH O CAMOH CMepTH».’

Ecnu 6bI IpHIIO’KeHHe IPHHIMIA FONOJHHTeJLHOCTH Bopa, peii-

1306 sToMm mmcepMe yrioMmuHaercsa B pabore 3eenmra, KOTOPYIO 34€Ch LIUTUPYET
Kysueuos, 3, crp. 44.

Albert Einstein. Leben un Werk eines Genius unserer Zeit, C. Seelig,
(Zurich, 1960), S. 265; muT. cTp. 44.

4em. 3, cTp. 44.

5uur, 6, crp. 167.
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CTBHUTEJILHO, 4YTO-TO JABaji0O HOBOE M ILJIOKOTBOPHOE JJA aHAJHU33
TBOpYecTBa JJ0CTOEBCKOr0, aBTOPY MOYKHO GHLJIO GBI IPOCTHTH OLIMOKY.
daxTHYeCKH, NPHUHIUI ITONOJIHUTEJbHOCTH IpuBes Ky3HemoBa Ha
HENPaBUJIGHBIH IIyTh.

B. KysHelloB pazjuyaeT B XyHOXKECTBEHHOM TBOpuecTBe JlocToeR-
CKOTO fiBe cTOpOHBI. OflHa — HppalHOHAJIICTHYEeCKad, CO3HATeJbHAA
TeHJIeHIUA NMHCAaHUs, IO KOTOPOH OH NOApa3yMeBaeT MUPOBO33peHHE
nucatess. Jlpyras CTOpoHa — palMOHAJMCTHYECKAad IIODTHKA, IIPO-
ABJIAIONIAACH B Pa3BUTHH XYHNOXKECTBeHHbIX 00pa30oB. B HeKOHTpO-
JIMPyeMOM BO3[eHCTBHH ORHOH CTOPOHBI TBOpPYECTBA Ha APYTYIO H
CKa3bIBaeTcd, 10 MHeHUIO Ky3HelloRa, MpodBJeHWe IPHHIUIIA HOIIOJI-
HUTEJILHOCTH. B Xy[OoKeCTBEHHBIX IIPOU3BeNeHUAX J[0CTOEBCKOIO CO-
yeraeTcd, KaK CUHMTAaeT aBTOpP, IIPOTHBOIIOJIOMHOCThL XapaKTepa TeH-
OEeHIMH — XapaKTepy IOTHKH. B srom Ky3HemoB M BHAHT IIpO-
SIBJIEHUE MPUHIIATIA AOIIOJHHATEILHOCTH, KOTOPhIA U B (PU3HKEe IIpUMe-
HfAeTCA KaK METOJ] TPAKTOBKU IIPOTHBOIIOJIOMKHBIX CTOPOH OJHOIO H
TOrO JKe IpoIeccal®,

IIpu anasmze TBopuecTBa JlocroeBckoro Ky3HeOB HCXORUT u3
MIPOTHUBOCTABJIEHAA MHPOBO33PEHHA IHMCATeNd, ero HAeHHbIX HCKAHUH,
IIPUCYIIEMY €My XYOKEeCTBeHHOMY METOAY, MHBIMH CJIOBAMH — H3
CYIIeCTBOBAHUA IIPOTHBOPEUHH MeXAYy CyObeKTHBHbIM MupoMm Jlo-
CTOEBCKOI0 H OOBEKTHBHBIM CMBICJIOM €ro TBopdyecTBa. Ky3HeloB
YTBepKAaeT, 4TO

L
"~ panMoHanMCTMYECKasa nosTuxa J[OCTOEBCKOro, BOIPEKM aHTMpaIMo-
HAJMCTUMYECKO TEeHAEHLMM IPMBOAMUT K BBIBOJAM, AAJEKMM OT 3a-
MbICJIa MMcATeNd ... CO3HATENbHAdA TEHAEHLMA OKa3bIBaJach XyHO-
JKeCTBEHHO HEIIOJHOLEHHOM ¥ HeyGeaMTeNbHOM (B KapAMHAJIbHOM
OYHKTe CO3JaHMA TOJIOKUTENBHOr0 o0pa3a, B KOTOPOM IIPOMCXOAUT
«CIAMAHNE MHAUBUAYAABHOTO OBITMA» C «MYy3BIKOM cdep).l?

Orcioga Ky3HeNOB NpPHUXOAUT K BLIBOAY 4YTO Jl0OCTOEBCKOIO IIO-
CTHIVIa HeyJauya, TaK KaK IOSBMBIeecA y IHcaTeld «IIpeficTaBJeHHe
0 JOIOJIHUTEJILHOCTH JIOKAJIbHOI'O, HHJMBHAYAJbHOI'O, HEIIOBTOPH-
MOro OBITHA, C OZHOHX CTOPOHBI, M PAIJMOHAJBLHOH OOIIeH CXEeMbI

16B «@PuaocoCcroit DHIMKIONEeANM» AAETCA TaKoe oIpezeJieHMe IPUHLIMITY
JIOIIOJTHMUTENLHOCTH: «B Iporecce NO3HAHMA JJA BOCIIDOM3BOACTBA LIENIOCTHOCTH
00beKTa HEOOXOAMMO IIPUMMEHATb B3aMMOMCKJIIOYAIONME, «IONOJHUTEIbLHBIE»
KJIacchl MOHATMI, KazKAbIA M3 KOTOPBIX INPMMEHNM B CBOMX O0CODOBIX yCHOBHUAX....

...Bop npupaer NpUHOMIY AOIIOJHUTEILHOCTM BCEOO'BEMIIOINMII XapakKTep,
BBIXOJAILLIMI [HaJIeKO 3a Ipefenbl usmyecKux ABJIeHMN. «IledbHOCTHL KUMBBIX
OpraHM3MOB ¥ XapaKTEepUCTMKM JIofeii, obJafarmlmx CO3HaAHMEM, a TaKxe
YeJIOBEYECKMX KYJIbTYP, NPEeACTaBIAIOT HYePThI L€JIOCTHOCTM, OTOGparxKeHMe KO-
TOPBIX TPeOyroT TUIMYHO JOIOJHMTEJILHOTO crmocoba ommcanusa» («KBaHTOBas
cdusura u ¢pumocodpuar», B XKypH. «Ycnexm ¢us. Hayk», T. 67, Bpm. I, 1959,
crp. 42) usmy. DHUMKIONeAus, T. 2, M., 1962, cTp. 52.

17¢Mm. 5, cTp. 141, 154,
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MHPOBOM rapMOHHM», He IpHOGPETasI0 YeTKUX KOHTYPOB U He peaJtid-
30BaJIOCh B IIO3HUTHBHYIO COLMAJIBHYIO M MOpPaJIbHYIO IIporpaMmy.'?
KoHeuyHO, NpPUHIMI [ONOJHHTEJIBLHOCTH He HAed OHHImTeHHa, B
srom npaB I'yc. IIpaB KpHTHK ¥ B TOM, 4YTO HHKAKHX II€PCIEKTHB
B IIOHUMaHHM XYHOMKECTBEHHOT'O TBOpYecTBa JOCTOEBCKOTrO ITofoGHOE
IIpUMeHEHHEe IIPUHIIAIIS AOIOJHUTEJHLHOCTH He co3maeT. Hesb3s wHc-
KYCCTBEHHO IIPOTHBOIIOCTABJIAThL MHPOBO33peHHE IHCaTess €ro Xy-
IOXKECTBEHHOMY TBOpPuecTBY. MupoBo3s3peHue J[OCTOEBCKOTO MMEJIO
pernaioniee 3HauUeHWe AJIA HAIIPABJICHHA €U0 XYHOXKEeCTBEHHOI'O TBOD-
4yeCcTBa, HJIA IPoOJieM, KOTOpble OH peIlaJl B CBOMX IIPOU3BEIEeHUIX.
TIosTOMy HeNb3sA OTHENATH M IIPOTHBOCTABJIATH J[OCTOEBCKOTO Xy-
moxHuKaA, JlocToeBcKOMy — (uiocody, Mblcauresio. B TBopyecTBe
nucaTesisi HArJIAQHO NPOABJAETCH €QUHCTBO CO3HATEJBHOrO M IIOJ-
CO3HATEJIBHOrO0, (PHIIOCOPCKHUX HCKAHMH M MHTYHIIMH XYLOXKHHKA.

Y HocToeBCKOrO IBITAJINCH HAHTH NPOTHBOPEUYHE MEXKIY YOexK-
JeHHAMH, BbIPaKeHHLIMH B €ro AHEBHHUKAX U CTATbAX, U TEeMH B3TJIA-
JlaMH ero, KOTOpble BBIABJIAIOTCS B €r'0 XY[AOKECTBEHHBIX IIPOH3BeE-
HfeHusax. Pasymeerca, B myGaunucTuke JlocToeBcKoro Gojiee OTKPBITO
M OTYETJIMBO IIPOABJIAETCA €ro oOIllecTBEHHOE CO3HAHWE, €r0o IIOJIH-
THYECKHMe M HAallMOHAJIbHbIE CHMIIATHH M aHTHIIATHH. HO M B caMoM
XYIOKECTBEHHOM TBOPYECTBE IIHCATENA JOCTATOYHO BBINYKJIO BBI-
CTYIaeT €ero MHPOBO33peHHe, XOTA XyHOoxKecTBeHHble o6Gpazbr [lo-
CTOEBCKOr'0 He SABJIAIOTCHA IIPAMBIM HMJLJIIOCTPATHBHBIM OTOOpPaKeHHEM
ero OOLIECTBEHHBIX HIEaJIOB M CHMIIATHH.

J. HaHuH cuuTaeT BechbMa IPaBAOIOMOOHBIM OFNHO H3 INPeHIo-
noxeHusn KysHeloBa o xapakTepe BO3JeHCTBHA TBOpUECTBa J[0CTOEB-
CKOr0 Ha HayyHble IIOMCKH OHHINTEHHA:

MoIlLHOe IICMXOJOrMYeCcKOo) BO3JIENICTBME MOKeT IIOMOYb paciua-
TBIBAHMIO IIPUBBIYHBIX IIPEACTaBJIEHMUI M accoumanmii. B sTtoM Hyx&-
JaeTcsd MIIyl[as Hay4dHad MbICab. OCOGEHHO TOrAa, KOrAa OHAa 3aHATa
IOMCKaM} CTPOIMHOM (OM3MUecKoil CUCTEMBI MMpa M He JOJIZKHa
CTPAIIMTBECA IMapafoKCalIbHBbIX YEePT B NOMCKax Ipupozabl. Viccaemo-
BaTeJII0 BalXHO BUJETh, KaK B APYroi cdepe — B MCKyccTBe, mmapa-
AOKcalbHbIe (HPaKThI XKM3HM OOpETalT IIOJNHYIO HNOCTOBEPHOCTH M
OTKPBLIBAIOT CBOIO OOYCJIOBJEHHOCTb B 3aNyTaHHO-CJIOXKHOI, HO
CTPOiHOI KapTuHe ObITyA.19

ITorTOopasa BbIpadkeHHe KysHenoBa, 4To «J[oCTOEBCKHE maBaJ
OUHIITEHHY He JIOTHMYECKHe, a IICHXOJIOTHYECKHe HMIIYJbChI», YTO
nucaTeNb Kapasl (PUSHKY <«ITHYECKOe YHAOBJIETBOpeHHMe», — JlaHHH
HAxXONUT B HEM OJHO3HAYHOCTh, TOJIKO JIMIIL IIEPBOE IPHOJIDKEHHE
K ueruHe. CaM OH IpefJjiaraeT TaKoe MOHHMAaHHE TOT'O, B 4eM 3aKJIIO-

18¢m. 5, crp. 159.
1911, DauwmH, umut. 1, crp. 95.
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YaJIoCh STHYECKOEe YAOBJIETBOPeHHe OHHINTEeHHa OT YTEHHA IIPOU3Be-
neHus J[OCTOEBCKOTO:

OTnueckoe yJjoBJiieTBOpeHue or «BpaTrbeB KapaMa3oBbix» 1noJy4das
He DIHIITEH-JeI0BeK, TOHMMbBIA XU3HBIO, a DIHIITeH-MBICIA-
TeNlb, IPECHeAYIOIINi MO IIATAM CaMO€ IRKU3Hb, YCKOJL3AILIYI0 B
TeMHBIE YIVIBI, Ka3ajiock Obl, HEITOCTMIKMMLIX CHOMKHOcTeir. VI Torma
TIOHATHO coriocrarjieHne ¢ I'ayccom. Torga I'aycc OTHIONE He HYJb.
Hanpotms — rpomMazHad BeauumHa. Ho gns DiHIUTENH OH Obla
’CBOIT’ — WUAYIIMIL TOM 3Ke JAOPOrojl Hay4wHOro II03HAHMA Mupa.
A B noGeguTesLHOM YMOHACTPOEHWMM TeX JIeT OIHIUTENH OUIyIaJ
BCeX HAYYHBIX MBICIUTENEH — BCEX ’'CBOMX — MUAYINMMM C3axH.
VI, cormacureckh, y Hero GbIIM Ha 3TO HelIyToydble mpasBa ! A J[o-
CTOEBCKMII He ObILI 'CBOMM’ — OH IIeJ JAPYroil XOPOrojl MO3HAHMA.
VI DitHmTeitH He MOr OLUYLLIATbL €ro mo3agyM MaM BIepeau ceds.
Tor wen pagom.20

JI. JTaHvH, 3aKaHUYHUBAA 44CTh CBOEr0 JHEBHHKA JMTEpPaTOpa, Io-
CBAIIEHHOTO IpoGjemMe OHHIMTEHH-J/[OCTOEBCKUEH, BLIABUrAET HIEI0
OaJIbHEHIero HCCJIeNOBAHUA IYXOBHOH CBA3M MeXnOy oGOMMH Te-
HUAJILHBIMH TBOPIIAMH:

Jla, HECOMHEHHO, JIyYIUMM TOJKOBaHMEM 3TOI CBA3M 0KAa3aJIoCh Obl
TakKoe, B KOTOPOM JYXOBHBII MMP DIHIUTENMHA NOJY4Yua ObI HOBOE
ocBeuleHMe 4yepe3 JOCTOEBCKOro. A OYyXOBHBIA MupP J[OCTOEBCKOIO
OTKpBIICA Obl C HOBBIX CTOPOH Omaropaps DimmTeiny. IToga, Ha-
CKOJILKO MHE U3BECTHO, TAKOI'0 NABAXKABLI 000raijaniero ToJKOBaHUA
"er. Ho ono mpuaer. IIpuaer M caMbIM HEIpeABUAEHHBLIM 0OOpazoM
6pocKUT HOBBIJ IOCEB CPa3y B ABEe GOPO3ALI Ha HEOGBATHOM IIOJe
VICTOPMM MMPOBOM KYJILTYpbI.21

Coueranme umeH JlocToeBCKOTO W OHHINTEHHA BHI3bIBAET CTPEM-
JIeHHe BepHYThCA K IpobJieMe pPOJIM HCKyceTBa B O6IIEM MO3HAHHUU
OKPY’Kalomero (OU3MYECKOro MHpa. B CBA3H ¢ BTHM i X04y IPOIUTH-
poBaTh OAHY BbIflepkKKYy u3 cTaTbu M. 3abesumna — «O KyasType
MBILIIJIEHHUA», — KOTopad ObLra omy6GiMKoBaHa Ho AucKyccuu Kys-
HenoBa ¢ I'ycoM, M B KOTOPOHM TaK:Ke 3aTPOHYTHI HMeHa IIHCATEeIIA
un dusuka. JOJDKeH OTMETHTh, YTO f IOJHOCTHIO DPAa3fesii0 TOUKY
3peHusa 3abesMHa W IOBTOMY paspellaio ceGe IMPHUBECTH HECKOJBLKO
IJIMHHYIO ITUTATy:

OcCo3HaeTCa JM 9TO YYeHbIM MJIM He Oco3HaeTcd, HO 6e3 BCAKOro
NpPeALIECTEYIOLIEr0 HALUMM AHAM MCKYCCTBAa HEBO3MOXKHAa 6bIna 6bl
CcOBpeMeHHaA HaykKa. Jla ecay Obl Ha CEKYHAY IIPEACTABUTL HeBe-
POATHOE, — YTO B MCTOPMY HENOBEYECTBA HUKOrAA He OLIIO T093mi,
— TO MOXKHO CMEJIO YyTBEPIKIATh, YTO CEroiHA y HAc He GBLIO M Tex

20 Tauny, uur. 1, crp. 95.
21auus, unr. 1, crp. 95.
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GIIeCTAIMX HAYYHBIX NOCTMUKEHMI, KOTOPBHIMY MBI II0 IIPaBY IrOPAMUM-
ca. He moToMy, pasyMmeercs, 4TO yUEHBI A. HE MOXKET XKUTh 0e3 cTu-
XO0B 1o3Ta B., a IOTOMY, YTO COBPEMEHHAR HAYKA He MONCET Pa38u-
s8arvcs 6e3 8vLcoKol CNOCOGHOCTU YUEeHDLL K 06PAZHOMY MBLUWACHUI,
BOCIHUTHIBaeTCA 2XKe 00pa3Hoe MbIILIEHNE 11033Mel, MCKYyCCTBOM. YeM
ZaJbllle IPOHMKAET YM YeJIOBEKa B KOCMOC, YeM Iiy6Ke IMorpyx aeTcsa
B aTOM, TeM BBIIIe CTaHOBUTCA TpebOBaHME K KYJbLTYDE MBILJIEHN,
OCHOBY KOTOPOJ COCTaBJSeT yMeHMe BUAETb, MBICIMUTbL 0Opa3amu
(IOAYEPKHYTO aBTOPOM).22

W. 3abesmH TaKKe MEJAET CChIIKY Ha J[OCTOEBCKOr'O B CBA3H C
HMeHeM DHHIITeHHA:

S yOexpeH, 4To ANA OMHINTENMHA, TOBOPUBILEro, 4To JIOCTOEBCKMI
naer emy Goabliie, ueM Jir000M Hay4YHBII MBICAUTENL, CKPUIIKA OBLIIa
HEe TOJNBKO JIOOMMBIM MY3BIKaJbHHEIM MHCTDYMEHTOM, HO B KaKOM TO
CTEneHM VMHCTPYMEHTOM MO3HamHMsa. Mys3blRKa — HauGpjee OTBJIEYEH-
Hasa copma 0oOpa3HOro MBIIUIEHMA — pas3BMBala, (PopMMpoBala
VICKJIIOYUTEJbHYIO CIIOCOGHOCTh OiHIITEHA K OTBJICYEHHOMY MbI-
uienmio. IIpefcraBiaene 0 BPEMEHM, 3aBMUCAILEM OT CKOPOCTM IBMU-
JKYIIETocA Teja, OT CKOILIEHMS MaTepuy, — BCE 3TO POAUIOCL HE
TOJIBKO C IIOMOIIBI0 HAy4YHOro aHajamsa.23

Hapo ckasats, 4yTo y JocToeBcKoro Ob1s10 HeoGBIYaHHO 060CTPEHO
IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHOe oInyIlieHHe. M mosromy, Korma OH yIIO-
MHHAJI 9BKJHAOBY TeOMETPHIO, OH TOBOPHMJI M KaK 3HAIONHH STy
HayKy, W KakK IIHCATeJb, [EJIAIONMH BH3YaJIbHO OCTPOH ee dmiio-
CO(PCKYIO IOHOIJIEKY.

Koneuno, HayyHOe MBIIIJIeHHE He CBOJMMUTCA TOJIBKO K MAaHHILY-
JIMPOBAaHHIO abCTPaKIHAMH, cxXeMaMH, QopMmyjgaMH, NOHATHAMH. B
Hay4IHOM TBOPYECTBe HEM30EIKHO IPHCYTCTBYIOT BJIEMEHThI 00pa3HOro
MblIeHnsa. PazyMeercs, 4To M NMHcaTesd He MOTYT B Hallle BpeMs
qyKIOAThCI HAYKH KaK TakoBod. OHH CTAJIKMBAaIOTCA C HAYKOH He
TOJILKO IO KacaTeJIbHOH, HO M JOJIKHBI NpHOerath K ee clnenudu-
yecKHM MeTonaM. Ha CThIKe HayKH U JIUTEpaTyphbl PORHIACH HAYYHO-
daHTacTHUYeCKad JINTepaTypa, KOTOpPad PaBHO IPHHANJIEKHT H HayKe
U JIATEepaType, H ee TBOPLAMH fABJAIOTCA H IHMCATEJH-XYHOKHHKU
(A. Toncro#, JKromap-Bepn, Onrap Ilo), u yueHble-mucaTesn (axap.
B. A. O6pyues, I'. ¥Yojse).

Kax mumer B. PyHumH B cratbe «JIOrmKa HayKH ¥ JIOTHKa HC-
KyCCTBa»:

Be3 Xyn0XKECTBEHHOIO MBIILJIEHMS, ONEPUPYIOLIEr0 XyHOKECTBEH-
HEIMM obGpa3amy, He MO0 GbI pPa3BMBATHCA M HAYYHOE MBILIIECHNE,
onepypyollee HayYHBEIMM ITOHATHMAMM. VI HaoGopor. ¥IGo Kaxkpoe u3

2271, M. 3abenuu, uuTt. 8, crp. 165.
23Y1. M. 3a6enun, uut. 8, cTp. 165.
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HUX HeceT B cebe KOHCTPYKTUBHBLA IPMHLMUIL, MKU3HEHHO Heobxoxu-
MBlIiT Apyromy. Biarogapsa 9TOMY OHM MCTOPMYECKM COPMMPOBAIU
IpYT npyra u chopMmpoBaiMch camu.24

A Mefinax muier:

Ias Toro, 4TobLl HAXOAUTLCA HA YPOBHE COBPEMEHHOCTHM, XYNOXK-
HMK JOJIZKEH ObITh O4YE€Hb UIMPOKO OPMEHTMPOBAH B TOM, UTO IIPO-
MCXOOUT HE TONLKO B OBIECTBEHHON »XM3HM, HO M B Da3IMYHBIX
obnactax Hayku. PacmumpeHue Kpyrosopa Xy[oxHMKa, 00beMa €ero
3HAHMI YBEJIMYMBAET €r0 BO3MOXKHOCTM M BMECTE C TEM CO3Aaer
JOMOJHUTENbHbIE CJIOXHOCTM MJIA €ro Tpyzaa.2d

B Tom ke cGopHHKe «CORpPY:KECTBO HAYK M TaHHBI TBOPYECTBAY,
I'fe IoMeleHa cTaThsa MeHnaxa, KOTOPYIO MBI TOJBKO YTO ITUTH-
pOBaJIH, HAXOFBUTCA MU cTarbhd akKajeMHka-mareMatuka A. Koamo-
rosopa — «K OCHOBaAM pPYCCKOH KJIACCHYECKOH METPHUKH», HalM-
caHHad BMecTe ¢ A. IIpoxopoBbIM H IpAMBIM 00Pa3OoM CBHUAETENb-
CTBYIOIafd O COApYXecTBe HAYKH W JuTepaTypbl. B BBefeHmu cka-
3aHO, YTO «aBTOPhI DTOH CTATBH B IIOCJIEHHE I'ORbI OIMyOJIMKOBAJIK
HECKOJIBKO CIIeIIHaJIbHBIX PaboT 10 MeTpHKe M PUTMHKE PYCCKOr0
cTuxa».?®

B. XonmeBHHKOB, aBTOp APYTOH CTaTbU TOTO e COOpHHKA —
«CruxoBefleHlle M MaTeMaTHUKa», B IIOCNECJIOBKH YIIOMHHAET O TOM,
YTO <«ONBIT IIOJBCKUX, YeICKUX U J[PYIHX B3apy0eXHbIX Yy4YeHBIX
MOKA3bIBAET, YTO CTATHCTHKA H MaTeMaTHKa MOTYT IOMOYb H B
opyrux (KpoMe PHTMHMKH) OOJIACTAX TEOPHHM CTHXA».*

Kak BHOuUM, ecJH XYNOXKHHMKU [eJal0T OOBEKTOM HCKYCCTBA
«Hay4YHbIe OTKPBITHS, HEATEJIbHOCTb YYEeHBIX, HX IICHXOJIOIHYeCKHH
MHp, HX XapaKTepbl, *KU3HEHHO IPaKTHYeCKOe 3Ha4YeHHe HX Aesay,’s
TO U y4YeHble BMEIIMBAIOTCA B aHAJH3 XYHOXKECTBEHHOI'O TBOPUYECTBA
1 caMu paGoTaroT B 00JIACTH MCKYCCTBA, MY3BIKH U JIUTepaTyphbl. DTO
JIMIIL IOATBEPKNAET TECHYIO OGIIHOCTh HAYYHOTO H XYHOMKECTBEH-
HOTO TBOPYECTBA, «IlepeceyeHHe JIMHHUH TO3HAHHA KU3HM HAYKOH |
HCKYCCTBOMSY.

B coBeTcko# JHTepaType Bce e TOCIOMCTBYET IIPOTHBOIIOCTA-
BJleHHe HAy4YHOr0 MBIILIEHHMA XYROKecTBeHHOMY. B kHure «Teopus
JIUTEpPaATypPhI B CBAZH ¢ IPoOGIeMaMM BCTETHKH», ONUH M3 ee aBTOPOB,
H. A. I'yades, ocykjaeT HEKOTOPBIX DCTETHKOB, KOTOpPble «HE BUNAT
HUKAKOH Pa3HHUIILI MEXIY XYROXKECTBEHHLIM M HAYYHBIM ITO3HAHUEM >,

2B, Pyuus, c6. «ConpyKeCcTBO HAyK M TallHa TBOPYECTBa», u3j. «VMCKyceTBo
M., 1968, cm. cTp. 118.

25Meitnax, ¢6. «CogpyKecTBO HAyK M TalilHa TBOPYECTBa, CTP. 8.

26 A, Koaromopos, A. IIpoxopos, uut. c6., cTp. 397.

27A. XonuieBHMKOB, uuT. ¢B., crp. 396.

2SMejtmax, unut. 25, cTp. 8.
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M CYMTAIOT, 4YTO «XYAOMKHHK TaK JKe, KaK H Y4YeHbIH, crmocoGeH OT-
KPbIBATh 3aKOHBI IIPHUPOALI K 0oOIlecTBax».”? 11 OH IpPH3HAET, UTO «BTA
TOYKa 3PEeHMA IIHPOKO pacHpocTpaHeHAa B HAay4YHOH JHTepatype».
ABTOp He OTpPHIIAET, YTO HCKYCCTBO ABJAETCHA CPEACTBOM IIO3HAHHA
OEeHCTBHTEJIBHOCTH, HO <«IIPHCYINHH XYJOMKECTBEHHOH JHTepaType
ACIeKT IO3HAHUA JeHCTBUTEJLHOCTH TpebyeT cBoell creruduyueckoi
dopmbr  BomowmeHusa. Tyr Heo6xogumo ocoboe XYHO0KEeCTBEHHOE
MBILIJIEHHE, HellOCPeACTBEHHOe YyBCTBEHHOE BOCHPUATHE».3O

3HayuTesIbHO OJIMiKe K IIPaBHJILHOMY TIOHMMAHHIO GJIM30CTH Ha-
YYHOTI'0 MBIIJICHHSA H XyZoXKecTBeHHOro A. MsacHuxoB. B cratbe «O
XYyIOXecTBeHHOM obpaze», aBTOp ITMIIIET:

O6BIYHO, TOBOPA 00 OTAMYMM HAYYHOrO NO3HAaHMA OT obGpasHoro,
[OAYEPKMBAIOT, YTO HAay4YHOE IO3HAHME — 9TO OTPAXKEHME MHpa B
OTBJIEYEHHbIX IIOHATUAX, a O06pasHOe — B IXMBBIX, CUHTETUYECKUX
1IeJIOCTHBIX 0o0pa3ax. B TakKOM CyKAEHMM MHOTO CIIPaBeJJIMBOTO.
OnHaKO B XYLOXKECTBEHHOM IIPOM3BENEHMM — M B DPEUM aBTopa,
¥ B PEYM YCJIOBHOTO PacCCKa34uMKa, M B pPedax repoeB — HEeMaJo
IIOHATHMI. B TO IXKe BpeMA y4eHBI HEPEAKO NOJab3yercsa obpasamu.
Ho pasHmia MexXJy A3bIKOM HayKM ¥ A3BIKOM MCKYCCTBA HEe Me-
XaHM4YecKad: B OOHOM cjy4ae IpeobisiafaiorT o0pasbl, a B APYroMm —
noHaTHa. Pazumma — xavecTseHHad.3l

YMo3akoueHHe O TeCHOH CBs3HM, 00 H3BECTHOH OOIIHOCTH Ha-
YYIHOTO K XyROMEeCTBEHHOI'0 MBIIIJIEHH IOATBEPKIAETCA TBOPUECKHAM
npuemoM OHHmTefiHA M camMoro JlOCTOEBCKOTO, IIapaJiIielIbHOCTHIO
cO37aBaeMbIX MMH KapTHH MHpPa, KaK DTO TOHKO IIOMMETHJI ONWH M3
KpynmHeHAmux HcciyefoBaTesefl TBopuectBa JlocTroeBckoro M. M.
BaxTtun B kHure «IIpobsemMbl nmosTukH J[OCTOEBCKOIO»:

HayuHoOe co3HaHMe COBPEMEHHOIO 4YEJIOBEKA HAYYMJIOCH OPMEHTH-
POBaTLCA B CJOXKHBIX YCJIOBUAX «BEPOATHOCTHOI BCEJIEHHON», He
CMYILIAeTC HMKAKUMM «HEONPEeAEJeHHOCTAMM», M YMEeeT MUX Yuu-
TBIBATh ¥ PacCUMUTBLIBATH. DTOMY CO3HAHMIO AABHO yzKe CTaJ IIpU-
BBINEH OSMHINTEHOBCKMIAI MMP C €ro MHOKECTBEHHOCTBIO CUCTEM
oryera M T.. HO 1 B 00JacTM XyAOXKECTBEHHOrO ITO3HAHMA ... He-
006X0AMMO OTPEeILMTHECA OT MOHOJOTMYECKMX HaBBLIKOB, YTOOBLI OC-
BOUTBCA B TOJM HOBOII XYJOXKECTBEHHOI cdepe, KOTOPYIO OTKDPBLI
JIOCTOEBCKMII M OPMEHTMPOBATHCA B TOI1 HeCcpaBHEHHO 6ojiee CJIOK-
HOJi XYIOXKECTBEHHOM MOZEJM MMpa, KOTOPYIO OH c037aJ.82

29H. A. T'ynsee, A. H. Borgauog, JI. T. IOakeBnu — «Teopus auTepaTypbl
B CBA3M C IpobjemMamy ScTeTHMRM», u3A. «Brwicias IlIkosa», M., 1970, erp. 78.
30I'ynaes, mur. cTp. 78-79.

31A. Msacumkos — «O XyjomecTBeHHOM o6paze», XypH. «JIluTepaTrypa B
wkoJie» 1971, Ne 1, ctp. 15.
32M. M. Baxtua — «IIpo6aembl nmo3turu JocToeBckoro», max. «Cos. ITuca-

Tenb», M., 1963 r., cM. cTp. 361-362.
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BHyTpeHHAA OJM30CTh HAYYHOI'O H XYMO0XKECTBEHHOIO METOAa |
o6pACHAET ITOUeMy IIpou3BefeHud J[0CTOEBCKOro faBaJli B U3BECTHBIX
cay4yaax 6GoJiblle MUIM yMy X BOOGpaKeHHIO DHHINTeHHA, 4eM MHO-
rHe ydeHble TPaKTaTbl, HeOOXOMMMBbIe eMy AJA ero paborel. U, He-
COMHEHHO, JI0CTOeBCKHI 1aBaJl He TOJIBKO SMOIHMOHAJLHBIN 3apaf AJIA
Hay4YHOT'O TBOPYECTBAa, HO M IpHMep 00pa30TBOPYECKOIO H IICHXO-
JIOTHYECKOT'0 IIOIXONa K PelIeHMIO HAY4YHBIX 3ajad.

CoBeTckue HcclefoBaTeN I BIUAHIA JI0CTOEBCKOTO Ha OHHINTEHH],
KaK MbI y)Ke OTMevaJld, YTBePXKJAJM, 4YTO «DTHYECKOe YHOBJIETBO-
penue ot «BpaTbeB KapaMa30BbIx» Iosy4as He OHHIITeHH-4eJIOBEK,..
a OHHIITeHH-MBICITHTENb. »

CoBeTcKHMe HCCJIEOBATEJIH OCTAHABJIHMBAJIMCH TOJBKO HA DTOH
CTOpOHe BIHAHHMA JIOCTOEBCKOTO Ha OHHINTEeHHA, Ha 3HAYEHHH IIPO-
H3BefleHHH ¥ HAed mIIicaTess [JIA TBOPLA TEOPHH OTHOCHTEJILHOCTH,
Ha TOM, 4YTO dYepe3 TBOPUYECTBO mepeGpachIBajici MOCTHMK OT aHAJIM-
THYECKOTO, a0CTPaKTHOTO MBINIIEHES K XYHEOXKEeCTBEHHO-HHTYHTHB-
HOMY BOCIPHATHIO (DU3HYECKOTO MHpA.

C 3THM OrpaHHYeHHWEM H Cy)KeHHeM BJIMAHHA JIOCTCEBCKOI'O Ha
OfiHmTeiHa HUKAK HeJb3d coryiacuthesa. HuxoumM o6pa3oM Hesb3s
OTpHLATh HAJHNYMA BHYTPEHHETrO AYXOBHOI'O DOMCTBA OGOMX, TOJBKO
Jumb moToMmy, 4To JlocToeBcKHME M DHHIMTEHH OBLIM JIIOALMH DPa3-
JIMYHOTO CKJIafa XapaKTepa, Pas3jHYyHLIMH JIMYHOCTAMH IO TeMIle-
PaMeHTy X IICHXOJIOTHYeCKOMY cKJaay. JlyxoBHad OnM30CTBH OmIpe-
JeydgeTcs He CTOJIBKO CXOMICTBOM XapakxTepa, HJIH OJIM30CTHIO MHAH-
BUYAJIbHOH IICUXOJIOTHMY, CKOJIBKO ONHMHAKOBOCTBIO OTHOILIEHHSI K
OKPY’KaIOUIeMy MHpPY, OXMHAKOBOCTHIO JYIUEBHOH peaKIued Ha co-
ObITHS, IPOUCXORAIHe B Mupe. Bor B mocnemHeM u BuAHA GoJjbluasn
6am3ocTh OHHImMTeHHA K JIOCTOEBCKOMY.

JlocToeBCKHUI ObLI He TOJIBKO IHCATENb-XyMOXKHHK. B HeM IIpo-
ABNAJNICA U APKUH TayaHT myGaunucra. Kaxk pemakrtop oH Obln u
o6uiecTBeHHbIM gedATeneM. M (uauk-Teopernr Asnbepr OHHIITENRH
He zaMbIKaJjicA B GallHe HAYKH U3 CJIOHOBOH KOCTH. OH KHJI KH3HbBIO
OKpYy:xraroUiero ero obmecrea. Kpyr ero uHTepecoB Ob1J HeoObIYaHHO
wupok. Kax y JlocToeBckoro Ob1nl «J[HeBHHK mHcaTesd», TaK H Iy-
GaMLECTHYECKIE BBICTYIJIEHHA ONHINTEHHA, cOGpaHHBIE B IBYX TO-
MaX, CMeJI0 MOKHO Ha3BaTh — «JHEBHHUKOM yUeHOTo». IlyOsMuucTH-
YeCKHe IPOM3BefleHNd ODHHIITEHHA OKpalleHb! CaAMBIM INIyGOKHM I'y-
MaHH30M, IPOMHTAHb! (PHUIIOCODCKUMH Pa3MLIIIIEHHAME H BbIPAKAIOT
JUYHbIe OOGIIeCTBeHHbIE HAeasibl. OHHINTEHH, KakKk H J{0CTOeBCKHI,
HEeOoCJa0HO CJAERHUJI 33 TEKYILMMH COOBITHSAMH M OTKJIHMKAJICA HAa Hau-
GoJiee cepne3Hble M3 HHX, HMeIOUfHe oO0IledesioBedecKOe 3HAYeHHe,
3aTparuBaIOle ero He KaK yYeHOro, HO KaK 4YeJIOBeKa, B IIEPBYIO

ouepenb.
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B 1945 ropmy O#HIITEHH NIyGJHKYyeT CTATbIO IIOF XapaKTepHBIM
Ha3BaHHEM «BOHHA BBIMTpaHa, HO He MHD». BUAA, KaKue MOCJIeCTBHA
MOXET INPHHECTH AaTOMHAA BOHHA, DHHINTEHH BBICTYIHJ IOPAYHUM
CTOPOHHHKOM HIEH «MHUPOBOTO IIPABUTEJLCTBA», KOTOPAad He IPHII-
Jnachk 10 BKycy Cranuuy. UerbIpex COBETCKHX aKaJ@MHKOB-(PH3HNKOB
— C. BasunoBa, A. ®pymruna, A. Hodde u 1. CemenoBa, 3acra-
BHJIM BBICTYIIMTb C OTKPBITHIM IIMCbMOM OHHINTEHHY, B KOTOPOM OHHU
KPUTHKOBAJIM €T0 38 MONJEPIKKY HM HOeH «MHPOBOTO IIPABUTEIIb-
cTBa Y.

OTO IHCbMO aKaJeMHKH HAYMHAIOT C TOTO, YTO OTMeYaloT H3-
BECTHOCTb OHHINTeHHA He TOJIBKO 3a ero HayuyHble OTKPBITHA. B
IIocJIeAHHe TORbI OH YAeJAJ MHOTO BHHMAHHMA COLMAJILHBIM H IIO-
JUTHYECKHUM IIpoOsieMaM. ABTOPhI IHUCbMa NHIIYT, YTO OHHIITEHH
BRICTyHAET IO pajguo H nybumkyerca B meuarw. OH CBA3aH ¢ MHOIO-
YHCJIEHHBIMH OOIIECTBEHHBIMU OpraHuzanuamMu. OH IOHBIMAJ TOJIOC
IIpoTecTa IMPOTHUB HAITHCTCKOTO BapBapcerBa. OH paToBajl 38 IPOYHBIH
MHpD U BBICTYNAJ IPOTHB OIIACHOCTH HOBOX BOHHBI U IIPOTHB YECTO-
JIIOCHBBIX 3aMbICJIOB MHJIATAPUCTOB B3ATH IIOJHOCTHIO HAYKY IIOF
CBOH KOHTPOJIB.3*

OHHIUTEHH C MOCTOMHCTBOM OTBETHJI COBETCKHM aKaJeMHKaM,
CKa3aB, YTO OH IOAJEP:KHUBaEeT HAEI0 MHPOBOrO IIPABUTEJILCTBA, He-
3aBHCHMO OT TOTO, KaK ero IIOHHMAaIOT JpyTHe JIIOJH.

«f, — mmcasn OH, — CTOI0 33 MHPOBOE I[PABHUTENILCTBO IIOTOMY,
4TO 8 yOeKfeH, YTO HeT JPYroro NyTH n30exaTh YXKACHOH omac-
HOCTH, KOTOPOH IojBepraerca cedyac dYeJIOBeK. 3ajaua H30exaTh
BceoOINero pas3pylleHMs JOJKHA npeobiiafaTh HAJ JIOOBIMH Ipy-
THMH YCTPEeMJIEHHAMHI» 3

TakoB Obln OHHINTEHH KaK OOIIECTBEHHBIA jeATesb. KpacHOH
HHUTHIO Uepe3 BCe ero IyGJIHIHCTHYECKOe TBOPYECTBO IIPOXOJHUT Tpe-
BOra 3a cyAb0bI YeJjloBeKa ¢ OOJIBIION M MaJiod OYKBBI, KaK 9TO
BUJHO U3 ero craTel, OYepPKOB M Pa3HBIX BHICTYIUIEHHH, COOPaHHBIX
B AByx ToMax. I mymaro, uTo KaKOH-HMOYAb HCCJEfoBaTeNb B Oy-
AYIeM COIOCTaBHT M CPABHHT JHEBHMKH JIOCTCEBCKOTO ¢ IIyOJiH-
IHCTHKON OHHINTeHHA W HaHAeT B HHX MHOIO OOIIEro IO CIIYKEeHHIO
YeJIOBEKY U YeJIOBEYECTRBY.

MsbI MO3KEM ¢ YBEPEHHOCTBIO yTBEPIKAATh, YTO HMeHHO JloCTOeB-
CKHH € ero CTPacTHOH JIIOGOBBIO K UEJIOBEKY, OKa3aJl peularoliee
BIHAHWE Ha OUHIITe#Ha KaK Ha dYejoBeka. M He HCKJIOYeHa Be-

33Dr. Einstein’s Mistaken Notions (An Open Letter from Sergei Vavilov,
A. N. Frumkin, A. F. Joffe, and N. N. Semyonov) in Out of my Later Years
by Albert Einstein (New York: The Wisdom Library, 1950), pp. 150-151.

341bid., p. 151.

35“A Reply to the Soviet Scientists”, p. 163.
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POATHOCTL, YTO HMEHHO IIOf BiuAHHeM J[OCTOEBCKOTO H, KOHEYHO,
cBOEH cyan0bl U CcynbObI UeJIOBEUecTBa, B BOEHHBIE U ITOCJIEBOEHHOH
JKH3HN, DAHITEeHH BHICTYNAJ C OTKJIMKAMU B II€YaTH, KOTOPbIE MOXKHO
B 1LI€JIOM CYMUTATb KaK Obl MHEeBHUKAMH (PU3NKA, IHOJOOHBIM THEBHUKANM
ImHcaTessa, KOTopble Besd J[OCTOEBCKHH Ha CKJIOHE CBOMX MHeEH.
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EINSTEIN AND DOSTOEVSKY*

The origin of the problem — Einstein and Dostoevsky — is cal-
led forth by the discussion concerning the meaning of Dostoevsky’s
creative work as the ethical impulse for the scientific thought of
Albert Einstein. The basic theses adduced by the historian of
natural science B. Kuznetsov in his article, “Dostoevsky’s Images
and Einstein’s Ideas,” are considered. Kuznetsov feels that the
philosophical, moral, and social ideas which Dostoevsky placed into
the consciousness and the mouth of his heroes did not affect Ein-
stein. Einstein was not searching for elements of a scientific world
view in Dostoevsky’s work, but rather for impulses which led to
the searching. Kuznetsov sees a contradiction in Dostoevsky’s work
between an “irrationalistic” world view and a rationalistic approach
to literature.

The critic M. Gus feels that Kuznetsov is not operating on the
level of Einstein’s ideas. In his analysis he alludes to the “corres-
pondence” principle which was put forth by Niels Bohr and the
Copenhagen school of physics (with which, incidentally, Einstein
did not agree to the end of his life).

In 1970 the literary critic B. Meylakh turned his attention to
the question of Einstein-Dostoevsky and analysis of the debate
between Kuznetsov and Gus. In passing, he also considered the
question of the relationship of scientific to artistic thought.

The author of this essay, A. Popluiko, protests against this one
sided interpretation leading to the conclusion that Dostoevsky’s
work only gave Einstein an emotional impetus toward scientific
creativity. He feels that Dostoevsky’s influence on the social ideals
and social activity of Einstein cannot be ignored.

*The English summary of this article was prepared by N. L.
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THE CONTROVERSY OVER DOSTOEVSKY IN THE 1960s
IN SOVIET DOSTOEVSKY STUDIES

by Viadimir Seduro*
I

After the Twenty-Second Party Congress of the CPSU announced
that the struggle against the cult of Stalin would continue in the
future, a certain liberalization of the official attitude toward Dos-
toevsky took place which had a positive effect as regards the public-
ation of new works on this writer. True, readers and scholars of
Dostoevsky’s writings have so far been given only the first part
of the long-awaited volume of Literaturnoe Nasledstvo (1965)
devoted to Dostoevsky — the draft manuscripts of the novel 4 Raw
Youth.! The publication of other important books on Dostoevsky,
however, compensates to some extent for this situation. In 1962
a major, excellently documented biography of Dostoevsky was
finally brought out in the series Lives of Celebrated People (Zhizw’
Zamechatel’'nykh Liudei) published by Molodaia Guardiia (Young
Guard). The author of this biography was the eminent literary
scholar and well-known Dostoevsky specialist, a man who devoted
many years of his life to Dostoevsky studies, the late Leonid Gross-
man (1888-1965). The book covers all aspects of the writer’s life
and writings. It takes the reader through Dostoevsky’s youthful
years, his first steps in literature, his active participation in the
Petrashevskii Circle, his years in exile, his literary débuts in the
1860s, his journalistic activities, his life abroad, his love interests,

*Dr., VLADIMIR SEDURO, Professor of Russian Literature at Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute, is the Vice-President of the North American Dostoevsky
Society and the American Representative at the International Dostoevsky
Association. Professor Seduro is renowned for his studies on Dostoevsky’s
reputation in the Soviet Union.

1Literaturnoe Nasledstvo (Literary Heritage). Volume 77. F. M. Dostoevskii
v rabote nad romanom “Podrostok.” Tvorcheskie rukopisi. (F. M. Dostoevsky
at Work on the Novel A Raw Youth: Working Manuscripts (Moscow: Nauka
Publishers, 1965), 520 pages.)
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the creative processes which went into the writing of his confessional
novels, his wanderings and his family life, the history of the writing
of his novel-poem The Idiot, his novel-pamphlet The Devils, his novel
on education 4 Raw Youth and his novel-synthesis, The Brothers
Karamazov. This book also contains the most important dates in
Dostoevsky’s life and work, and a bibliography of the literature
about him. And although the author was unable to pass over in
silence Dostoevsky’s so-called “reactionary positions,” nevertheless
throughout his book he holds to the idea that these positions were
transcended by the “genial sweep of his artist’s brush and his deep
sympathy for human suffering.”? The book is illustrated with pictures
and photographs, not only of Dostoevsky and his family but also of
many other people active in the public and literary life of that era,
including a photograph of the famous Russain Christian religious
philosopher, Vladimir Solov’ev. Because it contains such an abund-
ance of facts and gives us such a complete biography of the writer
this book can be placed on the same level of importance as Gross-
man’s earlier book, which has long since become a bibliographical
rarity, The Life and Works of Dostoevskii, Academia, 1935. In 1965
Grossman’s biography Dostoevsky was reissued in a second, revised
and supplemented, edition of 100,000 copies. The first edition was
one of 115,000 copies. Such as large-scale edition of this biography
of the great writer will undoubtedly promote the cause of a wider
knowledge of Dostoevsky among young Soviet readers and will
contribute both to their general knowledge of the literary life of
the period from the 40s through the 70s of the last century and
to their study of Dostoevsky’s writings in detail. After they learn
the facts of his life and work, these readers will begin to aspire
to a further knowledge of the meaning and significance of each work
and will wish to get down to the roots of its philosophy.

Serving a similar purpose is the collection of reminiscences of
Dostoevsky prepared with exemplary care by the renowned Dos-
toevsky scholar A. S. Dolinin and published in two volumes in 1964.3
This is essentially the first published collection of reminiscences of
Dostoevsky to have been prepared in a scholarly manner. The two
previous attempts made to publish such compendia — in 1883 in

2L. P. Grossman. Dostoevskii. TsK VLKSM “Molodaia Gvardiia” (Central
Committee, A 11-Union Lenin Communist Union of Youth “Young Guard”)
Publishers, Moscow 1962, p. 531.

3F. M. Dostoevskii v Vospominaniiakh Sovremennikov (F. M. Dostoevsky
in the Reminiscences of His Contemporaries). A Collection Compiled by A. S.
Dolinin in the Series of Literary Memoirs (Seriia literaturnykh memuarov).
Khudozhestvennaia Literatura (Artistic Literatura) Publishers, Moscow 1964.
Vol. I, 439 pp. Vol. II, 520 pp.
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Vol. I of the Complete Collected Works of F. M. Dostoevsky (Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii F. M. Dostoevskogo ), edited by O. F. Miller and
N. N. Strakhov and in 1912 in a collection compiled by V. E. Cheshi-
khin-Vetrinskii and entitled F. M. Dostoevsky in the Reminiscences
of His Contemporaries, in Letters and Notes (F. M. Dostoevskii v
vospominaniiakh sovremennikov, v pis’makh i zametkakh), 2nd ed.
1923 — are far from complete structurally and the principles con-
trolling the presentation of their texts and commentaries are out
of date. Of 180 titles of memoirs about Dostoevsky, Dolinin has
picked out 40 of the most reliable and valuable and has included
them, either in full or as extracts, in this book: F. M. Dostoevsky in
the Reminiscences of his Contemporaries (F. M. Dostoevskii v
vospominaniiakh sovremennikov). Besides the factor of reliability,
the compiler also took into consideration the importance of the
information about the writer conveyed by each memoirist, how close
that particular individual was to Dostoevsky, the nature of their
relations ,etc. The texts of memoirs were checked once more against
the available primary sources; i.e. publications dating from the
writer’s lifetime and manuscripts. Extracts dealing with Dostoevsky
were made from memoirs of a general character, for example those
of P. V. Annenkov or V. A. Sologub. The complete material has
been divided up into eight sections in conformity with the key
moments in the novelist’s life and writings. To the text of each
memoir A. S. Dolinin attached as a preface a bibliographical note
on its author and a critical appraisal of the memoir as a historical
source. Errors and inaccuracies as to specific facts, dates and names
are mentioned in notes. At the end of the book there is a bibliography
of all memoirs on Dostoevsky. Dozens of literary scholars have
helped the compiler in his work on the preparation of texts and in
writing prefatory notes and annotations. In selecting the illustrat-
ions, materials from the F. M. Dostoevsky Museum-Apartment in
Moscow were used. 70,000 copies of each volume of this edition were
printed. Indeed, this achievement of the veteran Dostoevsky scholar
A. S. Dolinin fills an enormous gap in the work of publishing the
documents and evidence concerning the writer’s life, and simplifies
the process of studying his writings.

The year 1962 saw the appearance of a book by M. Gus: The
Ideas and Images of F. M. Dostoevsky (Idei i Obrazy F. M. Dostoev-
skogo), and in 1963 the following titles were published: Dostoevsky’s
Last Novels: How A Raw Youth and The Brothers Karamazov Were
Created (Poslednie Romany Dostoevskogo. Kak sozdavalis’ “Podro-
stok” i “Brat’ia Karamazovy”) by A. S. Dolinin; On Dostoevsky’s
Style (O Stile Dostoevskogo) by N. M. Chirkov; Dostoevsky and
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Kant (Dostoevskii i Kant) by Ia. E. Golosovker; and finally, M.
Bakhtin’s Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics (Problemy poetiki Dos-
toevskogo). In 1964 G. M. Fridlender’s Dostoevsky’s Realism came
out.* The Bibliography of Works by F. M. Dostoevsky and Literature
on Him, 1917-1965 (Bibliografiia proizvedenii F. M. Dostoevskogo
i literatury o mem, 1917-1965) appeared in 1968.° This bibliography
amounts to a cumulative index to all publications of texts and
materials pertaining to Dostoevsky over a period of almost half
a century, including chronicle and informational material as well as
books and articles. It gives the history of the editions of the writer’s
texts, letters, uncollected works, drafts and plans, which are scat-
tered amongst various publications, journals and so on. The most
extensive section of the bibliography is devoted to the literature on
Dostoevsky’s life and writings and contains Lenin’s statements on
Dostoevsky, books, articles, compendia, anthologies, scholarly trans-
actions, journals, newspapers, prefaces and commentaires from
various editions. Outstanding are the sections entitled “F. M. Dos-
toevsky and Art” (“F. M. Dostoevskii i iskusstvo”), “Bibliographical
and Reference Publications” (“Bibliograficheskie i spravochnye
izdaniia”), and “The F. M. Dostoevsky Museum-Apartment, Exhibits,
Memorable Places” (“Muzei-kvartira F. M. Dostoevskogo, Vystavki,
Pamiatnye mesta”). The bibliography also includes an index of
subjects, an index of names and an index of periodical publications.

Despite the solid reputation enjoyed by its staff of editors and
compilers and the magnitude of its sources -— the catalogues of
the V. I. Lenin State Library of the USSR, the M. E. Saltykov-

4M. Gus Idei i Obrazy F. M. Dostoevskogo (Ideas and Images of F. M.
Dostoevskii), GIKhL, Moscow 1962, 511 pp. 10,000 copies printed. A. S. Dolinin.
Poslednie romany Dostoevskogo. Kak sozdavalis’ “Podrostok” i “Brat’ia Kara-
mazovy” (Dostoevsky’s Last Novels. How A Raw Youth and The Brothers
Karamazov Were Created), Sovetskii Pisatel’ (Soviet Writer), Moscow and
Leningrad 1963. pp. 343. 10,000 copies printed.

N. M. Chirkov. O stile Dostoevskogo (On Dostoevsky’s Style), GIKhL,
Moscow 1963. 188 pp. 4,000 copies printed.

Ia. E. Golosovker. Dostoevskii i Kent (Dostoevsky and Kant). Izdatel’stvo
Akademii Nauk SSSR (USSR Academy of Sciences Publishers), Moscow 1963,
102 pp. 8,500 copies printed.

N. M. Bakhtin. Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogo (Problems of Dostoevsky’s
Poetics), 2nd ed., revised and supplemented. Sovetskii pisatel’. Moscow 1963.
363 pp. 9,500 copies printed.

G. M. Fridlender. Realizm Dostoevskogo. (Dostoevsky’s Realism). “Nauka”
(Science) Publishers. Moscow and Leningrad, 1964. 403 pp. 6,000 copies printed.

5F. M. Dostoevskii. Bibliografiia proizvedenii F. M. Dostoevskogo i literatury
o mem, 1917-1965 (Bibliography of Works by F. M. Dostoevsky and Literature
On Him, 1917-1965). Compiled by V. V. Akopdzhanova, S. V. Belov, G. V. Kogan
and G. B. Ponomareva. Edited by A. A. Belkin, A. S. Dolinin and V. V. Kozhinov.
“Kniga” (Book) Publishers, Moscow 1968, pp. 408.

— 128 —



Shchedrin State Public Library, the State Public Library of History,
and the F. M .Dostoevsky Museum-Apartment, the Annals of the
All-Union House of Books, bibliographical reference handbooks and
so on — even this scientifically prepared Bibliography did not
manage to avoid certain omissions. Thus, for example, it fails to
record a very important edition of The Devils published in the USSR
in 1935; namely, F. M. Dostoevsky, The Devils, Vol. I. Edited, and
with introductory article and commentary by L. P. Grossman (Besy,
tom I, Redaktsiia, vstupitel’naia stat’ia i kommentarii L. P. Gross-
mana). Foreword by P. P. Paradizov (Predislovie P. P. Paradizova).
Tllustrations by S. M. Shor (Illiustratsii S. M. Shor), Moscow-
Leningrad, Academia, 1935.

Apparently the name of Lev Borisovich Kamenev, concealed here
under the pseudonym Paradizov, (and who, to cite his own words
from an article he wrote in Pravda in January 1934 about the future
plans of Academia Publishers, of which he was then the head, was
trying to “lay low” the “reactionary” Dostoevsky), is still so offen-
sive in the Soviet Union that the Editorial Board of the Bibliography
thought it possible to close their eyes to the very fact that such an
edition of The Devils exists — an edition which, incidentally, later
became a bibliographical rarity, with only those pages from the
above-mentioned Foreword which had nothing at all “daring” in
them remaining accessible to the reader.

In 1963, in the Scholarly Transactions (Uchenye Zapiski), Series
II (vypusk II), pp. 62-86, entitled “The Writer and Life» (“Pisatel’ i
Zhizn’ ), published in Moscow by the A. M. Gorkii Institute for
Literature of the Union of Writers of the USSR, there appeared
a major article by V. Kirpotin with the title “Peculiarities of Dos-
toevsky’s Artistic Vision of the World” (“Osobennosti khudozhe-
stvennogo videniia mira u Dostoevskogo”). In the collection of
articles written by T. Motylev and entitled Foreign Literature and
the Modern World (Inostrannaie Literatura I Sovremennost’) which
was published in 1961, there was an article with the heading
“Dostoevsky and World Literature: On the Formulation of This
Question” (“Dostoevskii i mirovaia literatura. K postanovke vo-
prosa”).® A number of articles on Dostoevsky appeared in magazines
like Russkaia Literatura, Voprosy Literatury (Problems of Litera-
ture), Proceedings of the Academy of Science of the USSR: Litera-
ture and Language Series (Izvestiia Akademii Nauk SSSR, Seriia
Literatury i Iazyka), in the Scholarly Transactions of various uni-

6T. Motyleva. Inostrannaia Literatura i Sovremennost’ (Foreign Literature
and the Modern World), stat’i (Articles): Sovetskii pisatel’, Moscow 1961. See
pp. 212-274.
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versities and in other publications.” V. V. Vinogradov included a
series of articles on Dostoevsky in his book The Problems of Author-
ship and the Theory of Styles (Problema avtorstva i Teoriia Stilei)
and these articles made up the fourth section of his book. Besides
the article “Dostoevsky and Leskov,” listed below in Footnote 7,
Vinogradov’s articles include: “F. M. Dostoevsky ... as Editor of
The Citizen and Author of Anonymous Feuilletons in it” (“F. M.
Dostoevskii kak redaktor Grazhdanina i kak avtor anonimnykh
fel’etonov v nem”), see pp. 556-572; “F. M. Dostoevsky’s Unknown
Feuilleton-sketch on Rodiosha — On the Images of the Men of the
1840s” (“Neizvestnyi ocherk-fel’eton F. M. Dostoevskogo o Rodioshe:
K obrazam liudei sorokovykh godov”), pp. 585-611, and “F. M. Dos-
toevsky’s Unknown Story, The Beggar” (“Neizvestnyi rasskaz F.
M. Dostoevskogo Poproshaika”), pp. 573-584.

In the anthology entitled N. A. Dobroliubov as Critic and
Historian of Russian Literature (N. A. Dobroliubov — Kritik i
Istorik Russkoi Literatury) issued in 1963 by Leningrad University
Publishers, S. S. Derkach published his research paper “Dobroliubov
and Dostoevsky” (“Dobroliubov i Dostoevskii”), (see pp. 97-131).
Valuable documentary information can also be found in two other

“"Anna Zegers. “Zametki o Dostoevskom i Shillere” (“Notes on Dostoevsky
and Schiller”), Voprosy Literatury, No. 4, April 1963. pp. 118-138.

V. Vinogradov. “Dostoevskii i Leskov” (“Dostoevsky and Leskov”), Russkaia
Literatura, No. 1, 1961, pp. 63-84 and No. 2, 1963, pp. 65-97. Also see V. Vino-
gradov’s book, Problema Avtorstva i Teoriia Stilei (The Problem of Authorship
and the Theory of Styles), GIKhL, Moscow 1961, pp. 487-555.

F. I. Evnin. “F. M. Dostoevskii i V. M. Garshin” (“F. M. Dostoevskii and
V. M. Garshin”), Izvestiia Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie Literatury i Iazyka
(Proceedings of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR. Literature and Language
Section). 1962, Vol. XXI, vyp. (issue) 4, pp. 289-301.

V. Kirpotin. “Zapiski iz podpol’ia F. M. Dostoevskogo” (“F. M. Dostoevsky’s
Notes from the Underground”), Russkaia Literatura, No. 1, 1964, pp. 27-48.

V. Kirpotin. “Dostoevskii o Egipetskikh nochakh Pushkina” (“Dostoevsky
on Pushkin’s Egyptian Nights”), Voprosy Literatury (Problems of Literature),
No. 11, 1962. pp. 112-121.

A. 1. Zhuravleva. “Lermontov i Dostoevskii” (“Lermontov and Dostoevsky”),
Izvestiia Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie Literatury i Iazyka (Proceedings of
the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, Literature and Language Section),
Vol. XXIII, vyp. (issue) 5, 1964, pp. 386-392.

V. M. Bekhterev. “O Dostoevskom” (On Dostoevsky”). A publication of
S. Belov and N. Agitova. Russkaia Literature, No. 4, 1962, pp. 134-141.

A. V. Lunacharskii “Lektsiia A. V. Lunacharskogo o Dostoevskom” (“A
Lecture by A. V. Lunacharskii on Dostoevsky”), Russkaia Literatura, No. 1,
1962, pp. 126-156.

P. Kupriianovskii. “Dm. Furmanov nad stranitsami Dostoevskogo” (“Dmitrii
Furmanov As a Close Reader of Dostoevsky”), Russkaia Literatura, No. 3, 1964,
pp. 212-219.

N. Savchenko. “Kak postroen roman Dostoevskogo Podrostok” (“How Dos-
toevsky’s Novel A Rew Youth was Constructed”), Russkaic Literatura, No. 4,
1964, pp. 41-57.
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articles: “The Affair of the Retired Second Lieutenant Fedor Dos-
toevsky” (“Delo to otstavnom podporuchike Fedore Dostoevskom”)
by A. Zhavoronkov and S. Belov in Russkaia Literatura, No. 4, 1963,
pp. 197-202, and V. Nechaeva’s “When Was the Secret Surveillance
over F. M. Dostoevsky Removed?”’ (“Kogda byl sniat sekretnyi
nadzor za F. M. Dostoevskim?”’), also in Russkaia Literatura, No. 2,
1964, pp. 172-173. The magazine Voprosy Literatury, 1961, No. 7,
pp. 156-166, published some very valuable material in memoir form;
D. Liubimov’s “From My Recollections. The Speech by F. M. Dos-
toevsky at the Pushkin Celebrations in Moscow in 1880” (“Iz Vos-
pominanii. Rech’ F. M. Dostoevskogo na pushkinskikh torzhestvakh
v Moskve v 1880 godu”), and Literaturnaia Russiia followed this
example by reprinting in its July 2, 1965 issue, No. 27, pp. 22-23,
the reminiscences by Aleksandr Amfiteatrov which had originally
appeared in Latvia in the émigré newspaper Today (Segodnia),
under the title “I Can still Hear Dostoevsky’s Speech Now” (‘“Teper’
eshcho slyshu rech’ Dostoevskogo”) — reminiscences unequalled in
their vividness and expressiveness.

B. Bursov’s article “Tolstoi and Dostoevsky” (‘“Tolstoi i Dos-
toevskii”) in Voprosy Literatury, No. 7, 1964, is also not devoid of
interest. Also noteworthy for its fresh observations was the article
by Bursov entitled “Beside Dostoevsky’s Freshly-Dug Grave: Cor-
respondence of L. N. Tolstoi with N. N. Strakhov” (“U svezhei
mogily Dostoevskogo: Perepiska L. N. Tolstogo s N. N. Strakho-
vym”) which appeared in the book — the product of collective
authorship — Problems of Genre in the History of Russian Litera-
ture (Problemy Zhanra v istorii russkoi literatury), published in
Leningrad in 1969 in the Scholarly Transaction series, Vol. 320, of
the A. I. Herzen Leningrad Pedagogical Institute. And in the Sept.
16th and 23rd, 1970, issues of Literaturnaio Gazeta, Bursov published
an interesting article, “The Unknown Dostoevsky” (“Neizvestnyi
Dostoevskii”), in which he introduced the reader to certain new
materials, and also discussed Dostoevsky’s lost letters to E. M.
Nevrotova, the hitherto unknown correspondence concerning the
completed article “My Acquaintance with Belinskii” (“Moe znakom-
stvo s Belinskim”), the type-set Ms. of The Devils, the fortunes of
the complete manuscript of The Brothers Karamazov, and Dos-
toevsky’s notes for A Raw Youth, which had been omitted by A. S.
Dolinin in Literaturnoe Nasledstvo. The receipt from Paris of the
full text of Dostoevsky’s letter of June 7, 1876, to V. A. Alekseev
enabled Bursov to make valuable corrections to the text of this
letter as published by Dolinin. And Bursov quite rightly directs
the attention of researchers to the necessity for further investiga-
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tions and the need to publish as soon as possible everything that
is still unknown or inaccessible.

Bursov has also shown himself an innovator by creating a new
kind of study of Dostoevsky’s life. The Leningrad magazine Star
(Zvezda) published [in its No. 12, Dec. 1969, (pp. 85-172) and
No. 12, Dec. 1970, (pp. 85-175) issues] his substantial, book-length
work, Dostoevsky’s Personality: A Novel-Research-Study (Lichnost’
Dostoevskogo: Roman-issledovanie). Of course, the reader who is
accustomed to thinking of the novel as a variety of belletristic
writing; that is, as the portrayal of the characters’ lives in concrete,
representationally graphic images, may be somewhat shocked by
the application of this term to the genre of scholarly research con-
nected with literary criticism or analysis in the pure sense. However,
the abundance of very interesting material from various sources
contained in this work, including some from almost inaccessible
sources, its new interpretations of things already previously well-
known and the boldness of its conclusions concerning Dostoevsky’s
personality, makes it uniquely significant in Soviet Dostoevsky
studies. It was no accident, therefore, that Part One alone of this
work, which took up 88 pages in Zvezda in fine print and set in
double columns, evoked two lengthy reviews in Literaturnaia Gazeta
for August 19, 1970. These were A. Latinin’s “Novel or research-
study?” (“Roman ili issledovanie?”) and V. Akimov’s “From Novel
to Research-study” (“Ot romana k issledovaniiu”). Literaturnaio
Gazeta promised to sum up this discussion after the publication of
the whole of Bursov’s work. And although the reviewers’ opinions
of this work differed, both their articles reflected a broad interest,
as readers and literature specialists alike, in the problem of
Dostoevsky’s personality. Bursov’s attempt to recreate that person-
ality for us in all its contradictions and conflicts, without concealing
those opinions and beliefs held by the great writer that are object-
ionable to the ruling ideology, unquestionably deserves all possible
praise and encouragement. True, because Bursov is obliged to he a
Marxist, he prefers to study the writer’s actual personality and
to reject the supraempirical, metaphysical essence of that person-
ality, in which such analysts as D. Merezhkovskii, A. Bem, S. Bul-
gakov and L. Shestov had sought to discover its secrets. Bursov
tries to remove the veil from the secrets of Dostoevsky’s personality
by analysing the links between the writer and his age. Nevertheless,
through the force of his critical intellect, Bursov is successful in
overcoming the limitations of his method and his insights often
penetrate beyond the preordained boundaries of materialistic doc-
trine. His effort to examine and discuss thoughtfully, in a manner
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that is happily devoid of any tendency towards sweeping and
indiscriminate denigrating remarks, everything written on Dostoev-
sky in Russia before the Revolution and since then abroad, his
inclusion and analysis of materials not readily available to the
average Soviet reader, such as Dostoevsky’s notes of his thoughts
on life and death, on the immortality of the human soul, on Christ
as the ideal of man in the flesh, on the synthesis of mankind and
the like increase the significance of Bursov’s work and once again
place the study of the writer’s creative persona on a suitable high
level. Russian Dostoevsky studies have long been waiting for such
a work. At least within the limits of the possibilities that exist now,
Bursov’s book enables Soviet scholars to make significant progress
towards an understanding of the psychic and spiritual make-up
of the creator of the tragic underground world, and also of those
sufferings and self-punishments, that awareness of better things
and of the impossibility of achieving them, which characterize the
dramatis personae of his great works. In this respect, Bursov’s
work represents a definite achievement in Soviet Dostoevsky studies
at the close of the 1960s, and the end — result of many years’ work
in studying Dostoevsky on the part of this scholar.

The two-volume History of the Russian Novel published by the
USSR Academy of Sciences also contains three chapters of sub-
stantial length on Dostoevsky’s novels.® And Pavel Gromov’s book
Hero and Time (Geroi i Vremia), published by Sovetskii Pisatel’ in
Leningrad in 1961, includes a chapter entitled “Dostoevsky’s Poetic
Thought on the Stage” (“Poeticheskaia mysl’ Dostoevskogo na
stsene”) — see pp. 350-382 — on the theatrical handling of Dostoev-
sky’s novels, which is also worthy of note. But the article by P. G.
Pustovoit in an anthology which was entitled Against Bourgeois
and Revisionist Conceptions of the History of Russian Literature
(Protiv burzhuaznykh i revizionistskikh kontseptsii istorii russkoi
literatury)® and was devoted to the rather unseemly purpose of

8All were written by G. M. Fridlender. See Istoriia Russkogo Romana
(History of the Russian Novel), Vol. I, 1962, Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR
(USSR Academy of Sciences Publishers), pp. 403-415 and pp. 416-430 for two
successive chapters entitled “Bednye liudi” (“Poor Folk”) and “Put’ Dostoev-
skogo ot Bednykh liudei k romanam 60kh godov” (“Dostoevsky’s Road from
Poor Folk to the Novels of the 1860’s”).

Also see the chaper entitled “Romany Dostoevskogo” (“Dostoevsky’ Novels”)
in Istoriia Russkogo Romana (History of the Russian Novel), Vol. II, “Nauka”
(Science) Publishers, Moscow and Leningrad, 1964. pp. 193-269.

9P. G. Pustovoit. “Dostoevskii i ego zarubezhnye istolkovateli” (“Dostoev-
sky and His Interpreters Abroad”). See Protiv Burzhuaznykh i Revizionistskykh
Kontseptsii Istorii Russkoi Literatury (Against Bourgeois and Revisionist
Conceptions of the History of Russian Literature), ed. Professor A. N. Sokolov,
Moscow University Publishers 1963, pp. 108-122.
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distorting and refuting in a tendentious manner all the West
European and American, or so-called “bourgeois”, scholars of Dos-
toevsky’s writings in the free world, must be regarded as a negativ-
ely polemic publication.

In 1963 there appeared still another book on Dostoevsky which
deserves our special attention; The Novels of Dostoevsky: Articles
(Romany Dostoevskogo. Stat’i) by Ia. O. Zundelovich. This 243-page
book was published by the Middle and High Schools (Sredniaia i
vysshaia shkola) Publishers in Tashkent in an edition of only 1,000
copies. Because it was published in Central Asia in a local publishing
house in a distant Union republic, this book is unfortunately almost
inaccessible to scholars even in the Soviet Union, and abroad it
is generally unobtainable, being a rare item owned by only a few
private individuals. Nevertheless, it was the topic of a discussion
held at the Convention of the American Association of Teachers
of Slavic and East European Languages which met in New York
in December 1964.

Scattered through V. Kozhinov’s book The Origin of the Nowvel
(Proiskhozhdenie Romana ), published by Sovietskii Pisatel’, Moscow
1963, there are many interesting ideas on Dostoevsky, and this is
also true of another study by Kozhinov entitled “The Novel — The
Epos of a New Age” (“Roman — epos novogo vremeni”’) which
was included as a chapter in Book Two of the latest Theory of
Literature (Teoriia Literatury), published by Nauka in Moscow,
1964 (see pp. 139-163).

In the History of Russian Literature in Three Volumes published
in 1964 by the USSR Academy of Sciences, A. A. Belkin wrote the
chapter on Dostoevsky,® while Professor N. L. Stepanov wrote
the chapter on him for the two-volume textbook designed for the
use of pedagogical institutes entitled The History of Russian
Literature in the XIX Century (Istoriia russkoi literatury XIX.veka )
which S. M. Petrov edited.!* And in 1966 V. Kirpotin’s book
Dostoevsky in the Sixties (Dostoevskii v 60e gody) appeared, and
later another book by the same author, The Dissappointment and

10Tstoriia Russkoi Literatury v trekh tomakh (History of Russian Literature
In Three Volumes), Vol. II, Moscow and Leningrad 1963, Izdatel’stvo Akademii
Nauk SSSR (Publishers of the USSR Academy of Sciences), pp. 701-712. Vol. III,
Izdatel’'stvo “Nauka” (Science), Moscow 1963, pp. 114-139, 306-308, 358-362,
381-401, 403-412, 819-822.

11See Chapter 10, “F. M. Dostoevskii”, in Istorii Russkoi Literatury XIX
Veka (The History of Russian Literature in the XIX Century), ed. Professor
S. M. Petrov. Gosudarstvennoe uchebno-pedagogicheskoe izdatel’stvo Minister-
stva prosveshcheniia RSFSR (State Teaching and Pedagogical Publishers of
the Ministry of Education of the Russian Soviet Socialist Federated Republic).
Moscow, 1963, pp. 485-530.
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Downfall of Rodion Raskol'nikov: A Book about F. M. Dostoevsky’s
Novel Crime and Punishment (Razocharovanie i Krushenie Rodiona
Raskolnikova. Kniga o romane F. M. Dostoevskogo “Prestuplenie
i Nakazanie’), 448 pages, published in Moscow in 1970 by Sovetskii
Pisatel’. Also in 1970 the Institute for World Literature in Moscow
reissued N. Bel’chikov’s book F. M. Dostoevsky — in the Trial of
the Petrashevtsy (F. M. Dostoevskii — v protsesse petrashevisev).

In 1969 and 1970 two more books on Dostoevsky appeared:
Dostoevsky in St. Petersburg (Dostoevskii v Peterburge), Lenizdat
(Lenin Publishers), 1970, 267 pages, by Evgeniya Sarukhanian; and
in 1969, from the same publishers, Dostoevsky in Staraioc Russa
(Dostoevskii v Staroi Russe), 77 pages, by L. M. Reinus, Sarukha-
nian’s book tells of the memorable places in St. Petersburg that are
linked to Dostoevsky’s life, and reconstructs for us their former
appearances. It helps the reader to acquire a deeper and more
concrete understanding of St. Petersburg as reflected on Dostoev-
sky’s writings. The second short book acquaints the reader with
Dostoevsky’s life in the town of Staraia Russa, of which there are
echoes in The Devils, A Raw Youth, and The Brothers Karamazov.
The book brings to life the real events and characters appearing
in refracted form in those novels; it throws light upon the proto-
types, among others, of such characters as Grushenka (Men’shova)
and Fedor Karamazov (Von Sohn): it shows how certain places in
Staraia Russa are described in The Brothers Karamazov under the
name of Skotoprigon’evsk with the precision in detail of a document-
ary, and it traces the specific route taken by Mitia Karamazov from
Grushenka’s house to the home of his father.

Dostoevsky’s world view is accorded a freer treatment in relation
to materialist doctrine in a hook by the young philosopher Iurii
Kudriavtsev, of the Philosophy Department at Moscow University.
In this book, published in 1970 by Moscow University Press, and
entitled Rebellion or Religion (Bunt ili Religiia), the author attempts
to arrive at an understanding of Dostoevsky’s world view by means
of a sharp polemic against the methodology of philosophical analysis
used by N. Berdiaev.

And in the far-off city of Alma-Ata there was published in 1969
a belleletristic-documentary tale entitled The Heart Alone Remains:
Dostoevsky in Kazakhstan (Serdtse ostaetsia odno. Dostoevskii v
Kazakhstane). Writing in Literaturnaia Rossiia, Literary Russia,
on July 17, 1970, the critic U. Gural’nik criticized this work for
over-simplifying and modernizing Dostoevsky’s opinions.

Thus the harvest yielded by the freer — at least in comparison
with earlier years — studies of the literary heritage of this very
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great writer of the Russian land which have been made during the
past decade appears abundant indeed. We will now turn our attention
to the internal aspect of this process and will attempt to offer our
appraisal of its most important books, although, because of space
limitations, that estimate must be a cursory one.

II

The publication of a new, revised and supplemented edition of
M. M. Bakhtin’s book Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics (Problemy
Poetiki Dostoevskogo) was preceded by a lengthy behind-the-scenes
struggle. Bakhtin’s book, first published in 1929 with the title
Problems of Dostoevsky’s Writing (Problemy Tvorchestva Dostoev-
skogo), at that time had received an appreciation written by A. V.
Lunacharskii in keeping with its merits. But since the book was not
to the taste of the militant RAPPite school of criticism which was
then rising to a dominant position on the Soviet literary front,
it was ignored for several decades thereafter. And the author of
the present work had to publish an article outside Russia in Novyi
Zhurnal (The New Review), book 52, 1958, entitled “Dostoevsky
as the Creator of the Polyphonic Novel” (“Dostoevskii kak sozdatel’
polifonicheskogo romana”) and also a similar chapter in his English-
language book (see chapter 15, “M. M. Bakhtin on Dostoevsky’s
Polyphonic Novel” (pp. 202-232 in Dostoevskii in Russian Literary
Criticism, 18}6-1956, Columbia University Press, New York 1957,
by Vladimir Seduro) before the Soviet Dostoevsky specialists could
be induced to turn their attention to certain valuable works of
scholarship produced by their own colleagues which were gathering
dust and were unknown to Soviet research scholars. The broad
response given to my book by British and American reviewers and
the particular attention they paid to the chapter in it on Bakhtin’s
theory about Dostoevsky’s polyphonic novel, compelled even Soviet
scholars to abandon their long-standing policy of ignoring their
own achievements and to season their “justice” with mercy. From
an article entitled “Literature and Literary Scholarship” (“Litera-
tura i literaturovedenie” by V. Kozhinov which appeared on March
16, 1962, in Literaturnaia Gazeta) it became known that a group
of persons prominent in Soviet cultural life — K. Fedin, V. Vino-
gradov, L. Timofeev, M. Khrapchenko, V. Shklovskii, L. Pinskii,
L. Grossman, B. Riurikov and V. Kirpotin — had addressed to the
Sovetskii Pisatel’ Publishers a proposal to reissue M. Bakhtin’s
book on Dostoevsky. The authors of this appeal declared that “the
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methodology of scholarly literary analysis elaborated in this book
is of fundamental importance”.'? The author of the above-mentioned
article complained about the publication of pseudoscientific “works”
which lead only to a “devaluation in literary scholarship,” but
at the same time he took exception to the fact that a book as
important as Bakhtin’s was experiencing publication delays.
Kozhinov wrote:

In M. Bakhtin's book the writings of Dostoevsky are studied
specifically as an integral ‘world’, which subsists in the tangible
fabric of artistic form. Not one word here is ‘off the subject’.
Throughout this entire study we are involved, along with its
author, in a careful analysis of Dostoevsky’s works themselves,
an analysis which penetrates through their plot and imagic details
into their inner content. Thanks to this method the real meaning
of Dostoevsky’s art in all its multifaceted plenitude is revealed
to us. This work is not a simple book; it requires effort and
attention on the reader’s part. But whoever studies is thoughtfully
and seriously will not only have a much deeper understanding
of Dostoevsky’s writings but will also attain to a new and higher
level in understanding what literature is and the nature of literary
schilarship. However, while works which even at best no one will
read are pouring forth, the business of republishing this book is
progressing extremely slowly.13

One significant fact, however, in this whole history of the re-
publishing of M. Bakhtin’s book was the signing of the appeal to
Sovetskii Pisatel’ by a veteran linguist and Dostoevsky expert like
V. V. Vinogradov, whose books On the Language of Artistic Litera-
ture (O iazyke khudozhestvennoi literatury) and The Problem of
Authorship and the Theory of Styles, like many of his other works,
contain numerous references to articles from Novyi Zhurnal, the
journal published in New York, such as my own article on Bakhtin’s
theories of the polyphonic novel. Already in the first chapter of
The Problem of Authorship and the Theory of Styles Vinogradov
cites Book 48 (1956) of Novyi Zhurnal, pp. 114-115; Book 50, pp.
129-130, 141 and 146, and Book 51 (1957), pp. 287 and 288. He dwells
at length on the articles in Novyi Zhurnal by N. S. Trubetskoi,
especially on that author’s article “On Methods for Studying Dos-
toevsky” (“O metodakh izucheniia Dostoevskogo”) in Book 48, 1956,
and also on Profesor Rostislav Pletnev’s polemic response to Tru-
betskoi in defense of the use in scholarly research of biographical,

12Quoted from V. Kozhinov’s article “Literatura i literaturovedenie” (“Lite-
rature and Literary Scholarship”), Literaturnaia gazeta, No. 32, March 16,
1962, p. 3.

18K ozhinov, Ibid.
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philosophic-ideological and sociological methods.!* In the course of
reading and making use of the material he found in Novyi Zhurnal,
V. V. Vinogradov naturally could not overlook either my article
specifically devoted to Bakhtin’s theories and the polyphonic nature
of Dostoevsky’s novels nor the references in the British, American
and German press to the corresponding chapter in my book
Dostoevskii in Russian Literary Criticism, 18}6-1956. And the pro-
posal to republish Bakhtin’s book was the result of Vinogradov’s
initiative. By signing this appeal to the Publishers’, the other
distinguished men of letters demonstrated their solidarity with
Vinogradov’s opinion and gave an impetus to his valuable initiative.
But even after this appeal the publication of Bakhtin’s work en-
countered obstacles raised by orthodox Party-line editors, who kept
on raising obstructions as the book progressed along its “Road to
Calvary” towards final approval and readiness for printing. Public
opinion had to be spurred anew by appeals delivered throught
Literaturnaia Gazeta such as V. Kozhinov’s article before the book
finally saw the light of day in 1963.

The appearance of the second edition of Bakhtin’s book on Dos-
toevsky aroused keen interest both on the part of many specialists in
literary studies and amongst ordinary readers. A full-scale 'discussion
developed in Literaturnaia Gazeta over an article by Aleksandr
Dymshits on Bakhtin’s book entitled “Monologues and Dialogues”
(“Monologi i dialogi”) which appeared in the Gazeta’s July 11, 1964,
issue. Although in his article A. Dymshits expressed a high opinion
of Bakhtin’s book, stating that he considered it “an acquisition
to scholarship” and regarded the very definition of the Dostoevskian
novel as polyphonic as itself a contribution to science and believed
literary scholarship to be “indebted to M. Bakhtin for numerous
very keen observations on Dostoevsky’s poetics and languages,”
nevertheless the long-standing habit of ignoring the study of form
made itself felt even here. Dymshits’ preconceived opinion that
formal poetics are alien to the Marxist methodology of study and
research meant this “vigilant” critic was obliged to discover vestiges
of formalism even in Bakhtin’s book. “Here,” wrote Dymshits, “the
process of artistic creation is stood on its head just as the formalists
used to do in the old days.”'> In his opinion Bakhtin had held to his
conviction that new forms of artistic creation are not born of a new
vision and understanding of the world and man but that, on the

14y, V. Vinogradov. Problema Avtorstva i Teoriia Stilei (The Problem of
Authorship and the Theory of Styles), GIKhL, Moscow 1961. See pp. 30-34.

15Aleksandr Dymshits. “Monologi i Dialogi” (“Monologues and Dialogues”),
Literaturnaia gazeta, No. 82, June 11, 1964. pp. 2-3.
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contrary, it is the new art form which displaces an old one and
creates a “new model of the world,” and that Dostoevsky’s innovation
was, according to Bakhtin, an “innovation” of form. According to
Dymshits, Bakhtin’s conception of genre was also formalistic, for
the latter speaks of the “self-propulsion of genre” as the “represent-
ative of creative memory.” Already in Bakhtin’s “tracing of Dos-
toevsky’ dialogism back to the genre of the menippe in ancient art®”
Dymshits found examples of the practical application he made of
his theory of the “self-development of genres.” And Bakhtin’s
attempts to find antecedents to Dostoevsky’s dialogism not only
in the menippe but also in such related genres as the diatribe, the
solliloquium and the symposion are described by Dymshits as
“formalistic miracles.” He considers Bakhtin’s pointing to the con-
nection between Dostoevsky’s doubles and the genre of the ancient
carnival act to be equally illusory. Moreover, Bakhtin’s supposition
that Dostoevsky may have been familiar with Lucian’s menippe,
A Menippe, or A Voyage to the Kingdom of the Dead or his Con-
versations in the Kingdom of the Dead and also with Seneca’s
menippe, The Apocolocyntosis is referred to ironically by Dymshits
as “a carnival of guesswork.” For him all this amounts to nothing
more than one of the formalists’ favorite pursuits — the search
for borrowings of literary devices “as an end in itself.” He makes
fun of Bakhtin’s reference to the derivation of “the game of prefer-
ence without a purpose,” “by heart,” in The Gambler from a source
in ancient classical literature (The game in The Gambler supposedly
reminds one of Claudius’s dice game in the infernal regions in
Seneca’s menippe). All this contradicts the conception of art held
by Dymshits; i.e. that art comes out of observations of life. Without
denying M. Bakhtin’s extraordinary erudition, which enables him to
draw analogies at will between all the more important phenomena
in world literature, this critic nevertheless believes that all these
— from his viewpoint — absurdities of Bakhtin’s reflect “the per-
nicious influence on it (on Bakhtin’s erudition: sic. V. S.) of the
vestiges of the sterile formalist method.” As a Communist doctrin-
aire, Dymshits values especially highly the so-called ideological
novel; that is, the monologic and tendentious novel, and he thinks
it necessary to fight for the purity of the Marxist-Leninist conception
of literature as a Party affair. For Dymshits a writer’s social
tendency is of particular importance and M. Bakhtin’s preference
for dialogue over monologue already, in Dymshits’ opinion, contains
the seeds of a depreciation of the role of Party tendentiousness.
And although this critic does not speak openly in his article of the
Party spirit or tendentiousness so as to avoid in a serious argument
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appearing to be a defender of primitivism, nevertheless one senses
his outlook in his defense of the rights of the monologue and of
a “social” — for which read “Party” — firmness of ideological
definition. Dymshits’ conclusion is that “the monologue and the
dialogue are not antipodes in the process of cognition and creation.
Without a tendency there is no art, as Engels proved brilliantly even
in his day.”!® Dymshits closed his article with a categorical demand
for “ideological firmness always and above all else.”

In earlier times during the Soviet era the conclusions voiced by
Dymshits would have sounded like an explicit condemnation of the
“formalist” M. Bakhtin and his “formalism,” and all the consequences
on the organizational level ensuing from such conclusions would
have resulted. But in 1964 it was already possible to debate and
object to such a statement. Even the Party journal Kommunist,
(1964, No. 10) demanded in an editorial article that the atmosphere
of a creative controversy should be maintained, without malevolent
criticism or accusations of ideological error. And on August 6, 1964,
I. Vasil’evskaia and A. Miasnikov published an article defending
the conception of Dostoevsky found in Bakhtin’s book. Their article,
which appeared in Literaturnaio Gazeta, was entitled “Let us analyze
things to the point” (“Razberemsia po sushchestvu”). And in the
August 13, 1964, issue of the same paper (pp. 2-3) V. Asmus, V.
Pertsov, M. Khrapchenko and Viktor Shklovskii published a letter
to the Editors to the same effect. Interesting here is the unusual
fact of the appearance of V. Ermilov’s signature on a letter published
in 'defence of a literary scholar accused of formalism, even though
Ermilov had always been well-known as a champion of orthodoxy
against every conceivable ideological “ism” or deviation from Party-
line ideology. His experience as the initiator of public statements
against “bourgeois liberals” and against deviations of all sorts
among Soviet men of letters extended back over many years. But
now this same Ermilov was speaking out in the unaccustomed role
of an advocate for a literary scholar who had come under the fire
of another “orthodox Marxist” like himself. During the Stalin era it
would have been natural to anticipate quite a different reaction
from Ermilov to the appearance of Bakhtin’s book. But times had
changed and so had Ermilov’s behaviour as a critic. The hour had
now arrived when even he could play the role of a defender of truth
scorned and justice trampled upon, as when, in an interview he gave
in 1964 to a contributor to Literaturnaic Gazeta, he expressed regret
over the fact that at one time he had misunderstood and underrated

16Dymshits, Ibid.
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the humanistic meaning and ideas in the short stories of A. Platonov,
an error for which he now claimed he could not forgive himself.
And this from the lips of the same man who had openly declared,
as recently as in 1956 when he purported to be speaking in the name
of the whole Soviet people, that one could not forgive and forget
Dostoevsky’s malice against the democratic, revolutionary forces.

Quite reasonable and justifiably I. Vasil’evskaia and A. Miasnikov
chided A. Dymshits for the contradictions inherent in his views
and for ignoring Bakhtin’s functional approach to aesthetic cate-
gories. The latter’s book, they pointed out, does not deny the role
of the author’s consciousness in a work of art. Bakhtin simply
recognizes that in the polyphonic novel the functions of conscious-
ness and the forms of its activity are other than in the monologic
novel. Wrote Vasil’evskaia and Miasnikov:

In the polyphonic novel the artist neither bends to his will nor
stifles his characters’ consciousness but treats it wih care and
profound respect, disclosing in it all its inimitable originality —
here is the fundamental position assumed by the author who does
not, however, abandon his evaluation of the character who is being
portrayed; only this evaluation takes shape within the process of
the movements of independent and contradictory images. And it
is in this, according to Bakhtin, that the unity of the principles
of polyphony and dialogism consists.1?

In the opinion of the authors of this article, M. Bakhtin has here
analysed the various schools within realism and revealed the essen-
tial nature of Dostoevsky’s peculiar kind of realism. Where a
realist-monologist would reserve for himself the right to say a word
about his characters, Dostoevsky gives that word up to the character
himself, thereby transforming the whole matter into a moment in
the character’s self-consciousness. The author portrays only the
function of this self-consciousness. What the author had done in the
works of monologist writers is now accomplished by the character
himself, and the author no longer illuminates the character’s living
reality, but only his self-consciousness as a “second-degree reality.”
Bakhtin’s conception of genre, of imagic, linguistic and other artistic
traditions is based on the principle of their dialectical links with
the contemporary world. He refers to the factors which have condit-
ioned the various unique varieties of a traditional genre as a vehicle
of creative memory and to the specific historical conditions under
which it appeared. Without his realizing it, Dostoevsky derived from
the menippe of antiquity and he caught hold of the thread of that

171, Vasil’evskaia and A. Miasnikov. “Razberemsia po sushchestvu” (“Let Us
Analyse Things to the Point”), Literaturnaia gazeta, Aug. 6, 1964. p. 3.
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genre tradition at the point where it passed through the world of
his times. Speaking about the carnival tradition, Bakhtin also
discusses its Russian tradition. Vasil’evskaia and Miasnikov are
correct in stating that in his polemic with A. Lunacharskii Bakhtin
had defended his notion that in the writings of Western writers
like Dante, Shakespeare, Rabelais, Cervantes, Grimmelshausen, etc.,
there were only certain elements of polyphony, but that the honor
of having created the polyphonic novel belongs to Dostoevsky.
In speaking of the two forms of the novel, M. Bakhtin does not deny
the significance and legitimate right to exist of the second form —
that of the monologic novel. The two authors also dismissed the
charge of formalism directed against Bakhtin by A. Dymshits. In
Bakhtin form is rich in content. They conclude with the statement
that: “To formalism Bakhtin opposes not impotent incantations and
curses, but an objective scholarly analysis. And for that reason
Bakhtin’s book is antiformalistic.”®

The five authors who addressed an appeal in the form of an open
letter to the Editors of Literaturnaia Gazeta pointed out the fact
that in Bakhtin’s book the conceptual terms “polyphonic” — i. e.
multivoecal, and “dialogic” appear as synonyms, whose function it
is to distinguish between distinct aspects of one and the same
concept. Bakhtin has the same purpose in mind in his use of such
different terms as “homophonic” — i.e. univocal — and “monologic”.
By accepting the term “polyphonic” while rejecting the theses of
the “dialogue character” of Dostoevsky’s novels, Dymshits has
considerably confused matters, remarked these authors. They went
on to refute another position maintained by Dymshits; i.e. that
almost all of Russian literature had been “polyphonic” and that in
creating his fruitful and true concept of the polyphonic novel
Bakhtin had supposedly narrowed the limits of that form of novel.
According to the five authors, Dymshits had criticized Bakhtin for
both “underestimating” and “overrating” the role of the polyphonic
novel. But they maintained that Bakhtin had here demonstrated
incontrovertibly that what is valuable in Dostoevsky is not the
reactionary “husk,” the ideological theses which have been extracted
out of the specific and integral consciousness of his characters
(and from the writer himself), and which have, so these authors
have stated, a “distinctly expressed anti-Communist and anti-revolut-
ionary character.”’® Rather, Bakhtin's book teaches one to recognize

18y asil’evskaia and Miasnikov. Ibid.

19y, Asmus, V. Ermilov, V. Pertsev, M. Khrapchenko, Viktor Shklovski
“V Redaktsiiu Literaturnoi gazety” (“To the Editors of the Literatury Gazette”),
Literaturnaia gazeta, August 13, 1964. p. 2.

— 142 —



in Dostoevsky’s writings “the artistic content of his novels, in which
a struggle takes place between reactionary and rebellious ideas —
novels which reflect in a broad and penetrating way the spiritual
life of Russia and Europe at that time.”?0 It is precisely in this
that these authors discern the “real essence and value of Dostoev-
sky’s heritage.” Without denying that there are questionable and
one-sided positions in Bakhtin’s book, these five authoritative Soviet
scholars accepted as correct the conclusions reached by M. Bakhtin
in his researches into the artistic totality of Dostoevsky’s work:
“The very manner in which he sets about his task, which is not
the ‘extraction’ of theses, but an analysis of the artistic reality,
is in this case undoubtedly the right way.”*!

Thus Bakhtin’s conception is now accepted by some Soviet critics
as a convenient means to promote Dostoevsky’s rehabilitation and
recognition as an artist unrivalled in his mastery of the multiplanar,
multivocal polyphonic novel. Such critics believe that Bakhtin’s book
refutes the interpretation — which they now call “tendentious” —
of Dostoevsky’s writings in the spirit of a reactionary ideology.
It is not without reason that the five above-mentioned writers took
up the cudgels with particular enthusiasm against Dymshits for
criticizing Bakhtin on account of the latter’s critical remarks about
the articles which Viacheslav Ivanov, the ideologue of symbolism,
wrote about Dostoevsky, for Ivanov, in their words, “had been the
very one who had ‘squeezed’ out of the substance of Dostoevsky’s
characters idealistic theses which he regarded as the true meaning
of the writer’s art.”?? Finally, the five authors heaped reproaches
upon Dymshits for having attempted, whether intentionally or not,
to reserve the course of Dostoevsky scholarship. Dymshits responded
to this by reminding his accusers of the need to preserve “the
atmosphere of an artistic controversy.” In his reply to his op-
ponents** Dymshits repeated his own opinion that Bakhtin had
contrasted Dostoevsky the polyphonist with the monologists of
Russian classical literature in whose works, as opposed to Dostoev-
sky’s novels, everything was subordinated to a single voice. Dym-
shite, however, considers that in the Russian literature of his time
dialogism and polyphony were not exclusively monopolized by
Dostoevsky. He also finds polyphony in Lev Tolstoi’s War and Peace,
Anna Karenina, and Resurrection, in Turgenev’s Fathers and Sons

20 Asmus, Ermilov, Pertsev, Khrapchenko and Shklovskii, Ibid.

211bid.

221bid.

23A. Dymshits. “Voskhvalenie ili kritika?” (“Eulogy Or Criticism?”), Litera-
turnaia gazeta, Aug. 13, 1964. pp. 2-3.
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or Spring Freshets (Nov’) and in Chernyshevskii’'s What is to be
done? Only each of these writers has his own peculiar kind of
polyphony. There is some sound sense in Dymshits” reference to the
task confronting Soviet literary scholarship; i.e. to examine the
various types of polyphony in Russian classical novels and to define
the originality of Dostoevsky’s novels. But the phrase, which he
repeats so persistently, about the “vestiges of formalist thinking”
in Bakhtin and the latter’s prejudice against “abstract formal-logical
constructions” represent nothing more than a belated regurgitating
of the levelling literary work which characterized the struggle waged
for many years on Party orders against formalism. The bugbear
of formalism, which had been in the making for years, has left such
strong and lasting traces in the minds of Soviet critics that even
in the pronouncements of critics like Dymshits who do not lack
cultivation nor a knowledge and love of literature, one can observe
a tendency — not always conscious — to revert to an attitude of
caution on the principle of “Let’s hope no evil will come of it.”
Any attempt to discuss poetics immanently, without continual
references to historic-social evolution and causality, evokes suspicion
and objections from the guardians of the purity of the so-called
“Marxist-Leninist” aesthetics. And that is what has happened with
M. M. Bakhtin’s book, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics which,
because of its tendency toward a purely immanent type of analysis,
aroused and still continues to arouse, censure from protective Soviet
criticism.

In view of the numerous comments received on Bakhtin’s book
on August 13, 1964, in the same issue in which it published the letter
of the five above-mentioned authors and also Dymshits’s statement
in reply to that letter, the editorial board of Literaturnaio Gazeta
hastily terminated discussion of the book. Subsequently, the contro-
versy over Bakhtin’s book shifted to periodical publications and
even to books. Thus, in his book The Realism of Dostoevsky, G. M.
Fridlender (see p. 182) calls attention to the device of polyphonic
development in a novel with several parallel plot lines — a device
which, according to Bakhtin, achieved special depth and artistic
expressiveness, in the novels of Dostoevsky. On page 195 of his
book, Fridlender cites Bakhtin again in reference to dialogue, and
on page 198 he defines along Bakhtin’s lines the distinctive nature
of the dialogues of Dostoevsky’s characters, for whom an argument
with their ideological antagonists is almost always at the same time
an argument with themselves. However, on pages 188-191, Fridlender
gets into an argument with Bakhtin. Although he acknowledges that
Bakhtin’s characterization of many aspects of Dostoevsky’s art,

144 —



especially of the dialogic nature of his novels, the independence from
the author of the various voices, with their unique individuality and
their particular outlooks on the world and what happens in it, was
apt and successful, Fridlender does not agree with Bakhtins’ final
conclusions. He is unable to agree with the latter’s assertion that
Dostoevsky came to accord equal rights to the mutually opposing
voices of his characters and their individual outlooks on life, and
that in Dostoevsky’s novels the author’s word remained unutiered.
Because he follows the Soviet cult of ideology Fridlender is obliged
to assert that the artistic polyphonism of Dostoevsky’s novels is
in no way analogous to the writer’s refusal to adopt an active
attitude to his characters, or to give us his artistic-ideological ap-
praisal of them. As a typical Soviet literary scholar, Fridlender
cannot conceive of any artistic portrayal other than “in the light
of a definite authoral worldview.” But it is just such an inter-
pretation which contradicts fundamentally the concept of the
polyphonic novel set forth in Bakhtin’s book and which, because in
essence it follows the principle of the “monologic” novel, excludes
the polyphonic novel. Now Fridlender does admit that Dostoevsky
almost completely abandons any attempt to give a direct characteriz-
ation from the author of Raskol’'nikov, Svidrigailov, Luzhin, Sonia,
Razumikhin and his other dramatis personae. The reader finds out
about them not from what the author says of them, but from their
own lips or from their ideological antagonists. And even the author’s
account of events and leading characters incorporates his personages’
outlook on the world. Fridlender considers that the point of view
of the author is expressed first and foremost in the grouping of
the dramatis personae, in the reciprocal relations which grow up
among them, in the logic of development of their characters and
of the destinies which are determined by these relations; that is,
in Fridlender’s words, “in the entire artistic interpretation of the
image.” Therefore the freedom granted to the characters and their
voices is only a relative freedom, which does not, according to
Fridlender, destroy the ideological-artistic unity and integrity of
Dostoevsky’s novels and does not set them free from a specific
interpretation defined by the author. To prove his point, Fridlender
alludes to the statement made by Dostoevsky himself in a review
he wrote on D. Kishenskii’s play, Drinking to the Last Drop Wiil
Yield no Good Crop (Pit’ do dna, ne vidat’ dobra), that an author
“must resolutely illumine with his own artistic vision” his description
of a character. Since the consciousness of a Dostoevsky character
usually reflects only one facet of the objective world; that is, only
a portion of the truth, the author’s viewpoint fills out the picture
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and defines the general plot structure and the characterisation of
the dramatis personae. According to Fridlender, the characters in
Crime and Puwnishment are not independently developed themes, but
characters interrelated with each other and with those social
conditions in which they are depicted. Outside of that correlation
they lose their significance. Their place in the novel is determined
by a rigorously thought-out, clearcut system of socio-psychological
parallels and contrasts, which, in turn, determines the author’s
choice of the characters in the novel. Outside of these parallels and
contrasts the characters lose “that profound ideological-aesthetic
charge which is just what determines their place in the complex but
possessing its own inner completeness, (and in that sense “monol-
ogic,” if one accepts Bakhtin’s terminology), strictly thought-out
architectonics of the novel.”?

V. Kozhinov, on the contrary, in his book The Origin of the Novel,
and also in the chapter entitled “The Novel — Epos of a New Age”
in Book Two of The Theory of Literature accepts completely the
concept of the polyphonic novel and often refers approvingly to
Bakhtin’s book, in particular to the latter’s theory of the artistic
language of prose. Discussion of Bakhtin’s book continued after-
wards in the journal Voprosy Literatury, where in No. 1 for 1965,
we find a whole section entitled “Arguments About Books” (“Spory
o knigakh”) with two articles on Bakhtin’s book; “Dostoevsky’s
Humanism and ‘Dostoevskiism’” (“Gumanizm Dostoevskogo i
‘dostoevshchina’ ’) by L. Shubin and “Exaggerations from Enthus-
iasm” (“Preuvelicheniia ot uvlechenii”’) by G. Pospelov. By publish-
ing these articles the editors of the journal made available space
for the presentation of different points of view on the merits of the
problems of literary scholarship treated in Bakhtin’s book and also
on questions of the actual methodology of literary research.

The authors of both these articles, like everyone else, inciden-
tally, who engages in controversy with Bakhtin, pay due respect
to the talent and originality, the innovativeness and conceptual
depth of the author of Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics. L. Shubin
finds particularly valuable Bakhtin’s analysis of Dostoevsky’s ar-
tistic vision as it was crystallised and given substance in the new
form of his novels. Bakhtin, he declares, has put an end to the
delusions of the sort of criticism which had been mesmerized by
the characters of Dostoevsky’s novels. Such criticism had gone to
extremes in arguing against, agreeing with, studying, exposing

24G. M. Fridlender. Realizm Dostoevskogo (Dostoevsky’s Realism), “Nauka”
(Science) Publishers, Moscow and Leningrad, 1964, p. 191.
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and denouncing, or raising up as creeds to be believed in the
opinions of Dostoevsky’s characters. By accepting the ideological
authority and independence of the voices of his characters as
representative of the author’s voice, the way had been opened to
tendentious interpretations of Dostoevsky’s writings which we find
in the criticism of N. K. Mikhailovskii, Rozanov, Volynskii, Shestov,
Merezhkovskii and many of their contemporaries. In this way, the
problem of Dostoevsky’s humanism was dismissed. Bakhtin has
opened up a new opportunity to formulate the question of the
correlation between Dostoevsky’s humanism and “Dostoevskiism”.
The new novel form allowed one to set limits to the arbitrary rule
of the author’s will, to introduce a substantial corrective into the
artist’s designs and their fulfilment, and to impart to his works a
different meaning in no way equivalent to their ideas and ideology.
In view of the fact that the word expressing a character’s self-
consciousness develops its own inner logic and autonomy to the
limit, as the word of another, the word of the character himself, the
author’s ideological monopoly is destroyed. In transmitting his own
ideas to his characters, even very reactionary ideas, Dostoevsky
was unable to convert them into dominating ideas from the author,
for in the polyphonic novel they are only participants, each with
equal rights, in a great dialogue. Thus the truth does not belong
to any of the disputing sides, but arises out of the intermingling
of ideas in dialogue. That is why the so-called “Dostoevskiism”
(the monologic husk) fades into the past, as a phenomenon peculiar
to one particular time, the ideology of Dostoevsky himself; but the
works themselves, which opened up new depths of the human spirit,
— the “man within man — continue to live and to exert an artistic
influence upon the reader and upon literature.

The determining factor behind the unwonted freedom and ideo-
logical independence of the characters in Dostoevsky is this: the
entire construction of his novels is a conversation not about the
character, but with him. Here the word is a means to personal
intercourse. The world and the age appear as discordant, disjointed
chorus of different voices. The author hears and “catches” not
only the dominant ideas but even voices which can hardly be
distinguished and latent ideas, as both coexisting and intercon-
nected. Each idea, each thought is a point of view, a position that
a man takes. The “I” of another person appears not as an object,
but as a subject in all its freedom, its unfinished and indeterminate
state. Thus the polyphonic novel comes nearer to the solution of
art’s age-old aspiration to assimilate man’s inner world, his psyche
and consciousness. The writer establishes contact with these forces
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dialogically. He does not contemplate them, nor analyse and define
them, like objects or things; he simply converses with them and
“questions” them. In this atmosphere of dialogic intercourse, the
characters reveal themselves to one another freely. The center of
the artistic universe has been transferred from the author’s con-
sciousness to that of his characters. The “Man from Underground”
has carte blanche to expose himself in full in a free act of self-
knowledge. The writers’s conception revealed new and boundless
possibilities in man. L. Shubin underscores the significance of
Dostoevsky’s polyphonism as a new artistic model of the world
which threw open to the gaze of art hitherto inaccessible depths
of human thought and also the dialogical sphere of man’s existence.
This new model is also mobile and open to new discoveries, for, in
the words of Bakhtin, “the last word of the world and about the
world has not yet been spoken; the world is open and free,
everything still lies ahead of us and always will do so0.”%

G. Pospelov also agrees with the view that Bakhtin has given
us a deeper definition of Dostoevsky’s innovations and that
Bakhtin’s conception is based upon the idea of the peculiar form
of Dostoevsky’s artistic vision of the world, that vision from which
all the originally of the artistic organisation of the writers’ works
is derived. But to Pospelov it appears that in his characterisations
of the polyphonic and monologic novels, M. Bakhtin has fallen into
considerable extremes and exaggerations out of enthusiasm for
his mission. Pospelov disputes Bakhtin’s thesis that “an artistic
portrayal of an idea is possible only where the idea is propounded
beyond the level of affirmation or negation.”?¢ Pospelov thinks
that the complexity and contradictions of Dostoevsky’s attitude
to the ideological life of his characters must be explained not
by the abstract laws of poetics but in terms of the specific histori-
cally formed features of the writer’s ideological worldview. For
example, according to Pospelov, in rejecting the ideas of utopian
socialism and mechanistic materialism, Dostoevsky was in con-
flict with himself, with a stage he had already passed through
in his own ideological development. Moreover, says Pospelov, by
denying in the consciousness of his characters individualistic self-
affirmation and ambition, the drive to gain power over other
people, the thirst to surrender oneself to dark passions and the
capacity for delighting in one’s own moral falls from grace, Dos-
toevsky was destroying these things in himself. He was therefore

25M. Bakhtin. Problemy Poetiki Dostoevskogo (Problems of Dostoevsky’s
Poetics), Sovetskii pisatel’ (Soviet Writer), Moscow 1963, p. 223.
26Bakhtin. Ibid., p. 106.
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able to understand the varying and contradictory ideas of his
characters as “idea-feelings”; he could comprehend the inner logic
or these ideas and creatively develop each idea from within. And
he also passed sentence upon them, for the closer this or that
“idea-feeling» was to him, the greater the passion and insight with
which he developed it. Pospelov writes:

Therefore the originality of the content (and not merely the
poetics!) of Dostoevsky’s ‘polyphonic’ novels consists not in the
absence in them of the author’s ‘point of view’ and of his ‘final’
verdict, but in the fact that although the readers of these novels
sense this verdict, they are nevertheless able to be fascinated,
not by the author’s tendentiousness which arises out of his impulse
towards an abstract religious-moralistic ideal, but by the inner
logic of his characters’ thinking and experience in their objective
social-historical negative nature. It is in this that the contradiction
between artistic realism and ideological ‘normativeness’ in Dostoev-
sky’s novels lies.27

In Bakhtin’s notion of the absence of interference from the
author in the development of the characters of a polyphonic novel,
Pospelov sees a denial of the unity of ideological content. To this
critic it appears that in Bakhtin’s interpretation Dostoevsky’s
novels fall apart into separate closed “worlds”, into the conscious-
nesses of isolated characters. Polyphony in that case turns out
to be a disharmony of “voices”, resounding in various tonalities
which are unrelated to each other. Pospelov even considers that
such a polyphony is not an achievement, but rather the destruction
of the fundamental principles and laws of artistic creation. To
Bakhtin’s views Pospelov opposes his own viewpoint; namely, that
through the knowledge and evaluation of his characters, through
their reflections, the author is expressing his own attitude and
his own ideological 'judgment upon precisely those details of exi-
stence, those circumstances and conditions of life, in which his
characters find themselves. Pospelov gives an old-fashioned de-
finition of Dostoevsky as a portraitist of manners and morals, a
“realist in the highest sense”, a writer in whom the very exceptional
and psychological nature of the scenes and pictures of the life
he is portraying always also turns out to be a higher stage in their
social characterization.

It is appropriate at this point to recall that Pospelov came out
of the sociological school in literary scholarship and was taught the
first principles of literary analysis by V. F. Pereverzev. His first

27G. Pospelov. “Preuvelicheniia ot uvlecheniia” (“Exaggerations From
Enthusiasm”), Voprosy Literatury, No. 1. 1965, p. 100.
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efforts in literary scholarship at the end of the 1920s were made
entirely in the spirit of Pereverzev’s search for the social nature
of an author and reduction of all writing to the expression of
a single, “core” character, who is conditioned by the author’s social
origin. Later Pospelov was compelled to renounce his teacher’s
principles and to accept the methodology of Soviet literary scholar-
ship, which gives primacy to the ideological content of literary
works. These habits still affect Pospelov’ present-day practice as
a literary scholar. The combination in him of hidden vestiges of
the sociological school with the habit of seeing in every literary
work a tendency, an ideological design and an ideational coloring
extends even to his analysis of works from Russian classical
literature. For Pospelov, therefore, what is most important is to
determine the social factors conditioning Raskol‘nikov’s thoughts
and acts and how his life depends on social conditions. Pospelov
does not agree with Bakhtin that the idea of Raskol‘nikov must
not be coupled with his finished character or his “social typicality”
as a raznochinets of the 1860s. For Pospelov Raskol’nikov’s inner
moral world is given already a priori; it is socially predetermined
in advance by the atmosphere of lack of money which surrounds
him, coupled with a thirst for riches, by the combined “nobility”
and extreme insecurity of his family and by his interest in re-
volutionary theory which was characteristic of the Russian raz-
nochintsy of that era, Pospelov poses the question:

If Dostoevsky’s heroes are not social types, but also not ‘mouth-
pieces’ for the author as this scholar insists, then from where do
those ‘particular points of view on the world’, those ‘pure voices’
to which these characters are ostensibly reduced come and what
do they represent? Even these ‘points of view on the world’ seem
to be devoid of any socia-historical character and by the same
token of any artistic-cognitive significance. How then are we to
understand this scholar’s assertion that Dostoevsky °‘possessed a
gift, amounting to genius, for hearing the dialogue of his age?
Did that age really exist without classes, without social ‘camps’
and ‘currents’ and without typical characters representative of such
divisions? Something here has not been researched thoroughly
enough!28

Having been formerly an open disciple of Pereverzev, and being
even now a secret adherent of the sociological beliefs of his youth,
Pospelov is made especially indignant by Bakhtin’s refusal to
recognize in Dostoevsky the existence of a negative ideological-
emotional attitude towards the social characters of his prota-

28Pospelov, Ibid., pp. 102-103.
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gonists which the writer expressed through his selection and com-
bination of the objective details of their lives, actions and ex-
periences; i.e. through the details of objective portraiture in his
tales and novels. For according to the notions held by this sociolo-
gical scholar, who now as before is the prisoner of his positivistic
delusions, an epic writer like Lev Tolstoi, Turgenev, Goncharov
or Dostoevsky has no right to break and indeed does not break the
laws of the epos as a literary mode. According to Pospelov, there-
fore, the writer motivates his characters’ actions and experiences
from the conditions and circumstances of their lives, and he does
not fail to pass judgment through the details of their actions and
experiences upon their “point of view” towards the world and
towards themselves.” “If it were not so, if the entire objective
portraiture of the novel served only as a ‘pragmatic’ backdrop for
the abstract ‘pure voice’ of Raskol’'nikov and the other characters,
then the Dostoevskian novel would have no artistic importance,”*®
summarizes Pospelov, not noticing, however, that he is only
repeating the out-of-date tag-ends of Chernyshevskii’s ideas about
art as a verdict on life.

Bakhtin’s reflections on the evolution of genre and his notion
of the “carnivalization” of literary genres, especially of the adven-
ture novel, also fails to fit in with Pospelov’s sociological scheme.
The latter sees no sociological basis for drawing a genetic thread
from the carnival to Dostoevsky’s novels. The multicolored comic
popular scenes in the picaresque and chivalresque novel, with its
unexpected upward flights and downfalls, failures and successes,
arose independently in literature and they reflected a new stage of
social development; namely, the destruction of feudal barriers and
the process of sudden enrichment and sudden ruin, or, in other
words, the chaotic beginnings of bourgeois society. In Pospelov’s
opinion the novels of Dostoevsky are oriented towards the future
and bear the stamp of urbanism. They reflect the atmosphere of
St. Petersburg life in the 1860s and 70s with its quick tempo,
tension, overstrain and psychic unbalance. In terms of their plots
and their “vision of the world” these novels are oriented towards
the age of Verhaeren and Whitman, Briusov and Maiakovskii, and
not towards the epoch of picaresque and adventure novels, nor the
era of carnivals and “saturnalia.” And so for this critic ali
Bakhtin’s reflections on the genre and compositional peculiarities
of Dostoevsky seem “very farfetched”. Bakhtin’s anaylsis of the
“carnival-fantastic atmosphere” in Dostoevsky was made without
taking into consideration the writer’s social epoch and Pospelov

29Pospelov, Ibid., p. 103.
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therefore rejects it as Bakhtin’s “excessive enthusiasm”, which
can be explained by the fact that the latter’s attention was com-
pletely divorced from matters of specific ideological content. Bakh-
tin’s sincere enthusiasm for his own viewpoint makes his book
— a talented work written in a very animated style which stimu-
lates one’s thinking and induces one to reread and think over
Dostoevsky’s novels again and again — “this already too ‘homo-
phonic’ book about the ‘polyphonic’ novel”, as Pospelov says in
conclusion.

Thus the representatives of various schools in Soviet literary
scholarship took part in the discussion of Bakhtin’s book Problems
of Dostoevsky’s Poetics and various opinions were expressed which
ran the gamut from an unquestioning acceptance of Bakhtin’s
conception of the polyphonic novel to a partial or almost complete
rejection of it. In this discussion, which is still continuing to this
day, both Marxists and open defenders of Soviet ideology and
former formalists and sociologically minded literary scholars have
had their say. However, for the first time in many years they have
managed to get along without deliberately accusing their opponents
of ideological deviations and the discussion has with rare exceptions
adhered to the norms of respect for other scholars’ opinions and
tolerance in arguing with opposing views. The generally favorable
tone taken towards Bakhtin’s book and the recognition of his
scholarly contribution to literary studies signify that a new stage
has ben reached in the evolution of Soviet Dostoevsky studies and
literary scholarship in general. In this new atmosphere it has
become possible for both Bakhtin’s book itself and also for o whole
series of new works on Dostoevsky to appear within the last
ten years.

Evidence of the fact that Bakhtin’s book, Problems of Dostoev-
sky’s Poetics, has achieved wide currency in Soviet Dostoevsky
studies is supplied by the appearance at regular intervals of reviews
of new books on Dostoevsky and by generalizing articles on the
problems of Dostoevsky’s writings. Every author of a review or
article on Dostoevsky considers it necessary to rely on or quote the
thoughts of Bakhtin, most often in order to provide confirmation
for his own conclusions or, less often, so as to dispute with or
raise objections to Bakhtin. Reviews such as Fridlender’s “New
Books on Dostoevsky” (“Novye knigi o Dostoevskom”),* Evnin’s
“On Certain Problems of Dostoevsky’s Style and Poetics. On the
Publication of New Books on Dostoevsky as Artist” (“O nekotorykh

30See Russkaia Literatura, No. 2, 1964. pp. 179-190.
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voprosakh stilia i poetiki Dostoevskogo. K vykhodu novykh knig
o Dostoevskom khudozhnike”)?!' and M. Kapustin’s “Problems of
Dostoevsky Today” (“Problemy Dostoevskogo segodnia’)?? contain,
as it were, the quintessence of the newest approaches to this
problem. Here the reviewers’ attention is centered on books about
Dostoevsky’s poetics and style, while the book by M. Gus, Ideas
and Images of F. M. Dostoevsky, the purpose of which was to
compare the writer’s creations with his age, evoked almost no
response. For his review Evnin selected only three books — all on
style and poetics -——: Bakhtin’s book, N.M. Chirkov’s book On
Dostoevsky’s Style, and Ia. O. Zundelovich’s book, The Novels of
Dostoevsky (Romany Dostoevskogo). The very fact that all three
of these books came out in 1963 seems to indicate that Soviet
Dostoevsky scholarship is now attempting to make up for lost
time and neglect in its studies of Dostoevsky’s poetics — studies
which began as early as the 1920s and 30s but were interrupted
for a long time by the Arakcheevan regime of Stalin. The research
into Dostoevsky’s style and poetics which was initiated back in
the 1920s, especially by Leonid Grossman and V. V. Vinogradov,
but not then carried throught to a conclusion, had long been
awaiting its resumption. But the right conditions for such scholar-
ship did not exist. The atmosphere engendered by the campaign
which continued for many years against formalists and against
what was called “rotten liberalism” undermined at the roots all
such initiatives. It was only from 1956 on that research work in
Dostoevskii studies began gradually to increase in scope, attaining
its fullest development only by the mid-1960s.

N. M. Chirkov’s book, On Dostoevsky’s Style, was published
posthumously. The late scholar was characterized by his immense
sensitivity to artistic form. His observations on portrait sketches,
landscapes, methods of plot-development and the function of epilo-
gues in the Dostoevskian novel are fresh and full of instructive
details. It is interesting to note that Chirkov regards the artistic
form itself as the expression of ideas and in it he “catches” the
finest shades of thought and with the help of artistic means divines
the “the ultimate secret of the content”. This scholar brings to
light what is most pithy and interesting in the form, thereby
contributing to a deeper understanding of the entire work. Already
this is not the sum of the devices which serve to express content,

31F, I. Evnin. See Izvestiia Akademii Nauk SSSR, Seriia Literatury i Iazyka
(Proceedings of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, Literature and Language
Series), 1965, Vol. XXIV, vyp. (issue) 1, Jan.-Feb., pp. 68-80.

32M. Kapustin. See Voprosy Literatury, No. 3, 1965, pp. 126-143.
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as form is still often regarded in Soviet literary scholarship; i.e.
of devices connected only in a purely external and mechanical way
with content. Chirkov subordinates his observations on poetics to
a more synthetic approach to the study of style in conjunction with
the worldview, artistic method, and psychological and philosophical
problematics of the works. New and interesting are his ideas on
the role of the subjective perceptions of Dostoevsky’s characters
in the creation of the writer’s portraits of the other persons who
clash with these characters in dialogue. Also valuable are his
analyses of the contradiction between the external appearance and
the inner state of a human soul, of the psychological import of
various kinds of leitmotif, — the elements in the action which
repeat themselves — of the significance of chiaroscuro effects, and
so on. Thus the study of Dostoevsky’s stylistics acquires a new
aspect which opens up new opportunities for the study of his
literary heritage.

F. I. Evnin disputes Chirkov’s thesis that Dostoevsky considered
the human psyche to be something enigmatic which does not lend
itself to a final and conclusive explanation. Evnin considers that
the theme of “duality of personality,” the struggle between “the
two abysses”, the “ideal of the Madonna and the ideal of Sodom”
supply the key to an understanding of the characters’ puzzling
acts. As the action of the novels proceeds, the riddles presented
by Raskol’nikov, Stavrogin, Versilov and other heroes are eventually
revealed in full. Evnin also directs our attention to the presence
in the writer’s works not only of portraits characterized by their
divergence from regularity and serenity, by their disharmony and
deformation, but also of such “beautiful” men and women who
have no grotesque element whatsoever as Versilov, Alesha Kara-
mazov, Raskol’nikov, Akhmakova and others. Evnin is also dis-
satisfied because Chirkov makes no attempt to reduce the writer’s
stylistic traits to a single inwardly-linked system of artistic means,
and by his failure to draw any connection between the writer’s
style and his era.

The second part of Nikolai Maksimovich Chirkov’s book was
published in 1967 by Nauka (Science) Publishers in Moscow under
the tittle: On Dostoevsky’s style, Problematics, Ideas, Images (O
stile Dostoevskogo. Problematika, Idei, Obrazy), 301 pages. In his
second book Chirkov examines all of Dostoevsky’s novels, and in
each case various chapter titles supply the key to the basic theme
underlying this scholar’s research. In the chapters on Poor Folk
and The Landlady, Chirkov is chiefly concerned with looking into
matters of style, while in Notes from The House of the Dead he
regards its new conception of man, the intelligentsia, and the
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people as its most important feature and in The Village of Stepan-
chikovo and Uncle’s Dream he focuses his attention chiefly on the
genre special features of the novel-comedy. From a synthesis of
the social and the psychological in The Insulted and Injured
Chirkov moves on to an analysis of the rudiments of the philo-
sophical novel, finding that this form achieved full realization al-
ready in Crime and Punishment. His discussion of the comic and
tragic elements in The Gambler culminates in an analysis of The
Devils as a novel-satire and novel-tragedy. The problem of the
universal man is treated in depth in his discussion of The Idiot,
as is the theme of the spiritual disintegration of “living life” in
4 Raw Youth. Finally, in the chapter entitled “For and Against”
(“Za i protiv”’) Chirkov achieves, through a scrupulous analysis of
The Brothers Karamazov, his fullest revelation of the philosophical
problems in Dostoevsky. According to Chirkov, Dostoevsky’s most
cherished idea about the world was the notion of a higher unity,
a synthesis of the world life-process which would arise out of
spiritual disintegration (“Karamazovism”, “Smerdiakovism”) by
means of each man’s becoming aware of his personal responsibility
for the crimes of other men and all men — the highest form man’s
social sense can attain.

In his two books On Dostoevsky’s Style, published in 1963 and
1967 respectively, N. M. Chirkov has given us a graphic demon-
stration of how fruitful an analysis of artistic form as the ex-
pression of content can be, and of how it is possible to present a
penetrating evaluation of the representational means and charac-
teristic stylistic features of a great writer in close contact with
the philosophic wealth of his creative thought.

Especially worthy of mention at this point is the work entitled
“Dostoevsky and Schiller” (“Dostoevskii i Schiller”) by the veteran
literary scholar Vilmont (Nikolai Nikolaevich Vil'iam Vil’'mont,
1901 — ). This study appeared in a book by this distinguished
Germanist entitled Great Companions. Literary Sketches (Velikie
sputniki; literaturnye etiudy) published by Sovietskii pisatel’,
Moscow 1966. Written in 1964, “Dostoevsky and Schiller” takes up
more than half of this book — 310 pages — and could by itself be
a book of average length. N. N. ViI’'mont belongs to that happily-
renowned group of highly educated people in Russia who were
born in time to taste the fruits of the prerevolutionary classical
gymnasium with its high educational level. He also managed to
study at an educational institution unique in Soviet Russia —
the Valerii Briusov Institute of Higher Literary-Artistic Studies
— which he completed in 1926. Vil’'mont works on Goethe, Schiller,
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Herder, Georg Foerster and Thomas Mann testify to the breath
of his philological and literary interests. He is the author of
numerous introductory articles to works on German classical
literature which have been published in Russian translations.

The topic of Dostoevsky and Schiller has engrossed Vil’'mont’s
attention as a literary scholar for a quarter of a century. Dostoev-
sky’s passion for Schiller lasted throughout his life and affected
many of his plans and projects. The peculiar nature of the German
poet’s poetry was a contributing factor in this passion, as was the
resemblance between the two great writers’ life experiences and
moral sufferings, and their knowledge of the psychology of people
with indomitable passions who make miscalculations in their
thinking. Dostoevsky valued Schiller as a psychologist of humble,
oppressed mankind. The psychology of the “indignant, rebellious
consciousness” and the incorrigibility of the actions perfomed and
the remarks uttered by Schiller’s and Dostoevsky’s characters in
their role as objects of experimentation and social injustice were
unacceptable to Goethe and to Lev Tolstoi. Accordingly Goethe
reproached Schiller, as Tolstoi did Dostoevsky, on the grounds
that the forces motivating the behavior of their characters lacked
probability. Dostoevsky had been impressed not only by the ro-
mantically exalted rebellion and protest of The Robbers but also
by the powerfully expressed anguished of the humiliated man, worn
out by suffering, in Cabal and Love. This influence of Schiller
served Dostoevsky well when he was creating The Insulted and
Injured. With great subtlety Vil'mont traces how scenes from
Cabal and Love which impressed Dostoevsky are reechoed in The
Idiot and The Brothers Karamazov. Even the swift, headlong
theatrical-dramatic technique and effects in Dostoevsky’s novels
can be traced back to Schiller. The philosophical, intellectual novel
of Dostoevsky is akin to the philosophical and intellectual drama
of Schiller. The return to Schiller during the second period in
Dostoevsky’s artistic career after his return from Siberia took
place at the same time that he was turning toward the descriptive
means of the Russian realism of Pushkin, Gogol and Turgenev. The
tragic-intellectual problematics posed by the German romantic
writer contributed their share to the creation of the Russian novel-
tragedy, although The Brothers Karamazov in no way conforms to
Schiller’s plot. But the motif of the “repenting” malefactor, one of
the most important motifs in Schiller’s The Robbers, is present
here too. The characteristic traits and spiritual transports first of
Karl, then of Franz the Moor are attributed to both brothers.
The novel is full of “Schillerisms”. Even the brilliant and grandiose
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image of the Grand Inquisitor derives essentially from the image
of the grand inquisitor in Schiller’s Don Carlos. Even the notion
of a “Church without Christ” had already been expressed by
Schiller’s inquisitor. It was not by chance that Ivan Karamazov
concluded his rebuke to Katerina Ivanovna with lines learned by
heart from Schiller. For all the originality of Ivan’s arguments for
his non-acceptance of the world and his references to the sufferings
of children, the very formula of his entrance-ticket to the coming
world of harmony has its antecedents in the early writings of
Schiller (see the latter’s verse Resignation). The pathos of a
“rebellion” against “God’s world” had already been expressed in a
youthfully naive manner in Schiller’s early work. But in its depth
and extraordinary scope the Russian intellectual novel as represent-
ed by Dostoevsky far surpassed the dramas of Schiller and expressed
on a worldwide level not only the Russian writer’s superiority in
philosophical thought but also the power of his artistic trans-
figuration of the world and human characters. But the recognition
of the kinship between Dostoevsky’s creative genius and that of
his predecessors only confirms the notion that in terms of general
cultivation as well as literary culture the Russian genius was fully
abreast of his age and was therefore all the more able to render
service to mankind. And in this context the observations contributed
by N. Vil'mont are very fruitful and useful.

Ia. O. Zundelovich’s book, The Novels of Dostoevskii, also evoked
a favorable response from Soviet reviewers. Even the serious
magazine, Novyi Mir (New World) which does not usually spoil
literary scholars with over-flattering comments, referred approv-
ingly to Zundelovich’s book and expressed its regret that it had
been published in such a small edition as to be inaccessible to the
average reader.®® This book is also almost unobtainable by readers
in the free world and scholars of Dostoevsky’s writing outside the
Soviet Union have particular cause to complain of its inaccessibility.
However, it contains valuable material and much in it is analysed
in a new way. Zundelovich has devoted a separate chapter to each
of Dostoevsky’s five last novels: “On the Style of the Novel Crime
and Punishment” (“O stile romana Prestuplenie i Nakazanie’);
“The Originality of the Narrative in the Novel The Idiot” (“Svoe-
obrazye povestvovania v romane Idiot”); “The Pamphlet Structure
of the Novel The Devils”) (“Pamfletnyi stroi romana Besy”);
“The Artistic-logical and Abstract-philosophical Elements in the

33T, Motyleva. A Review of the book by Ia. O. Zundelovich, Romany
Dostoevskogo (Dostoevsky’s Novels), in Novyi Mir (New World) No. 12, 1964,
pp. 276-21717.
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Novel A Raw Youth” (“Khudozhestvenno-logicheskoe i otvlechenno-
filosofskoe v romane Podrostok”); “Dostoevsky’s Image of the
World in his Social-philosophical Novel The Brothers Karamazov”
(“Obraz mira Dostoevskogo v ego sotcial’no-filosofskom romane
Brat’ia Karamazovy”).?* The author of The Nowvels of Dostoevsky
deals with the very “flesh and blood” of his material; he analyses
the artist’s way of seeing the world and reveals his composition,
style and narrative manner. For him the writer’s language is not
simply the sum total of his devices but an “all-pervasive ether which
permeates an entire work.” His insight into the writer’s style
shows itself in the way in which he reveals how “the unity of
the writers’s artistic vision of reality, his way of perceiving the
world and his worldview are directly reflected in such aspects of
his works as their structure, their system of images, the peculiar-
ities of the development of the conflict in a novel, and at the same
time in fractional components of a work such as word repetition,
the singling out of words in a text by graphic means, even his
original use of punctuation marks and so forth.?> Here the artist’s
will subjects and deforms the style in all its elements, and also the
system of images and the structure. In this light even the uneven-
nesses and irregularities in the style look like irregularities of the
voices themselves which carry on the narrative or are intermingled
with it. Zundelovich writes that even the “convulsive character of
Dostoevsky’s repetitions in its own way reflects the contradictory
nature of his worldview which is also the determining factor behind

34These chapters had appeared earlier as articles in various publications
of the Transactions of the Uzbek University which were also virtually inacces-
sible to the average reader. See below:

(A) Ia. O. Zundelovich. “O stile romana F. M. Dostoevskogo Prestuplenie
i nakazanie” (“On the style of F. M. Dostoevsky’s Novel Crime and Punish-
ment”). Trudy Uzbekskogo universiteta. (Transactions of the Uzbek University),
Samarkand 1957, vyp. (issue) 72, pp. 304-339.

(B) Ia. O. Zundelovich. “O romane Dostoevskogo Besy” (“On Dostoevsky’s
Novel The Devils”). Trudy Samarkandskogo universiteta imeni Alishera Navoi,
novaia seriia, vyp. 112 — Problemy khudozhestvennogo masterstva — (Trans-
actions of the Samarkand Alisher Navoi University, new series, issue 112 —
Problems of Artistic Mastery), Samarkand 1961.

(C) Ia. O. Zundelovich. “Osobennosti povestvovaniia v romane F. M.
Dostoevskogo Idiot” (“Peculiarities of the Narrative in F. M. Dostoevsky’s Novel
The Idiot”). Trudy Uzbekskogo Universiteta. (Transactions of the Uzbek Uni-
versity). Samarkand. 1958. vyp. (issue) 93, pp. 3-44.

D) Ia. O. Zundelovich. “Roman F. M. Dostoevskogo Podrostok ~— Khud-
ozhestvenno-logicheskoe i otvlechenno-logicheskoe v romane” (F. M. Dostoev-
sky’s Novel A Raw Youth — The Artistically Logical and Abstract-Logical
Elements in the Novel”). Trudy Uzbekskogo universiteta (Transactions of
Uzbek University). Samarkand 1959, vyp. (issue) 97, pp. 3-40.

35Ia. O. Zundelovich. Romany Dostoevskogo (Dostoevsky’s Novels), Izd.
Tashkent, “Sredniaia i vysshaia shkola” (Middle and High School Pub.) p. 6.
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the writer’s other stylistic peculiarities.”*® As handled by Zundelo-
vich, the method of a stylistic or “voice-studying” analysis in
depth is often fruitful. In that part where he comes close to the
polyphony of voices (both narrative and dialogue) based on Bakhtin
and to the latter’s understanding of the reflection and reciprocal
reflection of the consciousnesses of the dramatis personae, he suc-
ceeds in proving that Dostoevsky’s characters, and especially those
in Crime and Punishment, do not possess any final truth and are
all of them right, each in his own way. But in his exaggerated
absorption in the contradictions between the writer’s worldview and
his artistic method, between his convictions and the living texture
of his images, Zundelovich reaches a number of erroneous con-
clusions which contradict his own method. He has not succeeded
in freeing himself from the understanding of the contradictions
bhetween Dostoevsky’s worldview and his method which is tradi-
tional in Soviet literary scholarship. On the one hand, Dostoevsky
was in Zundelovich’s opinion a reactionary, an obscurantist and
a religious dogmatist. Such was his outlook on the world. But as
a realist-artist he was supposed to have rejected the errors of his
worldview in the name of truth to life. The clash between these
allegedly mutually exclusive principles in Dostoevsky is diligently
traced by Zundelovich in the style of Crime and Punishment, in the
struggle between the various voices of the narrative and the an-
tagonism between the imagic texture of the novels and their ideo-
logical design. Such a reduction of the whole aggregate of the
writer’s opinions to a onesided orientation towards reaction does not
correspond to reality, for it underestimates those progressive and
avant-garde ideas in Dostoevsky which enriched Russian philoso-
phical and literary-social thought in the 19th century. Therefore
F. 1. Evnin was right when he pointed to the existence of two
Zundeloviches — the skillful researcher of Dostoevsky specific
texts and the “dogmatist”... “the creator of arbitrary, a priori
schemes, to which he tries to ‘adjust’ certain of Dostoevsky’s novels.
As a result of this ‘adjustment’ the work he is examining is some-
times simply not brought closer to us, not enriched in its inner
content and meaning; but on the contrary, is pushed further away
from us and impoverished.”s7

In each novel analysed by Zundelovich the painful results of

36Zundelovich, Ibid., p. 20.

37F. I. Evnin. “O nekotorykh voprosakh stilia i poetiki Dostoevskogo”
(“Tn Certain Questions of Dostoevsky’s Style and Poetics”), Izvestiia Akademii
Nauk SSSR, Seriia Literatury i Iazyka (Proceedings of the USSR Academy
of Sciences, Literature and Language series), 1965. Vol. XXIV, vyp. (issue)
1, p. 70.
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this “adjustment” reveal themselves. Thus, for example, he falls
into an obvious contradiction when he propounds the view that
the discord and intermingling of the voices of the narrator
(chronicler) and the author are positive in Crime and Punishment,
but for some reason or other negative in The Devils and even
The Brothers Karamazov. The narrator-chronicler who delights
Zundelovich in Crime and Punishment, the “participant in the circle
who is informed about everything,” is described in connection with
The Devils as a “pamphlet jester.’*s Deferring to out-of-date and
long-established views, Zundelovich travels a well-trodden path when
he discerns in The Devils certain imaginary artistic “miscalculations”
and “failures.” “In his novel,” writes Zundelovich, “Dostoevsky gives
battle to the devils in a setting which is inappropriate to his design
and thereby violates the basic principle of realistic art — the
portrayal of typical characters in typical circumstances. Hence the
inevitable artistic failure, the artistic breakdown, which marks this
work.”$¥ Zundelovich also acknowledges elsewhere in his book that
in The Devils everyday life is interwoven with “being,” that the
concepts of God, the Devil, and eternity here spread into real,
everyday life and that the novel’s characters appear before us as
the visible embodiment of such concepts and develop according to
the logic of development of the structure of their own opinions.
Zundelovich’s false concepts and ideas about The Devils seem to be
refuted by the critic’s own views; i.e. that for Dostoevsky any and
all concepts about the world appear in a psychological form, as
human types. Beyond these types there stand generalized sensual
images, which have also absorbed the qualities of various ideas;
i.e. “the image of the world.” One must argue with Zundelovich,
however, when he reduces Dostoevsky’s vision of the world in
The Brothers Karamazov to “the image of whirling, of extreme
disintegration, an image of which his own age had given him a
graphic picture.”*’ In order to reach such a “discovery,” Zundelovich
in his analysis of The Brothers Karamazov had to separate Dos-
toevsky the thinker completely from Dostoevsky the artist and,
after discarding the supposedly “reactionary” philosopher, to begin
by simply postulating the image of “whirling” and then adjusting
the whole novel to fit this postulate. As a result the structural
center of the novel is not the Book in it entitled “Pro and Contra,”
but rather its “instability and vagueness,” its “extreme disconnect-

38Zundelovich, op. cit. p. 114.
39Ibid., p. 107.
40Tbid., p. 184.
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edness,” its “never completed process of formation,”#! its “whirlwind
fluctuations,” its “combination of what cannot be combined,”? the
turmoil of feelings in it, and so on. The analogies drawn by Zun-
delovich to Flaubert who, when writing Madame Bovary, visualized
the color of the mold and while writing Salammbé saw the color
dark red, prove nothing. According to Zundelovich even the “im-
petuous, unrestrained” Karamazov are dependent upon the“ whirling”
effect, as are the contradictoriness of the characters’ thoughts and
experiences, Grushenka’s outward appearance, the “patchiness” and
incompleteness of the narrative, the sensuality of old Karamazov,
the inner versus the outwardly apparent truth about Dmitrii Kara-
mazov's trial. Nor also are Alesha and Zosima free from this
“whirling” effect and even the Legend of the Grand Inquisitor is
subject to its impact. Zundelovich’s attempts to deprive the image
of Christ here of all its splendor and, to appease anti-religious
Soviet propaganda, to see in it an “anti-religious image”*? are naive
as is his impoverishment of the entire Legend which he reduces to
the level of “praise for man the rebel.” Zundelovich has assigned
different dimensions to the “author-dogmatist” and the “author-
artist” and erected an impenetrable wall between them. But when,
despite the barriers this scholar has erected, they meet and Dos-
toevsky the philosopher utters his word which exerts a decisive
influence on the entire architectonics of The Brothers Karamazov
then, as in The Devils, Dostoevsky again according to Zundelovich
sustains an artistic failure. But this scholar fails to notice that
the image of “whirling” is essentially also a component of the
writer’s world-ideological judgments concerning the disconnected
and unstable nature of the world, its state of continual becoming
and developing. Therefore the opposition developed here of the
artist-realist to the thinker-dogmatist is devoid of meaning, for
these contradictions characterise the very philosophy of the world
with which all Dostoevsky’s writings are colored. Even from the
Soviet point of view it would have been more sensible to have
isolated from this same worldview those more progressive opinions
which find expression in the chorus of different voices in the novel.

The arbitrary nature of Zundelovich’s scheme is especially ob-
vious in his analysis of The Idiot. Dostoevsky’s idea of portraying
in the person of Myshkin “a positively beautiful man” is already
unacceptable to Zundelovich in advance. Contrary to the opinion

411bid., p. 184.
42]bid., p. 186.
43Ibid., p. 204.
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of Saltykov-Shchedrin, who considered Dostoevsky’s idea of “por-
traying a type of man who has achieved full moral and spiritual
equilibrium” an extremely noble one, the Soviet literary scholar
regards it as a “preconceived idea,” a “prejudice of the author’s
world outlook.”** Thus the novel The Idiot is immediately impover-
ished in its entirety, for the critic disparages the humanly beautiful,
morally lofty element in Myshkin. He does not understand the main
idea of the novel; that of demonstrating the tragic ruin of the
exalted and beautiful in a world where “all the sources of life have
grown muddy and dull.” Zundelovich artificially isolates Dostoevsky
the artist, whom he alleges to have been incapable of violating his
own nature and subjecting the truth of life to his preconceived idea.
This compartmentation is promoted by the critic’s differentiation
of the formally singly and indivisible manner of the writer’ nar-
rative into three voices; i.e. those of (1) “The pure author”; (2)
“The pure narrator”; and (3) “The author-narrator.” The first, a
mouthpiece for Dostoevsky the thinker, is omniscient and speaks
categorically, and it exalts Myshkin. The other two voices supposedly
express the doubts of Dostoevsky the artist as to whether Myshkin
was really fine and beautiful. They are not characterized by any
categorical tone, any “dogmatism.” And Zundelovich tries by means
of a fairly scrupulous analysis to expose the struggle between these
voices with their combination of skepticism, doubt, and exaltation
of Myshkin. His attention is focussed not on the contradiction
between the novel’s humanistic pathos and an anti-human world,
but on the contrast between the artist’s method and his worldview.
Zundelovich fancies that he sees here the artist’s alleged aim; that
is, through the medium of the second of third voice, to morally
impoverish the image of Myshkin and sow doubts about his qualities
as a “positively beautiful man.” Every detraction from moral purity
and beauty, sensitivity, responsiveness and compassion for people
in Myshkin seems to Zundelovich to be the voice of artistic truth.
Particularly unacceptable to this Soviet critic are the universal
forgiveness, the humility, ascetism and other Christian virtues which
characterize the chief hero of The Idiot. He finds himself at a loss
to understand how, at the decisive moment in the story, Myshkin’s
compassionate love for Nastas’ia Fillipovna instinctively gains the
upper hand over his love for Aglaia. For, as a result of this un-
restrained outburst, Myshkin loses all his hopes for happiness with
Aglaia, and yet compassion proves stronger than love alone and it
is compassion which reveals in him the extraordinary power of his

14Ibid., p. 65.
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moral and spiritual beauty. The narrator’s voice begins by admitting
that it is difficult for him to explain this strange action by Myshkin.
Then he recounts the gossip about it in society; he even reproaches
Myshkin for his act, he shares in the indignation of Myshkin's
friends and even agrees with the trivially rationalistic interpretation
of the deed given by the vulgarian Radomskii who does not under-
stand the grandeur of self-sacrifice and the strenght of the hero’s
love — pity. F. I. Evnin is correct in his opinion that Dostoevsky
does this in order, in accordance with the method of contrastive
shading, to emphasize through all these deliberately denigrating
and trivial evaluations the tragic nature of what is taking place
and the hero’s beauty of soul, the grandeur and singularity of his
moral feat. In his “Notebooks” for The Idiot, Dostoevsky pointed
out that “in The Idiot man is perhaps more real’® than ordinary
real life. And Evnin correctly concludes that with this statement
Dostoevsky gave us the key to an understanding of the other
belittling judgments of Myshkin which we encounter in this novel.*
One has perforce to agree with Evnin’s view that all the voices
work in concert to reveal the writer’s design and the image of
Myshkin, although certain of them also express that tragic irony
which is already embedded in the very title of the novel. The
aprioristic scheme worked out by Zundelovich led him to make
the doubtful assertion that the “author-narrator” “reinforces the
double meaning involved in the use of the word ‘idiot’ to describe
Myshkin.”#” And Evnin is right once again when he affirms that
“the narrative manner in Dostoevsky’s last major novels excludes
the possibility of any direct evaluation or explanation from the
author of all that concerns their central (tragic) characters.”*8

In connection with the need to find an ally in his rejection of
theory of the polyphonic novel, G. Fridlender in his review “New
books on Dostoevsky” (“Novyje knigi o Dostoevskom”) naturally
hastened to hail the publication of Zundelovich’s book which, so he
claimed, differed absolutely from Bakhtin’s views. According to
Fridlender, Zundelovich analyses the authoral principle in the novels,
the author’s vision of and attitude to the world, not only as not
having been dissolved in the diversity of the characters’ voices but,
on the contrary, as having been manifested even more powerfully
in Dostoevsky than in many other Russian and foreign novelists.

45F. M. Dostoevskii. Zapisnye Tetrady k “Idiotu” (Notebooks for The Idiot),
ed. P. N. Sakulin and N. F. Bel’chikov. Moscow, GIKhL, 1931. p. 153.

46F, I. Evnin, op. cit. See footnote 37, above. p. 72.

47Evnin, Ibid., p. 72.

48
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The author’s interference in the progress of the narrative in Crime
and Punishment is also expressed in the wide usage of interior
monologue as a result of which the author’s voice and the inner
voice of a character in the novel become inseparably interwoven
with each other, so that it is almost impossible to disconnect them.
In the narrative and in Raskol’nikov’s speech one notes the penet-
ration of elements of authoral expression and the lyrical-subjective
principle. The author’s voice and conception of the world are reflected
in the structure, style, language and “voices” of the characters in
all of Dostoevsky’s novels from Crime and Punishment to The
Brothers Karamazov — thus does Fridlender summarize the results
of Zundelovich’s research into Dostoevsky’s novels.*?

On this point one might take issue with Fridlender by citing one
of Bakhtin’s most valuable ideas; namely, that in his discourse as
author or in the narrator’s speech Dostoevsky does not directly
“insert his own judgment, or evaluation.” His narrative manner is
always purely “protocolaire,” “informative.”® The author’s narrative
fills only a communicative function and in no way an explicatory
or evaluative one, Usually the writer’s design is the guiding factor
only in the selection and arrangement of the material, and the
object of the author’s endeavors is not the “definite aggregate of
ideas in itself” but only the “carrying on of a theme by many and
different voices.”’! Therefore all the voices, like the elements of
polyphony, are of equal value. The last word is left not to the author
but to the individual character. The author himself does not explain
the characters’ actions, nor analyse “from himself” their reflections,
feelings and experiences: he does not weigh their conduct and
intentions on the scales of justice, nor separate good from evil in
them. As distinct from the omniscient Lev Tolstoi who passes
judgment in everything—see his treatment of Napoleon and Kutuzov
in War and Peace — Dostoevsky’s characters reveal themselves in
the course of the action through their deeds, their utterances and
their inner monologues. The author merely determines the place,
time and setting of the action, the interior and exterior motions
and states of the soul, external mimicry, gesticulation and the like.
The principle of the self-revelation of a character compelled
Dostoevsky to avoid portraying the hero’s past, to shun exposition.

49G. Fridlender. “Novye knigi o Dostoevskom” (“New Books on Dostoev-
skii”), Russkaia Literatura, No. 2, 1964. p. 188.

50M. M. Bakhtin. Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo (Problems of Dostoevsky’s
Poetics). 2nd ed. revised and supplemented, Sovetskii pisatel’, Moscow 1963,
p. 337 et al.

51Bakhtin, Ibid., p. 357.
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The past of his characters is gradually made clear in the course
of the action through a character’s statements about himself, or
from those of others about him. And if the writer was sometimes
unable to dispense with giving us an imaginary prehistory, it was
usually an intentionally incomplete onc which does not mention
the beginnings of that inner collision which sways the thoughts
and intentions of the characters. Here, however, we are referring
to the leading characters such as Raskol’'nikov, Svidrigailov, Sonia
Marmeladova, Myshkin, Nastas’ia Filippovna, Rogozhin and Ippolit.
The narrator in the novels becomes more loquacious when he is
concerned with the prehistory of the Ivolgins and Epanchins or
of such people as Lebeziatnikov and Luzhin. On these grounds
Evnin arrived at the conclusion that not only the polyphonic but
also the monologic principle was natural to Dostoevsky and that
the latter was expressed in his plot structure when he was demon-
strating the conduct and actions of his characters. Evnin even
declared that by their very nature his plots are “monologic,” their
function being to embody “the author’s point of view toward his
characters.’? And in his polemic with the literary scholar V. V.
Kozhinov he passionately rejected in toto the theory of the polyph-
onic novel, claiming that it was a hindrance to a fully valid,
historically trustworthy study of Dostoevsky’s legacy.5

m

Before passing on to a short survey of those books on Dostoevsky
which do not concern problems of literary style and language, we
ought to take note of the fact that the majority of books published
in both these categories are the work of authors of advanced age,
who first demonstrated their scholarly interest in Dostoevsky long
ago, more often than not as far back as the 1920s or even earlier.
But, because of the political situation in the country, such scholars
had long been out of the limelight. In her above-mentioned review
of Zundelovich’s book, T. Motyleva writes: “Articles by Ia. Zun-
delovich devoted to problems of poetics were already appearing in
the 1920s. Then this scholar’s work was interrupted for a long time.
The Novels of Dostoevsky is the first book published by this
septuagenarian author.”’* Since the exposure and denunciation of

52F. 1. Evnin, op. cit. Sec footnotes 37 and 46, above. p. 75.
B3Evnin, Ibid. p. 80.
54T, Motyleva, op. cit. See footnote 33, above. p. 276.

— 165 —



the consequences of the Stalin cult the works “interrupted for a
long time” in the Soviet press have come to mean that some author
who had been subjected to repressive measures in the recent past
is being discussed. Concerning M. Bakhtin, L. Shubin wrote the
following in Voprosy Literatury, No. 1, 1965, p. 80: “And for long,
long years (during which Bakhtin himself was ‘excommunicated’
from literature and his book became a bibliographical rarity)
Lunacharskii’s article was the sole source of information on this
book.” That is why Shubin is of the opinion that for the general
reader the second edition of this book is “a new book, a new name
in literature.” From the Short Literary Ewncyclopedia (Kratkaio
literaturnaia entsiklopediia), vol. I, p. 447 we learn that Bakhtin
is now also over seventy, and that he now heads the Department
of Literature at the Mordvin State University in the town of Saransk
where he ended up after being rehabilitated. The same source,
incidentally, mentions from the literature on Bakhtin Lunacharskii’s
well-known article, “On the ‘Polyphony’ of Dostoevskii” (“O ‘mnogo-
golosnosti’ Dostoevskogo”) as well as the pertinent chapter in
Dostoevski in Russian Literary Criticism, 1846-1956, by Vladimir
Seduro, published in English in New York in 1957. The Short
Literary Encyclopedia appears to have deliberately forgotten about
the Russian text of that same chapter which also appeared in New
York in Novyi Zhurnal, Book 52, March 1958, pp. 71-93.

Concerning the author of the very fresh and original book,
Dostoevsky and Kant, Ia. E. Golosovker, we find information in
an article by the Yugoslav associate professor of Russian literature,
M. Mihajlov entitled “Moscow, Summer 1964” (“Moskovskoe leto
19647).5° He succeeded in finding out while he was in Moscow that
as of 1964 Iakov Emanuilovich Golosovker was 74 years old and
that he had spent five years in a concentration camp. The author
of the book Dostoevsky’s last Novels: How “A Raw Youth” and
“The Brothers Karamazov” Were Written, Arkadii Semenovich
Dolinin, was also subjected to ideological persecution. During the
Zhdanov era in 1947-48 the name of A. S. Dolinin was frequently
made a target for abuse at meetings of Leningrad University and
this very outstanding Soviet Dostoevsky scholar was forced to
repent and castigate himself for the ideological sins he was supposed
to have committed, and for a long time to lapse into silence as a
Dostoevsky scholar.

On account of his interest in Dostoevsky, Nikolai Maksimovich

55M. Mihajlov. “Moskovskoe leto 1964”" (“Moscow Summer 1964”), Novoe
Russkoe Slovo (New Russian Word,) New York, March 29, 1965. p. 2.
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Chirkov (1891-1950), author of the posthumously published book
On Dostoevsky’s Style, also suffered many insults and injustices.
This, his first book on Dostoevsky, was part of a major work on
the writer, which he had been writing for more than twenty years.
G. Abramovich, in an Afterword to the book,’ tells us that this work
was presented during the latter half of the 1940s in fullfilment
of the requirements for a doctorate in philological sciences. Despite
favorable comments about this dissertation by its opponents L.
Grossman and V. Kirpotin, Chirkov was not given an opportunity
to defend it. Here, the atmosphere of intolerance towards Dostoevsky
and scholarly works about him which developed during the late
1940s after Zhdanov’s speech had a negative effect. Chirkov was
forced to abandon his favorite subject and start work on another
dissertation, this time on August Strindberg. Death prevented him
from completing his new dissertation. Thus the regime is to blame
for the fact that Chirkov, a remarkable scholar of Dostoevsky’s
style and language, departed this life without receiving the doctoral
degree in philological sciences which he deserved.

The appearance of works by all these authors of merit, whose
activities as Soviet scholars extended back over many years,
represents something of a belated revenge for Russian scholarly
Dostoevsky studies.

Like Chirkov’s book, Ia. E. Golosovker’s Dostoevsky and Kant
is also part of a more extensive work on Dostoevsky’s philosophy,
as Mihajlov was told in Moscow in 1964 by Golosovker’s nephew,
Z. O. Smit. The published part of Golosovker’s book deals with an
important question, and one new to Soviet literary scholarship —
the problem of the role of the ideas of Immanuel Kant, in particular
of the part played by his Critique of Pure Reason, in The Brothers
Koaramazov. Here we have a meditation on the connection between
this novel and the basic theses of Kant’s doctrine of the antinomies
as the insoluble contradictions of pure reason. Golosovker was
primarily interested in how Dostoevsky resolves the supposedly
insoluble Kantian antinomies. Through his close study of the novel
and disclosure of the hidden meaning of the writer’s textual under-
current, the author of this book, which is written in a popular,
vivid and belletristic style, brings the reader to an understanding
of the profound moral import of Dostoevsky’s polemic with the
philosopher Kant. Although the information which can be found
in materials pertaining to Dostoevsky concerning the writer’s

36G. Abramovich. “Posleslovie” (“Afterword”) in N. M. Chirkov’s book
O stile Dostoevskogo (On Dostoevsky’s Style), Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR
(Publishers of the USSR Academy of Sciences). Moscow 1963, pp. 186-187.
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interest in Kant is very sparse, Golosovker makes up for its
inadequacy by his penetrating reading of The Brothers Karamazov
and his deciphering of the meaning of the continuing duel between
the protagonists of the novel as a duel between the figures who
in this novel personify Kant’s propositions of the “thesis” and the
“antithesis.” In the moral and intellectual sufferings of the novel’s
characters this critic discerned the “tragedy of the mind” of man,
who thirsts for knowledge of the truth of being and life, absolute
and ultimate knowlegde, which he invariably wants immediately,
but who is incapable of grasping this ultimate limit and reaching
a clear decision. As a reader who confronts the unprecedented
spectacle of this tragedy of the mind, he wants to discover its
“wellguarded secret.” Golosovker concentrated his attention on the
role of the Kantian antinomies of “pure reason” which appear in
Ivan Karamazov’s philosophical arguments. Certain Kantian ideas
which were a hidden textual undercurrent to Ivan’s reflections
helped Dostoevsky to give the maximum development to this
character and raised him to a high level of philosophical importance.
But for Golosovker the “devil” who directs Smerdiakov’s hand and
Ivan’s mind and interferes in all the most important events in the
novel’s plot and who is guilty of Fedor Karamazov’s murder and
also responsible for Dmitrii’s sentence to hard labor, Ivan’s madness
and Smerdiakov’s suicide is nothing more than a philosophical
hallucination, the personified “secret” of the Kantian antinomies.
These antinomies, which are concealed in Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason, are in Dostoevsky eternally separated like opposite poles
with different charges, and are the source of the perpetual sufferings
that arise from antagonistic principles. The Kantian antinomy
concerning God is sublimated in the “devil’s secret,” which our
philosopher-scholar here deciphers as follows:

The ‘devil’s secret’ consists in this: if God and immortality exist,
then the devil must assert that they do not exis: otherwise life will
dissappear. The secret of the Grand Inquisitor and tempter is that
God and immortality do not exist, but that it is necessary to assert
that they do — otherwise life for the millions will be nothing but
continuous suffering.

However, the devil and the tempter are one and the same
character, only wearing different masks — a tragic mask and that
of a jester — but their secret which is one and the same is also
not one and the same: what is revealed in one instance is the
reverse of what is disclosed in the other.

Do not these mutually exclusive theses of the secret then rein-
force each other, and is it not through this that the author confuses
the reader? Is not this the secret that is deciphered: that by the
author’s design the devil is doomed to an eternal contradiction
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(without his — i.e. Kant’s — reconciliation); that for the devil God
and immortality simultaneously exist and do not exist?

What does this mean, reader? In Dostoevskii it means a great
deal. For it is the view expressed not only by the devil but also
by Mitia, Zosima, Ivan and... the author himself.57

The highest revelations of reason which found theoretical expres-
sion in Kant and other philosophers accessible to the age of Dos-
toevsky, such as the substantial mysteries of being and the param-
ount problems of human history undoubtedly troubled the author
of The Brothers Karamazov and made his artistically realised
designs into mighty dramas of ideas. Like Kant and Hegel, Dos-
toevsky also revealed the suppressed motivating forces behind
world history. These problems were ‘distincly projected in the souls
of his characters. Ivan Karamazov, declared Dostoevsky, is “one of
those who do not need millions, but who do need to solve their
idea.”®® In our search for the hidden, seamier side of Dostoevsky’s
characters, analogies with Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason are useful
and fruitful. Also indisputable is Golosovker’s assertion that in
The Brothers Karamazov the real murderer is not some specific
person like Smerdiakov, but an idea, the formula — “all is per-
mitted,” and that in this novel this idea, as embodied by all the
murderers, suicides, and victims, kills itself off. Such, in essence,
is the textual undercurrent which underlies the ruin of Kirillov,
Stavrogin, Svidrigailov and the characters who perish in other
novels.

For all Golosovkers’ excesses of enthusiams and exaggerations
regarding the textual parallels between the works of Dostoevsky
and Kant, this author’s idea that the writer gave flesh and blood
to the Kantian antinomies in order to settle accounts with them
deserves attention and detailed study. The reader of Golosovker’s
work may find the extremes to which he goes in “decoding”
Dostoevsky somewhat jarring, especially when this critic seems
to treat the characters in the novels as little more than mouthpieces
for the ideas of the oracle of Konigsberg, which are here expressed

57Ia. E. Golosovker. Dostoevskii I Kant. Razmyshlenie chitatelia nad
romanom “Brat’ia Karamazovy i traktatom Kanta” “Kritika chistogo razuma.”
(Dostoevsky and Kant. Reflections of a Reader on Dostoevsky’s Novel The
Brothers Karamazov and Kant’s treatise The Critique of Pure Reason).
Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR (Publishers of the USSR Academy of
Sciences), Moscow 1963, pp. 78-79.

58F. M. Dostoevskii. Sobranie Sochinenii v desiati tomakh (Collected Works
in 10 Volumes), ed. Leonid P. Grossman, A. S. Dolinin, V. V. Ermilov, V. Ia.
Kirpotin, V. S. Nechaeva and B. S. Riurikov. Moscow, GIKhL, Vol. IX,
Brat’ia Karamazovy (The Brothers Karamazov), 1958. p. 105.
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in a concrete, intuitively perceptible incarnation accessible to the
reader’s consciousness. Doubtful, too, are Golosovker’s assertions
that the word “kontroverza” was stolen by the writer from Kant,
as were such terms as “thesis” and “antithesis” which he inserted
into the novel’s text. And Golosovkers’ assumption that Zosima’s
remark — “...But there’s no proving it,” (“dokazat’ tut nel’zia
nichego”)% is Kantian agnosticism disguised in different clothes
is also questionable. But he is convincing when he finds in Dostoev-
sky a concealed polemic with Kant over philosophical issues of
cardinal importance and when he gives an interesting new definition
for the genre of the Dostoevskian novel on an intellectual plane:
“Next to Dante’s Divine Comedy — a moral hell — and Balzac’s
Comédie Humaine — a social hell — stands the voluminous “Devil’s
Comedy” of Dostoevsky — an intellectual hell.”%0

Every scholar and reader of Dostoevsky’s works will find Golo-
sovker’s book useful and should read it. It clarifies many things
in the writer’s creations and through the brilliance of its arguments
it provokes thought and stimulates one’s scholarly curiosity, leaving
the reader grateful for the hours he has spent in becoming acquaint-
ed with the refreshing thought of this original scholar-philosopher.

Just as Leonid Grossman’s book Dostoevsky, appeared when its
author was already past 75, A. S. Dolinin’s book, Dostoevsky’s Last
Novels: How A Raw Youth and the Brothers Karamazov Were
Written, appeared only when its author was already 80 years old.
This book sums up the fruits of long years of research into the
history of the writing of Dostoevsky’s two last novels. Only now
has the appearance of such a book become possible, although it
is true that analyses of these two novels written by Dolinin had
already appeared in print at an earlier date — on 4 Raw Youth
in 1947,%1 and on The Brothers Karamazov as early as 1935.52 These
were chapters from a monograph on Dostoevsky which Dolinin
had planned to write and were devoted to the writer’s ideological-
philosophic and artistic originality. When both these studies were
published in one book, Dolinin made certain correction, changes
and additions which took into account the critical comments that

9Dostoevskii, Ibid., p. 73. The English translation of this phrase is from
the Constance Garnett translation of The Brothers Karamazov.

60Golosovker, op. cit.,, p. 93.

61A. S. Dolinin. V tworcheskoi laboratorii Dostoevskogo: Istoriia sozdaniia
romana “Podrostok” (In Dostoevsky’s Creative Laboratory: History of the
Creation of the Novel A Raw Youth), Moscow, Sovetskii pisatel’, 1947.

62See F. M. Dostoevskii. Materialy i issledovaniia (F. M. Dostoevsky.
Materials and Studies), ed. A. S. Dolinin. Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR
(Publishers of the USSR Academy of Sciences), Leningrad 1935.
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had followed their first appearance in print. On the basis of a careful
analysis of hitherto unpublished Ms. materials, rough drafts and
plans, as well as of the original wording of Dostoevsky’s works
and of material from journals and newspapers, Dolinin tried to
reconstruct the whole course of Dostoevsky’s work on his last two
novels. In so doing he reveals to us the working laboratory of this
great master of the word. Dolinin’s research provides an answer
to the question: what ideas were stirring the writer at the time
when he was working on these novels and how were these ideas
converted into artistic images? Dolinin traces in detail how the
writer worked on the idea of “Rothschildism” in 4 Raw Youth
and how that idea occured to a suitable character in the novel,
how it acquired form and took on flesh and blood in the living
tissue of that character. His analysis of the rough drafts and note
books enables Dolinin to demonstrate how the “predatory type”
becomes clearly visible in the figures of Stavrogin and Versilov.
The major figures in both novels are generalised images or idea-
images. From the surface level of a fact Dostoevsky goes 'deep down
into its “soul” and only after he has learned its innermost meanings;
i.e. its idea, does he return to the ferment of the social, literary,
artistic and philosophical life of his times. His mind was preoccupied
with ideas about the Russian people’s great destiny, its historic
mission, about the fortunes of European humanity, the interrelation-
ships between West and East, about the personality and society.
Questions of universal human import are raised in conjunction with
the complex of his philosophic thought and artistic creativity. As an
artist in words, the direct impressions of life as these were filtered
through his feelings, and the experiences of the heart, were of
primary importance to Dostoevsky. The writer assembled his living
material from every imaginable source; from his own personal
experience, but also from the accounts of eyewitnesses, friends and
enemies; from biographies and news items. He did not, for example,
overlook the opportunity to make use of material from the Dolgushin
court case.®® The personality of Nekrasov served as the starting-

63The Dolgushin case was a judicial trial which took place in St. Petersburg
in July 1874. Legal proceedings were instiluted against 30 persons who were
charged with having drafted, printed and distributed appeals to revolt against
the government. The acknowledged ringleader was the technician A. V. Dol-
gushin, at whose apartment the conspirators had been meeting. Five persons
were sentenced to imprisonment at hard labor, while the rest received prison
terms of varying length or escaped with no worse penalty than having been
arrested, and were released under police surveillance. Dostoevsky took an
interest in the trial. He collected material on it and intended to base the plot
of A Raw Youth on this trial, a plan which was reflected in his rough draft
notes for this novel.
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point for his creation of the image of the Raw Youth, while Chaadaev
and Herzen anticipated Versilov in that same novel. But all this
material drawn from life was transformed in the writer’s imagination
and, in passing through his heart and mind, it acquired new artistic
qualities which made it a forward step of worldwide historical
importance in the artistic development of mankind. Dolinin defines
as “the tragedy of the underground” (“tragizm podpol’ia”) the
theme which permeates all of Dostoevsky, and on which each of
his novels represent a distinctive variation.

In his book Dolinin argues that the Dostoevsky of the period
when 4 Row Youth and The Brothers Karamazov were being written
was far from having the reactionary mentality which is attributed
to him year in year out, from one work to the next, by a number
of Soviet literary scholars. On the contrary, Dolinin asserts, the
writer was fully equal to the demands of his times and was quick
to catch and absorb the ideas of his age and at the same time to
change them through his power as artist and thinker. The entire
animus of Dolinin’s book is directed against the tendency, which
survives to this day, to explain Dostoevsky’s complexity by the
formula: powerful as an artist, weak as a thinker. From this, they
tell us, from the reactionary nature of his thinking, come Dostoev-
sky’s lapses and slips in the sphere of art. But with his book
Dostoevsky’s Last Nowvels, Dolinin provides us with documentarily
irrefutable arguments to prove that the artist and the thinker in
Dostoevsky were inseparable, that in him the humanist-philosopher
reinforced the artist and that it was the fruitful symbiosis of these
two aspects in Dostoevsky which predetermined on a worldwide
scale the significance of his artistic creations.

One is easily convinced that the lesson imparted to Soviet literary
scholars by Dolinin’s book continues te be timely when one reads
M. Gus’s book Ideas and Images of F. M. Dostoevsky, which came
out a year before Dolinin’s book. Gus set himself the task of
comparing Dostoevsky’s writings with his age, and tracing how
his roots reached out into the contemporary world and the in-
fluence they had on the ideas and images of his novels. True, in
his foreword the author promises to proceed from the assumption
that “the essence of the tragedy of Gogol and Dostoevsky lies not
in the contradiction betwecen their writings and their worldview,
but in the contradiction within their writings and within their
worldview.”% However, the author of this study himself fell victim

64M. Gus. Idei i obrazy F. M. Dostoevskogo (Ideas and Images of F. M.
Dostoevsky), GIKhL, Moscow 1962. p. 4.
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to an antihistoric approach to Dostoevsky’s works. As a result of
his adherence to an artificial scheme, Gus, instead of revealing to
us the real organic links between Dostoevsky’s age and his writings,
has lost the thread of any concrete analysis covering the whole range
of values in the writer’s heritage, and has simplified to an extra-
ordinary degree the problems connected with his topic. Instead of
giving us an integrated analysis of Dostoevsky’s most precious and
durable artistic discoveries, those which constitute the essential
meaning of the previsions and forebodings of this great artist of
the word who — to cite the remarkable definition which Saltykov-
Shchedrin had already found in the last century to describe the most
important thing about Dostoevsky — entered into the domain “not
of mankind’s immediate strivings, but of those which belong to the
very distant future,” Gus busied himself with alleged “inaccuracies”
and “distortions” in the mirror held up to his age by the writer.
As Gus has it, the originality and innovative essence of Dostoevsky’s
inner form became the source of his “artistic failures.” The writer’s
statements, which Gus understands in a onesided manner, are torn
out of context and presented in isolation, so that the integral
character of Dostoevsky’s system of images and artistic structure
is obscured. Despite the duality of Dostoevsky’s world-outlook,
which reflected simultaneously Pobedonostsev’s influence and that
of the participants in the Paris Commune, A. V. Korvin-Krukovskaia
and her husband Jaclard, Gus is inclined to see Dostoevsky during
his last years as nothing but a supporter of Pobedonostsev and
a “fiery paladin” of the Tsar, at a time when as a political thinker
he could not be equated with the former. Moreover, this critic’s way
of applying to Dostoevsky the customary definitions of realism
detracts from the innovative character of the writer’s special,
“fantastic” brand of realism which enabled him not only to portray
things which existed then but to anticipate future realities, to
“prophesy,” to foresee the very remote future, as in The Devils
and other works. The empirical interpretation provided by Gus does
not go below the surface. Everything in Dostoevsky that was hidden
from view and inaccessible to the empirical mind — the multiple
rhythm and profound sources of the real-life phenomena of his
novellic art — escapes this critic’s attention. When Gus has finished
with it, the grandiose Legend of the Grand Inquisitor has lost much
of the pathos of its idea of freedom and man’s might; its challenge
to despotism has been blunted and the threat it poses to inquisitorial
sanctity of the Pobedonostsev variety and equally to Communist
orthodoxy — both of which are always alive and with us — has
been defused of explosive force. The Legend has also been deprived
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of the somber, threatening motif which is expressed in the words
“T won’t accept it!” which are 'directed against the “Euclidian
nonsense” of every totalitarian system. Gus has turned this into
a banal allegory of the “especially reactionary nature” of these
words. Thus the value of the vast quantity of precious material
which Gus had collected so carefully and fitted into his exposition
of the contents of his book is reduced. This material may be useful
to other research scholars studying the writer’s heritage. But on
a broader level, Gus’s book is unlikely to help us much to understand
the inner nature of Dostoevsky’s artistry in connection with his age,
or to pick out that element in his art which has outlived his social
and political opinions in the narrower sense of the word. It was no
accident that the book aroused a negative reaction in Novyi Mir,5
since from beginning to end it is full of tendencies, which have not
yet been completely overcome, towards a mechanistic way of under-
standing the contradictions between thought and image.

G. M. Fridlender’s book, Dostoevsky’s Realism, which appeared
in 1964, was devoted to the task of presenting a Marxist inter-
pretation of the special features of Dostoevskii’s realistic art. Here
Dostoevsky’s realism is examined against the background of his
predecessors and contemporaries. Fridlender tries to account for
Dostoevsky’s artistic method by clarifying a range of questions
pertaining to Russian life of the post-reform era and by analyzing
the writer’s aesthetic and general ideological position. In polemic-
izing against contemporary Western commentators on Dostoevsky’s
writings, this critic defends his own viewpoint against the back-
ground of the literary and social struggles of that epoch in its
varied connections with Russian and world literature. Fridlender
plans to suspend his studies of Dostoevsky’s style and language
until he produces another work which he intends to write on
Dostoevsky’s poetics. Here, however, he analyzes only those aspects
of the writer’s heritage which illustrate especially graphically his
own basic theses on Dostoevsky’s realism. The book also includes
references from unpublished autograph material from the writer’s
notebooks. Fridlender concludes that Dostoevsky’s realism was
exceptionally original in nature and that its essential attribute was
“fantasticality.” What appealed to Dostoevsky was not a merely
characteristie, typical reflection of reality, for with the aid of real
images he sought what was inaccessible to the naked eye, what was

65See M. Boiko’s article “Novaia kniga o Dostoevskom” — M. Gus. Idei i
obrazy F. M. Dostoevskogo” (“A new book on Dostoevsky. M. Gus’s Ideas and
Images of F. M. Dostoevsky”), Novyi Mir (New World), No. 10, 1963, pp. 259-262.
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revealed only to a profound analytical method. He was not looking
for the things one ordinarily encounters in real life, but sought
the embodiment of a whole historical tendency of development.
In the abnormality of human actions the writer saw the personified
expression of the abnormality of the existing social systems and
the unequal distribution of “justice in this world.” In the disturbed
spiritual equilibrium which characterized the striking personalities
of his age he perceived phenomena indicative of the general crisis
and recognized the unbalanced nature of modern civilisation. In
Fridlender’s words:

Both in his novels and later in The Diary of a Writer, Dostoevsky
invariably regarded the psychology of not only criminals but also
of lunatics and suicides first of all as a characteristic fact of the
age, as a peculiar manifestation, “fantastic” in the form of its
expression, but at the same time imbued with definite, concrete
historical content, of the hidden ailments inherent in the social and
ideological life of that epoch.68

Thus Fridlender leaves no room for any other, non-Marxist
interpretation of these very complex psychological questions. By
totally removing from scholarship all elements, however minute,
of a metaphysical, idealistic interpretation and reducing everything
to its socio-economic base, to the “epoch” as this critic puts it,
it is doubtful whether Fridlender has enriched in any way our
understanding of Dostoevsky’s realism, even if we agree to accept
the latter term as applicable to the writer’s artistic method. And
it is scarcely probable that scholars in the free world will agree
with the positivistic and banal difinition given by Fridlender of the
creative method of this master of literary art, who always aspired
to an understanding of the ideological first principles of the world,
which he envisioned in the mysteries of the spirit. When N. Berdiaev
had defined Dostoevsky the artist as not a psychologist but a
pneumatologist, he had already come closer to the essential meaning
of the opposition, stated by Dostoevsky himself, between the artist-
psychologist and the “realist in a higher sense.” Dostoevsky’s deep-
ening of the psychic level to the spiritual level and his going beyond
the limits of the psychic and emotional average into the spacious
world of spiritual depths occupied by four-dimensional men can be
understood, however, only by those who have risen above that
everyday empirical reality which the materialist Fridlender worships
to the point of turning it into a cult. But it is precisely this elevation

66G. M. Fridlender. Realizm Dostoevskogo (Dostoevsky’s Realism), “Nauka”
(Science) Publishers, Moscow and Leningrad 1964, p. 212.
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above empirical reality which a literary scholar working under
the conditions of present-day Soviet reality is not permitted. Frid-
lender’s book, however, does contain a mass of material which shows
how Dostoevsky’s novels were immersed in the active life of his
times — material that can be of service to students of his historic-
ally unique heritage. But in order to use this material more effect-
ively it is desirable that whoever makes use of it should rise above
the limitations of the socio-historical method of investigation follow-
ed by the author of this book, and thereby overcome the deficiencies
of the Marxist approach to the study of spiritual values.

In concluding this discussion of the literature on Dostoevskii one
cannot omit the article by Iu. Kariakin entitled “Anti-communism,
Dostoevsky and ‘Dostoevskiism’” (“Antikommunizm, Dostoevskii i
‘dostoevshchina’ ”’), which appeared in the Communist journal
Problems of Peace and Socialism (Problemy mira i sotsializma),
1963, No. 5. This article is a peculiarly important document which
reflects the latest Party attitude towards Dostoevsky. The fact that
it appeared in a press organ designed to reach a world-wide Com-
munist readership indicates that it was sanctioned from above.
It is interesting to note that Iurii Kariakin, agreeing with Lenin,
declares that The Dewvils is a picture of Nechaevism. But he also
draws a analogy with the cruel regime of Stalinism. He writes:

In reading this poem (The Legend of the Grand Inquisitor:
sic. V. S.) we may also recall certain features of the activity of,
for example, Stalin as they were manifested during the period of
the cult of his personality ... Yes, in one sense there is something
in common between the cult of personality and Nechaevism of the
story of the ‘Grand Inquisitor’ (although this resemblance extends
to no more than one trait in any evaluation of this complex
phenomenon).57

The author of this article also tries to formulate the principles
on which to base a new approach to Dostoevsky. He presents these
principles as the successes scored by progressive Dostoevsky
scholarship in out times. He favors making use of the achievements
of Soviet Dostoevsky scholarship in the worldwide ideological
struggle for the triumph of what are supposed to be progressive
ideas. In the same article Kariakin writes:

Great thinker-idealists or artists of Dostoevskii’s type look at
life’s phenomena as if through a powerful microscope which, while

67Iu. Kariakin. “Antikommunizm, Dostoevskii i ‘Dostoevshchina’” (“Anti-
communism, Dostoevsky and ‘dostoevskii-ism’”), Problemy Mira i Sotsializma
(Problems of Peace and Socialism), 1963, No. 5 (57). p. 36.

— 176 —



exposing much that is valuable in these phenomena, at the same
time refracts and distorts them. But Marxism allows us to find the
coefficient for such a refraction so that we may utilise in an
objective manner the valuable results secured by these thinkers
and artists, even using them against their own errors and against
any attempt to speculate on these errors... Through the efforts
of scholars from various lands a strong tradition has been built
up of struggling on behalf of Dostoevskii’s humanism and against
‘Dostoevskiism’. Here the ‘coefficient of refraction’ is calculated
more and more exactly.88

By the same token, Dostoevsky scholarship in the free world
does not reject the valuable elements in Soviet literary scholarship
on Dostoevsky; it too establishes a ‘“coefficient of the refraction
and distortion” produced by Soviet ideology, from which it refines
out all the valuable contributions to scholarship which characterize
the best works by Dostoevsky specialists in the USSR. In the final
analysis the attitude towards Dostoevsky in the USSR is gradually,
year by year, becoming freer from those extremes of ideological
passion and intolerance which reached their climax during the period
dominated by Zhdanovism. More and more, supporters of Bakhtin’s
point of view are emerging; that is, people who maintain that in
Dostoevsky the characters express their own particular outlook
on the world, that the author of The Brothers Karamazov thought
not in ideological or political propositions, but in entire independent
spiritual worlds which affirm themselves by arguing with each
other. In the light of such a conception, purely ideological, socio-
logical, political, and other such approaches, and also the focusing
of attention on the writer’s supposed reactionism obviously become
meaningless. L. B. Kamenev’s attempt in 1935 to “smite down”
the author of The Devils collapsed. All the Soviet “judgments”
pronounced over the years against Dostoevsky’s ideology have
proved ephemeral. With each new shift in Party policy they have
turned out to be obsolete. On every such occasion a re-evaluation
then began and all those ideological orientations which had most
closely corresponded to the Party policy of a fleeting moment in-
variably proved the most obsolete of all and the most likely to be
reversed. But the works of Dostoevsky scholars like Dolinin, Gross-
man, Shklovskii, Bakhtin and other genuinely scholarly students
of literature — men who have repeatedly been subjected to per-
secution and harsh criticism — have stood the test of time and

68Kariakin, Ibid. p. 41. Incidentally, shorty after this article appeared in
print, Kariakin was implicated in oppositionist activities and expelled from
membership in the Communist Party. Thereafter his writings were no longer
published.
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continue to enrich our knowledge of the great writer. They deserve
the West’s close attention and should be studied as thoroughly as
possible in the interests of furthering a genuine international
scholarship on Dostoevsky.

Today Soviet literary studies stand on the threshold of new tasks.
The publication of Dostoevsky’s notebooks and other drafts is
approaching completion. The question of the publication of an
Academy edition of this author’s Compiete Collected Works has been
resolved favorably. New and fundamental works of research on him
are in preparation, especially studies of his influence on world
culture and literature. The 1960s have produced a series of analyses
of Dostoevsky’s poetics. The names of Dante, Rabelais, Cervantes
and Shakespeare are being introduced into the radius of these
studies in connection with Dostoevsky. The objectives are being
assigned in the study of the writer’s aesthetics, of his philosophy
and special characteristics as a philologist and psychologist. The
problem of a comparative analysis of Dostoevsky’s writings in
relation to those of Thomas Mann, Kafka, William Faulkner, Hein-
rich Boll, Marcel Proust, Albert Camus and Sartre is also coming to
the fore. The philological and aesthetic analysis of Dostoevsky in
the latest books and articles by Soviet Dostoevsky specialists is
clearing the way for such investigations and is marking out a new
channel leading towards an authentic science of literature. The key
discovered by Bakhtin and others who have opened the way to the
new understanding of Dostoevsky as an integral artistic phenom-
enon, may prove to be a fruitful methodology, capable of discovering
and illuminating much more in this great literary inheritance. But
how productively Soviet scholars in this field will be able to work
and make further progress, contributing new discoveries, depends
to a great extent on the general international situation, on a
relaxation in international tensions. All Soviet scholars depend
directly on this factor because their academic freedom and the
increase or lessening of pressures on them are matters which derive
from and reflect current Party policy. A favorable development in
the process of what is called coexistence can also have positive
effects on the future development of an ideological science such
as literary scholarship, including that important segment of it which
is the object of our detailed examination and discussion — Dos-
toevsky studies. In the decades that lie directly ahead, along with
the continuation of the struggle against the so-called “bourgeois”
idealistic exaltation of “Dostoevskiism” and against anti-Commun-
ism — a struggle waged under the auspices of a defense of the
authentic Dostoevsky — we may also see new and valuable contri-
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butions to the area of literary scholarship which concerns us. The
undiminished interest in Dostoevsky not only among veteran scholars
but also on the part of new, young talents who are just now
embarking upon a career of studying this writer serves to guarantee
such expectations. The frequent appearance of articles on Dostoevsky
in a number of “Scholarly Transactions” published by universities
and pedagogical institutes confirms the existence of this process
of an awakening of universal interest in Dostoevsky’s creations
and in how he may be interpreted. So firmly has his literary heritage
become rooted in the ordinary cultural life of the Russian people
that even the most militant Communist spokesmen for orthodoxy are
powerless before it. In the protracted 'duel between Communist
doctrines and the Christian-humanistic philosophy and aesthetic
values of Dostoevsky, the latter are gaining the victory. The hour
will come when they will triumph finally and decisively.
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Pestome joxknajga B. H. Cepypo
«H3YYEHHE JIOCTOEBCKOI'O B CCCPs>.

Iopsuwre cropsbl 0 J[0CTOEBCKOM HAYaJIMCh ellje 3aJ{0JIF0 A0 Hadaja
Cosercrkoro nepmopma Hcropus Poccun. H. MuxafisoBckuii B cBoed
pabote «¥Kecroxuin TasmaHT» (1882 r.) oTBeprHys JIOCTOEBCKOTO IO
IIpUYUHEe HECOOTBETCTBHA HAPORHHYECKOH wmupeosormu. Kputurm —
MAapKCHCThI He IPUHUMAJH J[OCTOEBCKOTO B CHJIY HECOOTBETCTBHA €ro
UMIeaJIUCTHYECKOH (HIIOCODHHM — MAaTEePUAJINCTHYECKOH HOKTPHHE.
Makcum I'opkHE BBICKa3aJI CBOE [ABOMCTBeHHOe OTHoIIeHHe K Jlo-
CTOEBCKOMY, KOTZ[A BBICTYNMJI TIPOTHB HHCIeHH3anuu «BecoB» Ha
ciiere MXT B 1913 r. Ilocse pepostonun 1917 r. J{oCTOEBCKHE, OJ-
HaKO, OYYTHJICA Ha BTOPOM MeCTe B CIIHCKe JIHI[, KOTOPHIM GBLIJIM BO3-
OBUTHYTBI IaMATHUKH. B ABafIaThle rofgbl COBETCKAA KPUTHKA ObLIa
CKJIOHHA paccMaTpuBaTh J{OCTOEBCKOIO, KaK IIpeAIIecTBEHHUKA pe-
BOJIIOIIMM M ee TaJIAHTJIMBOro u3obpasurend. B. IlepeBepaeB Bumes B
JlocTOeBCKOM He TOJBKO HM300pa3HTesid PeBOJIIOIUH, HO M IIPOPOKa,
TIpeABHUJIEBIIEr0 BCIO MAaryGHOCTh PEBOJIIOLMOHHBIX yBJleueHUH. B po-
MaHe «BecbI» JfocToeBCKHUE J06paJjca 0 CaMbIX HHTHMHBIX TAHHUKOB
PEBOJIIOLIOHHOTO IOAIOJNbA M OOHAXXHUJI €ro caMble COKPOBEHHBIE
CTOPOHBI, PACKPHII MHUDY IPHPOAY PEBOJIOIMH, OTOPOCHJI Bce ee
co0J1a3HeI U obemjalus. «Y JlOCTOEBCKOI'O MHOI'OMY MOYKHO HAYYHTh-
¢, — mucaJl Mapkcuct IlepeBepa3eB, — MHOTOe IIOHATH H HAa MHOTOE
TpPe3BO B3IJIAHYTh B IIPOHMCXOAAIIEH Ha HAIIMX IJIa3ax PEBOJIIOIMU».

Korga B CCCP mobexkpasa TeHAeHIUA NPHHATHA J[0CTOEBCKOTIO,
KaK IpefIIeCTBeHHUKA PEBOJIIONMOHHBLIX HJeaJsIoB, TOTHA MHOToe Je-
JIaJIOCh B cCMbIcjle H3y4YeHHA ero TBOPYECTBA, MOABHJIMCH OHOrpadu-
YyecKHe HCCJIENOBAHWs, LIEHHbIe TPYABLI IO IO3THKE J[0CTOEBCKOTO,
My6GJHUKOBAJIMCh TEKCThI M DIIHMCTOJIAPHOE HACJIEACTBO, IIeYaTaJIuCh
tpynbl A. Honwmuuna, JI. I'poccmana, M. Baxtuna, B. Komaposuua,
H. BeawsuuxoBa, . osocoBkepa, H. Uupkosa, B. IITmmoBckoro u
apyrux. Ho Korga HauywHAJICA MAEOJOTHYECKHMH 3aXKHM M IoGexaasa
TeHJ(eHI[NA OTBepP:KeHHA J[OCTOEBCKOIO, KaK DeaKIHOHepa M PpeTpo-
rpaja, HAUMHAJICA 3aCTOH B COBETCKOM JAocTOeBCcKoBeneHuu. JKmaHos-
ckasg Kammasusa 1947-1948 rr. 3acraBuia 3aMOJIYATH JIMTEPATYPHYIO
HayKy 0 JIOCTOEBCKOM Ha MHOTO JIeT, BILUIOTh /{0 1955 r.

Ilepuon pecrasuEM3anuy ¢ 1956 I'. OTKPBII [JIA COBETCKOrO HO-
CTOEeBCKOBeJleHHs GOJIblre BO3MOMKHOCTH., Cefflyac T'OTOBHTCA IIOJIHOE
aKaleMudyecKoe coOpaHue counHeHui JlocroeBckoro B 30 ToMax, BbI-
XOOAT HOBBbIE TPYHABI O HEM.

X pUCTHAHCKO-TYMaHHCTHYECKAA HIEOJIOTHA BeJIMKOTO IIHCATEeN
B Gopnbe ¢ GezBepHeM TOOeKIaeT.
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II. SOURCES OF RUSSIAN HISTORY

TRANSACTIONS, COMMENCING WITH THIS VOLUME, WILL CONTAIN
A SPECIAL SECTION OF TRANSLATIONS OF HISTORICAL DOCUMENTS
WHICH RELATE TO RUSSIAN HISTORY AND CULTURE AND HAVE
NEVER BEFORE BEEN TRANSLATED INTO ENGLISH. FUTURE VOLUMES
WILL CONTAIN DOCUMENTS FROM BYZANTINE, LATIN, NORDIC,
SLAVIC, AND TURKISH SOURCES.

A RESPONSE OF PATRIARCH JOHN CALECAS TO THE
METROPOLITAN OF RUSSIA: TRANSLATION AND
INTRODUCTION

by Nicholas Itsines*

The acceptance of the Byzantine form of Christianity by the
Russian prince Vladimir in the later tenth century (989 A. D.),
and the subsequent conversion of his people, extended greatly the
influence of the Byzantine Church.

The Russian Church was organized into a metropolis in the
eleventh century (some sources mention two metropolitans in the
late tenth century, but this remains questionable) with its See at
Kiev.! Its metropolitan was appointed by the Patriarch of Constan-
tinople, and throughout the Middle Ages he stood under the Patri-
arch’s supreme jurisdiction.? As dependent metropolitans, like all
others, the bishops of Kiev were in constant contact with their

*NICHOLAS ITSINES, Instructor of History at Jersey City State College,
specializes in Byzantine History.

1For the history of the early Russian Church and the canonical implications
with Constantinople see the excellent study of Vlasios I. Phidas, The First
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy in Russia and the Russian Sources (Athens: 1966),
especially p. 76ff. (in Greek).

2G. P. Fedotov, The Russian Religious Mind: Kievan Christianity, the Tenth
to the Thirteenth Centuries (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960), p. 22.
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mother church. They received instructions and made inquiries for
consultation, commemorated the name of the Byzantine Patriarch
during the liturgy, and were at all events under his spiritual and
canonical control.

The letter translated below is typical of this relationship. The
letter is a response of the Ecumenical Patriarch John XIV Calecas
(1334-1347) to the Metropolitan of Russia, Theognostos (1328-1353).
It concerns the case of the latter’s predecessor, who is described
to have risen to the state of sainthood, and it is precisely for this
reason that Theognostos had communicated with Constantinople.
His motive was the desire to be assured by his Patriarch that he
followed the right tradition of the Church in honoring the holy
relics in question. Patriarch Calecas simply confirmed the practice.

There is no indication whatsoever in the document as to who this
person might be. However, Theognostos’ predecessor was Peter,
who had succeeded Maximos, a Greek, in 1308. Peter was a Russian.
His election took place in Russia and then he was sent to Constan-
tinople, where he was ordained by Patriarch Athanasios I as
Metropolitan of ALL Russia. This action reunited the Russian
Church which had been divided since 1300, when Maximos moved
his See to Vladimir.? Peter established himself in Moscow with the
title “Metropolitan of Kiev-Moscow.”*

Peter died in 1326, and it seems that for the next two years
the See was vacant. Apparently, the reason for this was the political
rambling on the part of the opposing princes. According to A. V.
Katashev,® the Muscovite prince Ivan Kalita (d. 1341) sent his
candidate Archbishop Theodore to Constantinople for approval.
However, since the Grand Prince of Russia at this time was
Alexander of Tver, who asked for a Greek, Ivan was out-maneuvered
by rank and Patriarch Isaias appointed Theognostos. Meanwhile,
the title “Grand Prince of Russia” fell to Ivan Kalita,® who did not
protest the appointment. In fact, he entered into a good and lasting
relationship with his Greek metropolitan.

It seems then that the subject in question in the document is
none other than Peter. The fact that he was Russian, in contrast

3The action taken by Maximos had resulted in two jurisdictions, since
the Kievan prince chose a new metropolitan, who was also confirmed by
Constantinople. The interests of Byzantine diplomacy were undoubtedly de-
cisive. Thus there was the metropolitan of Great Russia and the one of Little
Russia. See Basil Stephanides, Church History (2nd ed. rev.; Athens: Astir,
1959), p. 448. (in Greek).

4Ibid.

5A. V. Kartashev, History of the Russian Church (Paris: YMCA Press, 1959)
Vol. I, p. 304. (In Russian).
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to his predecessor and successor, who were both Greeks, brings
to mind the so-called “agreement” between Constantinople and the
Russians. According to this “agreement,” Greeks and Russians
rotated in the succession to the metropolitan throne. In view of this,
Alexander of Tver followed the established order, asking for a Greek
metropolitan to succeed Peter.

TRANSLATION OF GREEK ORIGINAL

Most holy and most honorable Metropolitan of Russia, in the
Holy Spirit, dear brother of our humbleness and co-celebrant.
May the grace and peace of God be with your holiness. We received
a letter from your holiness, stating in detail and at the same time
informing us about the arch-priest (bishop) who preceded you in
the same most holy church, that he was glorified by God after
death and that he was shown to be His pure servant, and especially
that he has been performing great miracles and healing every kind
of sickness. We rejoiced therefore and became delighted in the
spirit about these and we offered the due praise to God. And since
your holiness also sought to learn from us as to what must be
done concerning these holy relics, your (holiness) knows and is not
in ignorance as to the order and custom (usage) of the church
of God concerning these matters, and took a firm and undoubted
assurance (conviction) on them. At all events, your holiness must
use this formula of the church and (offer) in this case to the servant
of God hymns and holy honors, reverences and praises, and, you
shall hand this down to time thereafter in praise and glory of God,
who glorifies those who glorify him, whose grace may be with
your holiness.”

6Already in 1328 Ivan had gained the ascendancy by defeating Alexander
of Tver with help from the Golden Horde. Eventually, Alexander was elimin-
ated by execution. Ivan, whose family name was Danilovich, acquired the
nickname Kalita which means “moneybag” because of his position as collector
of the Tatar tribute throughout the Russian lands. He spread his influence
over the other principalities and increased the financial power of Moscow,
which became the wealthiest of all at this time.

"This letter is found in the Acta et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi Sacra
et Profona, Volume I: Acta Patriarchatus Constantinopolitani MCCCXV-MCCCII
(Vindobonae: Carolus Gerold, 1860), p. 191. This important collection of Byzan-
tine documents was edited by Fr. Miklosich and Jos. Miiller. The document
in question bears entry number LXXXVIII, dated July of the seventh indiction
and the year is 6847 (1339).
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A LETTER FROM TSAR ALEXEI TO NIKON:
COMMENTARY AND TRANSLATION

by Nikolai Lupinin*

The letter which appears below was written by Tsar Alexei
Mikhailovich to Metropolitan Nikon in May of 1652. It is essentially
a business letter in that its primary concern deals with day to day
affairs. These, though not generally spectacular, do, more often than
not, reflect history accurately. And it is a personal letter for Tsar
Alexei’s attitude toward the soon to be Patriarch (Nikon was
elected Patriarch just two months later, in July 1652) mirrors a
liking, almost a reverence for his friend. One may perhaps say
that Nikon’s measures for Church reform, which he undertook
soon after his accession to the Patriarchy, would have had little
chance had he not had the support and friendship of the Tsar.
In any case, the friendship was not severed until 1658 when Nikon
left the Patriarchal see.

In most respects the letter is self-explanatory, and where not
I have added footnotes. In attempting to retain the tone of the
original, few liberties with the text have been necessary. The reader
will observe that mention is made of waiting for Nikon in the first
part of the text. This occurs because Nikon was, in fact, in transit
when he received the letter. He had been sent to the Solovetskiy
Monastery to bring back the remains of Metropolitan Philip (a
victim of Ivan IV) and did so to Moscow where the relics were
met with much jubilation and ceremony on July 9, 1652.

THE LETTER: Moscow, May 25, 1652

From the Tsar and Grand Duke of all Russia Alexei Mikhailovich
to the great shining sun, luminous pilgrim and revered Nikon,

*NIKOLAI LUPININ is a Ph. D. candidate in the Department of History
at New York University where he has been Lecturer in History.
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metropolitan of Novgorod and Velikolutsk, from us, an earthly Tsar,
a greeting. Rejoice great bishop pursuing all virtue. How has God
been merciful to you? And God, thanks to your prayers, has given
me health. And let this be known to you: the former metropolitan
of Novgorod, Affoniy' passed away on Tuesday of the sixth week
of Lent; and I, holy bishop, wrote to the Archbishop of Pskov
and Izborsk, Makariy, ordering him to have him buried according
to his wishes. For it is, holy bishop, too long to wait for you, and
for him to lie there until you return is too long. And be not dis-
traught that I have not written you regarding the Savvinsky matter.?
I have communicated the finding to the cellarer. Truly I forgot.
All issues had piled up in one day, your matter and theirs, and that
of Vasiliy the barefoot, and that of the Savvin monastery where
I wrote to Alexei concerning the treasurer. And I got tired. Forgive
me for this, holy bishop, for I did not do so out of guile. And I have
ordered them?® to bring the note unopened to you for you to read
so the matter would be known to you and ask you to not be dis-
dainful of our request — read it there graciously and do not be
angry with me. Be kind enough, holy bishop, to pray that the Lord
God will increase the years of my daughter’s life for she is very
fond of your holiness. And pray also for my wife that God will grant
her (due to your prayers) a safe childbirth* for the time is appro-
aching and any misfortune would be to 'die from sorrow. For the
sake of God, pray for her. I would ask you, holy bishop, to show
my unworthy letters and list which sent you to our brother® Vasiliy
the barefoot and have him read them. And let this be brought to
your attention; the prayer of “mnogoletiye”® is, since the passing
of the Patriarch,” sung thusly; Bless O Lord the ecumenical
Patriarchs, our metropolitans and archbishops and bless all Christ-
ians O God. Write us, holy bishop, and tell us whether this is the
way it should be sung, or how it should be sung otherwise. And tell
us how it is sung by you. Reply also, holy bishop, for the sake
of God, to all my letters; when you shall so desire, and when God

1T transliterate all names from the text.

2We do not know what this matter entailed though it likely concerned
the Savvin Starozhevsky monastery.

3The messengers.

4The Tsarina gave successful birth two months later (in August, 1652)
to another daughter, (Martha).

5The term brother does not here signify a familial re-relationship. Vasily
is likely a holy fool, judging by the appellation “the barefoot.”

6This refers to a rather common prayer for long life. It is not part of
the liturgy itself.

"Patriarch Tosif had just recently died (in the last week of Lent, 1652).
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enjoins your holiness, then write to me. But do not allow the sotnik®
to return without a letter. And so be glad holy bishop and rejoice
in good works. And bless and forgive us, holy bishop, in word,
in deed, in thought, and pray for us sinners and do not forget us
in your prayers in any day or hour. I, sinning Tsar, so petition you.
Written in Moscow, in the year 7160° on the 25th day of May.
Signed hastily in his own hand by the sinful Tsar.!?

8A sotnik, in the strict definition, is the commander of a hundred.

91652.
10Alexei Mikhailovich, Tsar. Sobraniye Pisem Tsaria Alexeiia Mikhailovicha

(Moscow, 1856), pp. 210-212,
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INTRODUCTION TO AND COMMENTARY ON AN
UNPUBLISHED LETTER OF V. 1. LENIN
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO

by Nikolai Lupinin®

The enmity toward the Church and religion on the part of the
leaders of the newly established Soviet state is accepted fact.
It was an enmity shared by all functionaries of the new order and
as such it was programmed into actual policy. This policy, already
from the Civil War on, was one of attack, sometimes frontal, some-
times not. By early 1922 (when Lenin’s letter, which follows below,
was written) a number of measures had already been taken against
the Church and its people. Among these were the prohibition of
religious instruction to the young (1921), the cessation of payments
by the state to the clergy, appropriation of Church properties,
widespread violence against and imprisonment of the clergy.

Lenin and the Communist Party felt that the complete dying
out of religion could only occur when society was completely re-
educated so as to fit harmoniously into the new mold. Here, for
example, is a relevant passage from the Party Program of 1919.
“The All-Russian Party is guided by the conviction that only the
realization of conscious and systematic social and economic activity
of the masses will lead to the disappearance of religious prejudices.
The aim of the Party is finally to destroy the ties between the
exploiting classes and the organization of religious propaganda,
at the same time helping the teciling masses actually to liberate
their minds from religious superstitions, and organizing on a wide
scale scientific-educational and anti-religious propaganda. It is, how-
ever, necessary carefully to avoid offending the religious suscept-
ibilities of Dbelievers, which leads only to the strengthening of
religious fanaticism.”! And Lunacharsky, also perhaps wary of the

*NIKOLAI LUPININ is a Ph. D. Candidate in History at New York Uni-
versity where he has been an Instructor of History.

1Robert V. Daniels, A Documentary History of Communism (New York:
Random House, Vintage, 1962), vol. 1, p. 167.
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possibility of strengthening “religious fanaticism” by means of too
severe a repression, once said that “religion is like a nail and the
harder you hit the deeper it goes into the wood.”

Unfortunately, severe repression has generally been the rule and
one can be somewhat sceptical of the rectitude of Lunacharsky’s
view. The point is rather that continuous repression has seriously
impeded the religious process in the Soviet Union and recent studies,
which take into account the developments of the 1950’s and the
1960’s, are by no means optimistic.

Lenin, in the letter here given, is insistent on the use of force,
a force that he was not above using as a constant policy of the state.
We are again reminded of how implausible are the currently fash-
ionable notions with regard to Lenin’s alleged humanism. Control
was imperative and control meant force. There is no hedging here.
And the force demanded is not one of the indirect variety like the
control of the printing press or the licensing of churches (both
measures that the Soviet state also undertook at an early stage
of its struggle against the Church). It was a force which sought
its culmination in wholesale execution.

Aside from the brutality of the measures sought here by Lenin,
it is also of interest to observe another example of Lenin the master
manipulator who will use any situation to his advantage. Here the
situation is famine and it is to be exploited by the State. The famine
of 1921 (carrying over to 1922) was severe and the high clergy,
with Patriarch Tikhon, undertook the organization of relief for
the starving.? Lenin shrewdly foresaw that the position of the
Church would be enhanced and thus decided that the State should
take over. Money was to be obtained via the confiscation of church
treasures, though as the letter shows, the finances thus derived
were to be otherwise alloted. It was not really a new policy, for
during the Civil War Lenin had stepped up seizure of Church
properties which netted him seven billion rubles.®> One notes that
he expects a not inconsiderable sum from the church treasures also.

Into this larger framework of events we must place the incident
at Shuya (March 15, 1922) to which Lenin refers and which seems

2Ed. Note: The Russian Church had met the demand of the Bolsheviks
and were ready to sacrifice everything except those items which were necessary
for liturgical use. The Bolsheviks, however, changed their policy and in a
decree on the 26th of February categorically demanded the confiscation of all
precious Church possessions, including the Holy vessels. Patriarch Tikhon
protested these measures in an Encyclical on the 28th of February.

3Donald W. Treadgold, Twentieth Century Russia (Chicago: Rand McNally,
1959), p. 251.
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to have motivated this letter. The incident itself was a bloody
confrontation between the people and the State, a confrontation
(one of many) that greeted the decrees (and their immediate
application) concerning confiscation. The Lenin letter was first
published in Paris in the journal of the Russian Students Christian
Movement, and contains an excellent commentary by Professor
N. Struve.* Its historic significance merits publication in America.
The Lenin letter is of March 19, 1922 and the meeting of the
Politburo, which Lenin is unable to attend, thus necessitating writ-
ten communication, took place the next day. It is noteworthy that
the following letter was not published by the Bolsheviks; the letter
is, however, mentioned in the official list of the works of Lenin.

4Vestnik Russkago Studentcheskogo Khristianskago Dvizheniia, 1970, no. 4.
The Lenin letter appears on pp. 54-57; Professor Struve’s commentary appears
on pp. 58-60.

— 189 —



AN UNPUBLISHED LETTER BY V. 1. LENIN TO THE
MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO.*

Strictly confidential

To Comrade Molotov for
the members of the Politburo.

It is requested that no copies be made under any circumstances,
and that each member of the Politburo (including comrade Kalinin)
is to make his comments on the margins of this document.

Lenin

Referring to the incident at Shuya which has already been put
on the agenda of the Politburo for discussion, it seems to me, that
it is necessary to make a firm decision regarding the general scheme
of the struggle that is to be directed against incidents of this kind.
As it is unlikely that I shall be able to attend the meeting of the
Bureau on March 20, I shall, therefore, express my thoughts in
writing.

The incident at Shuya must be placed in connection with the
message recently sent by Rosta (Russian Telegraph Agency, —
V1. D.) to newspapers for internal use. It concerns the preparation
of the resistance of the Black Hundred Petrograd clergy to our
edict for confiscating the treasures of the church. If this fact is
to be compared to the newspaper stories regarding the clergy’s
attitude to the edict and also with what we know about the illegal
appeal of Patriarch Tikhon, then it will become completely clear
that the reactionary clergymen, in conjunction with their leader,
are carefully making plans to give us decisive battle at this very
moment.

It is obvious that at the secret meetings of the most important
group of the Black Hundred clergy, this plan has been thought

*VLADIMIR DANILOV, former Instructor of Russian at St. John’s Uni-
versity, translated Lenin’s letter into English.
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over and accepted firmly enough. The occurrence at Shuya is only
one manifestation and application of this general plan.

I believe that in this case our enemy is making a monumental
blunder by trying to involve us in a decisive struggle at a moment
when it is especially hopeless and quite disadvantageous for him.
On the contrary, for us, this very moment is not only an exception-
ally favorably one, but it is the only moment when we can be 99%
sure of being completely successful in crushing our enemy and thus
securing for ourselves the necessary position for many decades to
come. Precisely now and only now, when there is cannibalism and
the roads are covered with hundreds if not thousands of dead,
we can (and therefore must) conduct this confiscating operation
in the most violent manner, with the most relentless energy and not
shrink from the suppression of any kind of resistance.

Now and only now will the huge majority of peasant masses
side with us or, at any rate, will not be in a position to lend any
reasonably decisive support to a handful of clergymen and reaction-
ary petty bourgeoisie who can and want to test a policy of violent
resistance to the Soviet edict.

We must, at any cost, conduct this confiscation of church pos-
sessions in the most decisive and rapid manner. We can thus secure
for ourselves a fund of several hundred millions of gold rubles
(one has only to remember the gigantic wealth of some monasteries
and convents). There can be no question of any government work
in general, any economic build up in particular, and especially
the upholding of our position at Genoa without this fund; all of
this would be unthinkable without it. We must acquire this fund
of several hundred million gold rubles( possibly even several billion)
no matter what. Only now, however, can this operation be success-
fuly conducted. All considerations show that we shall not succeed
in carrying out this operation at a later date as no other time
except this moment of desperate starvation will give us an attitude
of the peasant masses which will either guarantee us their sympathy
or, at least, assure us of their neutrality in the sense that victory
in this struggle of confiscating church treasures will be totally and
absolutely on our side.

One intelligent writer on political affairs stated correctly that
if for the realization of a certain political goal it is necessary to
commit a series of atrocities, then they must be carried out in the
most energetic way and in the shortest period of time, because
the masses will not bear a long period of their application. This
consideration is also particularly supported by the fact that in
accordance with the international status of Russia, it most likely
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may occur or seem to us after Genoa that the undertaking of cruel
measures against the reactionary clergy will be politically irrational,
perhaps even overly dangerous. Right now victory over the reaction-
ary clergy is fully assured. In addition, the strugggle against us
as undertaken by our main groups of enemies among the Russian
emigres abroad, i.e. by the socialist-revolutionaries and by the mem-
bers of the Miliukov party, will be made difficult if at this very
moment, in the time of famine, we conduct the suppression of the
reactionary clergy with maximum rapidity and mercilessness.

I therefore come to the indisputable conclusion that we must now,
and exactly now, conduct the most decisive and merciless battle
with the reactionary clergymen and suppress their resistance with
a cruelty they should not forget for decades to come. I conceive
the strategy for executing this plan in the following manner:

Officially, only comrade Kalinin should speak about any kind
of enactments; by no means must comrade Trotsky ever appear
either in the press or in any other manner before the public.

The telegram sent by the Politburo concerning the temporary
halt of confiscation should not be cancelled. It is to our advantage
because the enemy will get the impression of our apparent hesit-
ation; make him think that he has succeeded in intimidating us
(due to the fact that this is a secret telegram, the enemy, of course,
will find out about it soon enough).

We must send one of the most energetic, intelligent and capable
members of the All Russian Central Executive Committee or other
representatives of the Central power (better one than several).
He must be instructed verbally by one of the members of the Bureau.
According to this instruction he must arrest as many people at
Shuya as possible, not less than several dozens of the representatives
of the local clergy and petty bourgeoisie who are under suspicion
of direct or indirect participation in the forcible resistance to the
edict for confiscating the church possessions as decreed by the All
Russian Central Executive Committee. Immediately upon completion
of this task, he must return to Moscow and personally make a report
at the meeting of the entire Politburo or to two members authorized
by the Politburo for this purpose. On the basis of this report the
Politburo must issue detailed instructions to the judicial authorities;
these instructions must also be given verbally so that the trial
against the insurgents offering resistance against assistance to the
starving people be completed with maximum speed; the outcome
of this trial should be no other than the shooting of a large number
of the most influential and dangerous reactionaries of Shuya.
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Possibly this kind of execution should not be limited to Shuya but
should include Moscow and several other religious centers.

I believe it would not be advisable for us to touch Patriarch
Tikhon, though undoubtedly he is the leader of this revolt staged
by these slaveowners. The State Political Office should be secretly
instructed to watch and uncover in an even more exact and 'detailed
manner all the connections of this figure; it must be done now.
Commit Dzerzhinsky, Unschlicht to report personally on this subject
to the Politburo every week.

A secret conference must be arranged at the congress of the
party; it must be attended by all or almost all delegates concerned
with this matter as well as by the main functionaries of the State
Political Office, the People’s Commissariat of Justice and the
Revolutionary Tribunal. At this conference a secret decision must
be made relative to the confiscation of possessions, especially those
from the richest monasteries and churches; this operation must be
conducted with merciless resolution, halting at nothing and in the
shortest period of time. The greater the number of representatives
of the reactionary bourgeoisie and of the reactionary clergy that
we execute in this connection, the better it will be. It is necessary
precisely at this time to teach them a good lesson so that for
several decades in the future they will not dare think of any kind
of resistance.

For the observation of the most swift and most successful
implementation of these measures it is imperative to appoint here
at the congress, i.e. at its secret meeting, a special committee with
the mandatory participation of comrades Trotsky and Kalinin.
This committee should work in secrecy so that all operations be
subjugated to its control and conducted not on its behalf, but on
behalf of the All Soviet and all the party system. Appoint especially
responsible and the best qualified personnel for the implementation
of this operation in the wealthiest monasteries and churches.

Lenin

I request comrade Molotov to do his best in circulating this
letter among the members of the Politburo tonight (without making
any copies) and to ask that it be returned to the Secretary immediat-
ely after it has been read and brief comments made. The latter
should be as to whether each member of the Bureau agrees with
the basic ideas or whether this letter gives rise to any differences
of opinion.

Lenin
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OYEPEHM II0 HCTOPNHM HAYERKH
B POCCHHA B 1725-1920.

By George Vernadsky*
Yale University

Yacre I. BocemMHagmaTei Bek.
I

TIouBa [JIA IpOU3pPACTAHWA PYCCKOH HAYKH IOATOTOBJIEHa, GbLIA
eire Bo Bropoi mosioeuHe XVII seka Kuesckoit JlyxoBHo# AkageMuet.
Ora akajeMus [aBajia CBOHM NHTOMLAM COJHMIHOE 3HAHHE JIATHH-
CKOT'O fA3bIKa ¥ Pa3BHBAJIA MX MBICJIHTEJILHbIE CIIOCOGHOCTH JIEKITASAMI
1o Joruke, ¢pusure u dunaocodpru. He cienyer 3a6p1BaTh, YTO JIATHH-
CKHH SA3BIK Bce elle GbLI TOrga MEXAYHAPONHBIM S3BIKOM €BpO-
medcKod Hayku. MHOIMe BbIfalOIIMecsT KHUEBCKHE YUYeHble IIPUIJIa-
mayjuck B MOCKBY M OTKPBIBAJIM IIKOJIbI TaM. HeKoTopble M3 HHX
IOJIb30BAJIACH GOJILIIHMM BJIMAHHEM IIPHU I[APCKOM HABOpE.

B 1687 r. yupexxpmeHa Oblyia cBoA akajeMusa # B MoOCKBe —
«CaBAHO-I'PeKO-JIaTHHCKAadg». HeKoTopble M3 CTYAEHTOB ee IIO3XKe,
mociie yupesxpenus IletepOyprekoit Axagemmy Hayk, GbIiin BbI3BaHBI

*GEORGE VERNADSKY, Professor Emeritus of Russian History at Yale
University, is the author of a multi-volume History of Russia.
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TyAa JJId OKOHYAHUA HX OOpa30BAaHMA M CHeJIAJIHCh BbIJAIOIIMMUCT
Y4Y€eHbIMH.

Ho Toapko co Bpemenu Ilerpa Besuxoro B Pocenu cospgainuch
BO3MOKHOCTH JJIs Pa3BHTHA HAYKH B COBPEMEHHOM CMbICJIE DTOI'O
ciaoBa. B 1701 rogy Ilerp ocHOBasl B MOCKBe IIKOJY MaTeMaTHYECKUX
M HaBHTAallMOHHBIX HAYK, BO3IVIABJIATH KOTOPYIO OBIJI IPHIJIAIIEH
moryiaHgen, Papreapcod. B 1715 r. orkpeita 6el1a Mopckas akape-
MHS IIOf, Ha4aJIbcTBOM HaphINIKHHA, NOMOLIHMKOM KOTOPOTO OBILI
cmenan Ttor ke PapreapcoH. B psge ropofoB yupexjeHbI ObIIH
IIKOJIBI JJIA MOJTOTOBKH MAacTepOB Ha KaseHHble 3aBoAsl. B 1706 r.
B MockBe ocHOBaHa ObLjIa MeRUIIMHCKAA INKOJIA. depe3d TpH Tofa
mopoGHaA e IKoJja Oblia yupexxpaeHa u B IlerepOypre. Bee sru
yueGHbIE 3aBefleHUA HOCHJIM IIPaKTH4YecKHH xapakrep. OHM ObLIH He-
00XORMMBI AJA OGCIY)KUBAHHSA HOBOH pycckod apMuu H (ora B
o6GcTaHOBKe BOMHBI co IITBerued.

Ho Ilerp cMoTpes ruryOike M FaJibile BrHeped deM OGOJIBIIMHCTBO
ero corpynuukoB OH co3HaBaJ, uro Poccua HyskmaeTrcs He TOJBKO
B TeXHHYECKUX ¥ BOEHHBIX 3HAHUAX, HO U B OBJIAJICHHH TeopeTHdYec-
KHMH OCHOBaHUAMH Hayku. B EBpone k ero BpemeHH BbIpaboTaJiach
(hopMa pPYKOBOAAIIEr0 LEHTPA HAYYHBLIX M3BICKAHMA — AKajeMus
Hayk. ®pannysckas Axamemus Hayk Geina ocHoBaa B 1635 r.
Bpurauckoe Koposesckoe OGinectBo — B 1663 r. BepsuHckas Axa-
memus Hayk oTkpbITa Oblia B 1711 ropy mo MHHIMATHBE H IO IVIAHY
3HaMeHuTOro umiiocoda ¥ mMaremaruka JlefiGHuma (1646-1716). On
GBI Ha3HAYeH ee MEpPBBIM IPE3UAEHTOM.

B uepsbie ropsr IIlBenickoii BoiHBI IleTp ObLI IOIJIOLIEH BOEH-
HeIMU AenaMmu. Toawpko mociie Ilonrascko#t mobGeapr 1708 roma u Ha-
CTYIMBILEr0 IIePeJIOMa B XOfe BOHHBI MOXKHO OBIJIO Ha4yaTh AyMaTh
06 yupexnenun Axanemun Hayk. Bo Bpema cBoux moesmox B I'ep-
Manuio B 1711, 1712 u 1716 romax Ilerp HEOZHOKPATHO BUJEJICA C
JIeiibuuneM u GecefloBaJjl ¢ HEM O PAaCIpPOCTPaHEeHHMH HAYK M IIpOCBe-
mweHusa B Poccun, Oty Gecelbl IOCIYIKHUIIU TIePBbIM TOJTYKOM K MBICJIH
o yupexxuenun Axagemun Hayk B Iletrep6ypre. B 1717 r. Iletp espus
B Ilapusx, TpHCYTCTBOBaJl Ha 3aceflaHuu PpaHIy3cKOH axameMHH
Hayk u 6b11 u30paH ee uigeHoM. UeThIpe roja Iocie TOr0 KOHYH-
Jlach, HaKOHeN, BoiHa Poccum co IIIBeluelt U ee COIO3HUKAMH.

Msrcan Ilerpa 06 yupexkpgeHun Axafmemmu Hayk Temepb Hauajia
NIpUHUMAThL KOHKpeTHble (opMbl. I'maBHBIM coBeTHHKOM Ilerpa 8
9TOM feiie Obl1 06pyceBIIMH HeMen JeiG-Mmequk JlaBpeHTHH JIaBpeH-
tuesry BaymenTpoer (1692-1755). Ero oren JlaBperTuii Ascgeposud,
TOe H3BECTHBIH JOKTOpP, BblexXaJl ¢ ceMbed u3 'epmaHum B MockBy
B 1668 romy mo mpuruameHmio mapsa AJjekcea Muxaiyosuya, GbLT
XOpowio OpuHAT K yxuica B MockBe (ymep Tam B 1705 r.). Cose-
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ropaJsica IleTp ¥ ¢ M3BecTHBIM HeMeNnKHM (uyocodom XpHCTHAHOM
Bombgom. Ilerp 3san ero B Poccmio, yToGhI OCHOBAaTH AKaleMHUIO
Hayxk. ITeperucka mexny Ilerpom u BosbthoMm (B KOTOPOH yd4acTBO-
Basl u BiyMeHTpocT) HH K uyeMy He IpuBesa. Boabd oTKasajcs
npuexats B Poccuro. ITo ero MHeHHIO, IIpeXfie dYeM OCHOBBLIBATHL aKa-
memuro B IlerepSypre, Hamo ObIIO IIOAT'OTOBHTEL JIJIA BTOrO IOYBY
¥ CHAYaJIa OTKPBITH YHHBEPCUTET, AJId 4ero AOCTATOYHO BBINKCATL U3
TepMaHNU HeCKOJIBKO 1IpodeccopoB. B KOHIle KOHIIOB [leJIO IIPUIILIOCH
peuiats camomy Ilerpy B corpyaHuuecTBe ¢ BaymeHTpocToM. Pemieno
6p110 OcHOBaTh AkajeMmuio Hayk kKax ydeHOe yupesxJeHHe, HO IIPH
Hed OTKPBITH YHHBEPCHTET, I'le aKaJleMHKHM B 3BaHHM IIpodeccopos
yuTaJIM Obl JIEKIMM CTYMEHTAM, U T'HMMHAa3MI0, I'fie Obl OTH CTY[EHTHI
TIpeABapUTEILHO 00y4aJIuCh.

28 ausapa 1724 r. Ilerp mopmmcas OCHOBAaHHBIH Ha BTHX IIPHH-
numax ycraB Axafemun. PoBHO dYepe3 roj OH yMep OT IIPOCTYJBI,
KOTOPYIO OH 3aXBaTHJI IIOMOrad CTACKHBATH ¢ MeJjH 00T ¢ conpa-
TaMH H cllacarh HX, IPHYEM eMy IPHILIOCH CTOATH B BOJAE IO TOAC.
Axanemua Hayk Hauasia CBOIO JleATeJIbHOCTH NpH BRoBe Ilerpa
Exarepure I. IlepBoe OpraHu3alOHHOE 3acefaHHe COCTOAJIOCh 12
HoAGpa 1725 r., a TopiKecTBeHHOe OTKphITHe 27 MexKabpsa TOTo e
roga. IlpesumenToM akafieMun Obl1 HaszHaueH BiymentpocT. Bouas
ITerpa Takum oOpazoM Oblma wucIoJHeHa. He MoXeT ObITH OFHAKO
COMHeHHd, 4TO, ecyiu ObI IleTp MPOMKUII ellle HECKOJIBKO JeT, AedTelb-
HOCTh AKaJIeMHH pa3BepHyJach Obl cpasy ropasfo IIupe, YeM BTO
ObIJIO B JIeHCTBHTENBHOCTH.

ITocye cmeptn Exatepunb! I, B KpaTKOBpeMEHHOE LIapPCTBOBAHWE
Ilerpa II nmapckuit nBop Iepeexats B MOCKBY. 3a HEM TTOCJIENOBAJ X
Baymenrpoer, nepenaB haKTHYecKOe 3aBefoBaHHe aKalieMued ee
cexperapro HMBanmy Hanunoeuuy Illymaxepy (1690-1761). IITymaxep
BBI3BAJI CBOMM CaMOYIIPaBCTBOM CHJIBHOE pa3fpaXeHHe Cpegy aKa-
JEeMHKOB, HO TeM He MeHee INPOJOJIKAJ YIPABIATH aKameMmueH 10
1757 ropa, korga Obln 3aMeHeH TayGepTom.

B 1733 rogy mo mpuka3zaHHIO MMIepaTpuibl AHHbI HIOaHOBHEI,
BaymeHTpocT ObLI JIMIIEH ROJDKHOCTH M BbIcaaH B Mocksy. ITosio-
JKEHHe ero YJIy4IIMJIOCh IIOCJie BCTYNIJIEHHA Ha IpecTos EnmsasBeTsl.
B 1754 r. on GBI Ha3HaYeH KypaTropoM MOCKOBCKOTO yHHBEPCHTETa
(orxpeiToro B 1755 romy), HO uepe3 TOx ymep.

ITepBe1it cocraB yneHoB Akafemuu Hayk ObLI IpUIJIallieH U3-
3arpanuns! 1o BbIGopy Boabda. Cpenm Hux 6mIIH TaKue CBETHJIA
HayKH, Kak MaremMartuku Jlamuuyn Beprynmu u Jleonapm Oitep
(o6a mBefimapra) u acTpoHoM Hukosait Hemwuns (dpanmys). M3
HHUX OCOGEHHO INIOOTBOPHYIO pPOJIb B YYEHOH JKHM3HH AaKaJeMHH
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ceIirpay Oinep (1707-1783). Beprysnum BepHysica B Basess B 1733 1.,
Henunb yexayn obparHo B Ilapmx B 1747 r.

Otimep npuexan B IlerepOypr B 1727 romy RBagNaTHIIETHEM
IOHOIIEH, cpa3y B3aHAJNCA H3Y4YeHHEM PYCCKOTO HA3bIKA, KOTOPBIM
BCKOpe OBJajell. BpeMsa apcTBOBaHHA MMIepaTpunsl AHHBI HMloaHOB-
HbI U 0COOEHHO KPaTKOBPEMEHHOIO pereHcTBa AHHBI JIEOIOJBHAOBHbI
(1730-1741) raxesmo oTpa3mioch Ha kM3HH Akamemuu Hayk ms-3a
BMeIllaTeJILCTBA B ee fiesla BHpoHa M ApPYTHX BpeMeHIUMKOB. B KoHIE
KOHIIOB DHJIEp He BBIFEPIKAJ M NIPHHAJ IIpUIVIAIEeHHe IPYCCKOTO KO-
pona Ppupprxa Inepeexath B Bepsur. Ho cBaszu ¢ Poccuelr oH He
npepsrBaj. EMy ObLi10 NIpHCBOEHO 3BaHME IIOYETHOTrO ujieHa Iletep-
Oyprckoii Axajgemum Hayk u HasHaueHa HeGOJIbIIAS €KETORHAA
nercud. K Biimepy B Bepaun nmocklianuck cTyneHTsI Akagemrm Hayxk
IOJIA JoBeplleHWs ux oOpasoBaHuda. B uwmesme mx Oblr Oymyrmmid
acrpoHoM Creman fxoBieBnd PymoBckmii. 113 Bepomua ke Ofyep
3aBeJI Hay4HyIO0 IepermcKy ¢ M. B. JloMoHOcOoBbIM. CHOIIEHHS MEXKIY
Bepsurom u IlerepGyproM IOYTH IIpepBaJICh BO BpeMs pYCCKO-
npycckoii BoiHbI 1756-1762 rr. ITo oxkOHuaHUM 3TOH BOHHBI DHiep
pemmn BepHyThed B Poccmio, HO kKoposns Ppuppux JoJIro He XOTel
JlaTh eMy Ha 9TO pa3pelleHHe W TOJBKO JeToM 1766 roma Diyiep cmor
BepHyThca B IleTepGypr. JIOMOHOCOB K 3TOMY BpeMeHH y:Ke yMep.
HecmoTpsa Ha IOYTH HOJIHYIO IIOTEPIO 3peHHS DHJIep IIPOJOJIKAJ CBOIO
Hay4YHYI0 paGoTy ¢ IOMOIILI0 CBOEr'0 CTApIIEero ChIHA M YYEeHHKOB.
YMmep oH oT ypapa B 1783 romy.

CorylacHO ILJIAHY IONOJIHEHHS aKaJleMHMH DPYCCKMMH CTyJeHTaM4
HayaJIUCh IPU3bIBBI MOAXONAIIMX KaHAauaaroB. B 1732 rogy 6mLi0
BBI3BAHO 12 JyYInux CTYAEHTOB MOCKOBCKOH CIIaBAHO-TPEKO-JIaTHH-
cKoft akajemuu. B uncse ux 611 OyRyumit reorpad Cemen Ilerposuy
KpamenunsauukoB. Yepes Tpu ropa 6bL1a BbI3BaHA OTTYAa JKe BTOPAA
mapTHsa KaHAHAaToB. B Helr 6b1 Muxamn BacuibeBwd JIOMOHOCOB.
Ilomo6HBIe BBI30BBI IIPOJOJIKAJINMCH M B JaJbHEHIEeM.

C.II. Kpamenunuuko (1711-1755) 6bwn cemoM coapara Ilpe-
obpasxeHckoro mosaka. ITo mpubbitiu KpallleHUHHHKOBA M €ro COTO-
papuieil B AxafieMmio HayKk HX NOABepriiM SK3aMeHaAM M JIyYIIHX
H3 HUX CTAJH FOTOBUTH K IOCBHUIKE B HDKCIIENHUIHIO [IJIA HCCIICHOBaHU
Cubupu. Bo rnase orofl osKcmepumum croamm akxajemuxu M. T
I'mesua u . ®. Muwwiep. Jlero 1733 r. KpameHUHHHKOB ¥ €ro To-
BapHUIM [IPOCIIYIIAJH Kypc JeKIuH STHX mpodeccopoB IO GOTaHHKe,
300JIOTHH H TeorpaduH.

KpammeHuHHUKOB 1poBest B CHOMpH mecATh JieT (HOCjefHHE IATH
ner B Kamuarke). Bo BpeMsa CBOMX IOE€3[0OK OH COOHpaJl He TOJIBKO
reorpaduyecKHe W €CTECTBEHHO-HCTOPHYECKME CBEJeHH:d, HO TaKXe
sTHOrpadHyYecKHe M HcTOpHdYecKHe. Bce ero HaGimofeHus ObLIH He-
0OBIKHOBEHHO TouHBI. B 1745 rony KpamreHMHHHMKOB, Ha OCHOBAHHUH
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or3biBoB I'mMesmHa u JIOMOHOCOBA, ObIJI Ha3HA4YeH 3 BIOHKTOM AKa-
memun Hayxk, a ABa rogma cIycTs JUPEeKTOPOM OOTaHHYECKOTO cafa.
B 1750 romy KpamenunsuxoB ObLi cfesnaH mnpodeccopoM GOTAHHKH
B aKafleMMYECKOM YHHMBepcuTeTe. B KOHIle BTOTO IOfia OH HayaJ ITH-
caTh IVIaBHBIH CBOH HayuHBIH Tpyn: «Onucanume zemin KamMuaTkms.
3aKOHYMJI OH ero Iepep camoil cBoed cMmepThio (1755). Kuura Oniia
HaneuaTaHa IIOCMEePTHO U HEeCKOJILKO pa3 nepemspaBaJsack. IlocienHee
usnaHre BeIIO B MockBe B 1949 rony. Tpyr KpaiueHHHHUKOBA Ob1I
IlepeBefileH Ha QHTVIMHCKHH, HEMEIKWH, MOJIIAHACKHE U (DPaHIy3CKuA
A3BIK.

I

Borareipckas cdurypa Muxawmna BacunabeBuuya JIomMoHOCOBa Ha-
JIOMKHUJIa CBOIO IledaTh Ha KM3Hb Axagemuu Hayk 1740-x-1750-x ro-
JIOB M Ha jajbHeHIlee Pa3BUTHE PYCCKOTO IPOCBEICHUSA U PYCCKOH
Hayku. Ilo ero wmHunuaTHBe W NJaHy y4pexjeH 6pr1 B 1755 .
MockxoBckuit yHmBepcuTeT. JIOMOHOCOB popmica 8 HoaOpa 1711 r.
Ha Oepery Besioro mopsa 6sm3 ropoma Xosmoropsl. Orexn ero, IIomMop
Bacummit JlopodeeBuu OBII CYZOCTPOMTENEM H MOpeIIaBaTeeM —
pa3Bo3uJl rpy3nl nmo mopram Ilomopes Brtots mo HopBesxckux i
mBeACKUX noproB. MaTtk Muxauna — Enena VIBaHOBHa, poKjeHHAA
CuBKOoBa — ObLTa [OYEepHIO AbAKOHA. o OHa paHO yMepJsa, OTel]
JKEHMJICA BTOPOH pa3, Mayexa He B3JIOOHJIA TIAChIHKA M pPyraJja ero
33 ero Ji0GOBb K YTeHHI0. MHXaHJ Hay4dujcad IpaMoTe y CBOETO
coceia 1o fiepeBHe, a 3aTeM o0yuaJjicd y AbAYKA NPUXOJCKOH IepKBH.
Korpa Muxamiry mcnonsusiocsk 10 jet otel; ero HayaJy 6parhk ¢ coboi
B MOpckue moe3gku. Ha Muxansa 5TH IyTeIIecTBHA ITPOHU3BeJH He-
HM3TUIAJUMOE BIleYaTJIEHWe, 3allOMHUBIIMECH Ha BCIO JKu3HL. Torpa
yiKe IMPOSBHIACH B HEM IIPOHHKHOBEHHAd JII000Bb K IIPHPOME U IIBIT-
JIMBOCTb YyMa.

B 1763 r., onuchkIiBad ycJjioBusa MopensiaBaHusa B IloMopre B cBoeMm
counHeHMH : «KpaTKoe onmmcaHue IyTEIIeCTBHH II0 CEBEPHBIM MOPAMS,
JlomoHOCOB BemoMuHaeT: «Cue mpumerus s 1o BceMy Gepery Hop-
MaHCKOTO MOpA» (BO BpeMs IIOE3[KH €ro C OTI[OM).

Yererpuapnata Jer JIoMoOHOCOB M3yums «Apudmveruxkys> Marwwir-
Koro u «CyaBaHCKYIO rpaMaTHKy» CMoTpunxoro. 3ro 6bljia BepIHHA
IPEMyJIPOCTH, HOCTYIHOH TOI7la B TJIYXOM Kparo. YUTo6bl yuUTLCS
JaJipiie Hafmo 6b110 mocTymuTh B CilaBAHO-IPEKO-JIATUHCKYIO0 AKane-
muro B Mockge. Tyga, sumo#t 1730 roga u orupasuscsa JIOMOHOCOB ——
TIEIIKOM, CJIeAys 3a 00030M pBIGBI, B CTYXKY, IOUTH 0Oe3 OeHer 3
kapmate. Ho Ifesm cBoefl OH JOCTHUT — GBI IPHHAT B AYXOBHYIO
Axapemmto. 113 MockBbl, KaK ObLJIO yiKe CKa3aHO, JIOMOHOCOB GbLi
BbI3BaH B 1735 romy B Ilerep6ypr B Axamemuro Hayk mmasa mocrty-
IUIEHHA B THMHA3HI0 IIPH HeH. YAOCTOBEPHUBIINCHL B €r0 3HAHHAX U
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cIOCOOGHOCTAX aKafeMHYeCKoe HAayaJIbCTBO OTNPABHIO JIOMOHOCOBA
B 'epMaHmIo 19 3aBeplIeHHUS MIOATOTOBKH K HAYUYHOH JeATEJILHOCTH.
JIOMOHOCOB MOCTYIMJI CTyfeHTOM B MapOyprckuil yHHBEpCHTET, IIe
yunnca cunocodun, bH3MKe M MexaHWKe y XpucTHaHa Boubdga.
JIoMoHOCOB O6Gyumiica TakKe HEMEIKOMY U (DPaHI[Y3CKOMY A3bIKAM
(aThIHB M IpeyecKHiH OH OcBOHMJ elfe B CJlaBAHO-IPEKO-JIATHHCKOH
Axanemuu B Mockse).

Jlexmymu Bosbda OKa3auch Ype3BBIYAMHO ITOJIE3HBIMH AJs JIo-
MoHOcOoBa. OHHM ITOMOIJIM €My PasBHTb ero (GUIocoCcKoe M HAyUHOe
MHPOBO3pEHHe, JIOTHYHOCTh M JCHOCTH MBICJIH, & TaKXe O3HAKOMHJIN
¢ TorpgalmHed HAYYHOH TepMMHOJIOTHeH, KOTOPYIO OH IIOTOM IIPHCIIO-
cobun K pycckomy a3bIKy. Ilopm pykoBopmcrBoM Bosbha JIoMoHOCOB
MO3HAKCMHUJICA ¢ TPYAAMH BhIfaroimxces uiocodoB, GUSHKOB U XH-
mukoB XVII um Havama XVIII crosieTHsi, B TOM YHCJIe H C COYH-
HEeHUAMH aHIJimicKoro dwmsmka U xuMmuxa PobGepra Boiua (1627-
1691). Bo#inp DpUHHMAJ CYIIECTBOBAHWE B IpHpPORe abGCoJIIOTHO
IIyCTOro IPOCTPAHCTBA, B KOTOPOM HAXONATCA Mejbualiiiime mare-
pHAJIbHBIe YacTHLbI (ATOMBI) ONIpPEHEeJICHHOX BEJMUHHBI U (PopMmbI.
ATOMBI JKUNKOCTEH HAaXOAATCSH B ITOCTOSHHOM JBIMKEHMH, 8 TBEPHbIX
Tea — B IOKoe. MceemoBaTh 9TH YaCTHYKKH HAJNO IIPHU IIOMOIIM MaTe-
MaTHKY, DU3UKY ¥ XUMHH. OTH MbIcJH BoHJIA IPOM3BEJH IpoMagHoe
BrneuyaryieHue Ha JlomoHocosa. Ilo mamHO# eMy wmHCTpykumm Jlomo-
HOCOB FOJDKEH ObLI mocjie yueHusa y Bosibtha H3yuuTh METaJIIYyPrHIO
u ropHoe meiyo Bo PDpeiibepre mop pykosomcrBoM I'eHKensd. 3HaHHe
PYAHOrO Hesia MHOTO IIOMOIJVIO JIOMOHOCOBY B faJjibHeHIeM IJidg ero
HCCIIEOBaHME B 00JIaCTH XHMMHM M MuHepaJiorud. IIpo6el1 OH BO
dpetibepre HEROJTO U BepHYJIcA K Boawsdy B Mapbypr. B 1740 rogpy
OH eHmJcA Ha HeMKe Eismsasere Ilunbpx. Bpak 3TOT OH mouemy TO
Joaroe BpeMd CKphiBaJl. B 1741 romy oH BepHyJica B IlerepGypr.
Yepez moJsrofa 10 NO3BpallleHHH B Poccuio M mnpefcraBieHMM UM
IIpefiBapUTEJILHOIO0 OTYETa O CBOMX 3aHATHAX B ['epmanum, JIoMOHO-
CcOB ObIJT HazHAaYeH 3NBIOHKTOM AKaJeMHU.

Tlocsie TOTO OH IIpPHBEJI B HOPAROK 3allUCH CBOMX HCCJIENOBaHUM
B lepmaHnMm u HayaJjl IedyaTaTh OCHOBaHHbIE Ha HuUX TPymsl. Temepn
BCTAJI BOIIPOC O HAa3HAUYEHH €ro IIOJHOIPABHBIM UJIEHOM AKaJIeMId.
HIyMaxep IIOCJIaJI HECKOJILKO «nnccep'rannﬁ» JIoMoOHOCOBA Ha, OT3BLIB
Oifinepa B BepsuH. Diyep BBICOKO OLEHUJ HX. «Bce cum coynHeHud —
HAITICaJI OH B CBOEM OT3bIBe — He TOJIbKO XOPOIIM, HO IIPEBOCXOMHbBI,
u60 oH (JIoMOHOCOB) H3BACHAET (DHU3MYECKHE M XMUMHYECKHE MATEpPHH
caMble Hy)KHble ¥ TPYAHbIe, KOH COBCEM HEM3BECTHBHI M HEBO3MOMKHEI
GBLIM K HCTOJIKOBAHMIO CAMBIM OCTPOYMHBIM YYeHBIM JIIOAAM, C Ta~
KAM OCHOBaHHEM, YTO f COBCEM yBepeH O TOYHOCTH €ro [OKa3a-
TEJILCTBY.

B 1745 rogy JIomoHOCOB ObIN Ha3Ha4YeH IOJHONIPABHBIM YJIEHOM
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Axanemun Hayk u mpodeccopoM XMMHH. YIPOUHMB CBOE IIOJIOMKEHHE,
JIOMOHOCOB BbIIMCAJ K3 I'epMaHMM CBOIO JKEHY W JJIs Hero HacTaJa
GoJiee YIIOPAROUYEHHAA KHU3HB.

JansHelimee HayyHoe TBOpPuecTBO JIoMmoHocoBa B. H. MeHmyTKuH
pazpenger Ha Tpu nepuopa. CrmepBa OH HECKOJBKO JIeT 3aHHMAJiCH
IJIaBHBIM 0Gpa3oM (DH3HKOH, 3areM TIJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM XHMHeH
(1749-1756), a B mocyiemHee MeCATHJIETHE €r0 JKU3HH pPa3HOOOpas-
HBIMHM €CTECTBEHHBIMH HayKaMH -— Treorpaduel, MeTeOpOJIOTHEH,
aCTPOHOMEEH, MHHEPAJIOTHeH M IeoJIOTHeH.

B ¢husnke nepsoit mosioBuHs! XVIII Beka GoJiblioe 3HAYEHHE IIPHU-
faBaJjiock ombITaM. HO ONBITHI STH He BCEIHa HABAJIH SCHbIe pPe3yJIb-
TaThl. A 00BACHEHUS UX HYIKHO OBIJIO CTPOUTH THIIOTE3bl. B 3THX
runoTe3ax (PUrypHpOBAJIH TAWHCTBEHHBIE TOHKHE JKHAKOCTH-MAaTEPHH
TEIJIOTHI, CBETa, TAMXKECTH M T.N. MarepHu 5TH OBIIM HEBUIHUMBIMU
U He BbIfeJisseMbIMH. CYIHOCTH TEILIOTHI OO'bACHANACh «OTHEHHOH
MaTepued» (TEIJIOPOJ MJIM «TEIJIOTBOP»). «XHMHA HaXOJHJIACH IIOT
BJIACTBHIO THIOTE3bI (DJIOTHCTOHA, IPOCYIIECTBOBABIIEH [0 KOHIA
XVIII Bekas (MemmyTkuH). PIIOTHCTOHOM HA3BIBAJH TIOPIOYHH
npuHnun. CYHMTaJioch, YTO BCe Tejla CIIOCOOHBIE TOpeTh HJIH H3Me-
HATHCA OT HEeHCTBHA OTHA COREep:KaT (DIIOTHCTOH.

HenpeMeHHBIM yCJIOBHEM HJiA CBOeH HayuHOH paGoTbl JIOMOHOCOB
CYHTAJI IIOCTPOHKY XHMHYecKoH JsiaGopaTopuu. B TeueHHMH HECKOJIb-
KHUX JIeT OH HaCTOH4YMBO J00MBaJics STOT0 Iepel aKaleMHUECKHM
Ha4yaJbCTBOM, HO mosrydast oT IITymaxepa Bce TOT Ke OTBET: HeT
peser. Haxorer; EnuzaBeTa H3fasna yka3 o mocTpofike srabopaTopun
Ha cyeT KaOwHeTa ee BejudecTBa. B 1748 roxmy snaboparopus OblLia
TIOCTPOeHa IO IUIaHy M Ioj HabiofmeHueM JIoMoHocoBa. CTOMMOCTH
mocTpodiku Geiyta 1344 py6sa. KaMeHHBIH moM ObLI pa3MepoM Bcero
61/2 caxeHb AJHHBI, 5 cayKeH IMHPHHBI. BHyTpH 6BILIO TpH HOMe-
mennd. Bece obopynmoBaHue paspaboraHo camMuM JloMoHocoBbIM. Tak
co3maHa ObLia mepBad B Poccmm xmmuueckas saGoparopud. Ilozike
JIOMOHOCOB YCTDOHJI ellle MaJIeHBKYIO JaGopaTopuio y cebsa B AoMe.

B cBomx xmMuyecKHX omnbITax JIOMOHOCOB ONHUM U3 II€PBBIX
TOTalIHNX yYeHbIX CHCTEMATHYECKH IpHMeHAN Bechl. KonmuecTseH-
HOe HcciefloBaHHe XMMHYECKOT'O COCTaBa Pa3JIMYHBIX BEIECTB TOTTA
TOJIbKO HAYMHAJIOCH.

C noMoIpI0 BTOT0 MEeTOfa OH OTBepr THIIOTE3y TeIIopoja, 00'bs-
BUB BCe fABJICHWS IIPOHCXOASAINHe IIPH HATPEBaHUM BPaIATEJIHLHBIM
(«KOJIOBPATHBIM» KaK OH IMcaJ) JABHXKEHHEM YacTHYeK TeJ U TBep-
IbIX, U JKUAKUX, H ra3o00pa3HbIX.

TepmuH «QJIOTHCTOH» JIOMOHOCOB HHOTAA YIOTPEGJISANl BCKOJb3,
He IpHupaBad eMy OCOOEHHOIrO 3Ha4YeHMs, HO CBOHMMH OILITAMH OH
HaHeC CHUJBHBIA ymap SToH TrHIoTese.

Pasmpimisas o mpomeccax TropeHHS M OKHcJieHHsS JIoMOHOCOB
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ofpaTuy BHHMaHHe Ha TO, YTO IIPH NPOKAJIMBAHMHM METAJLIa BeC ero
YBEJIMYUBAETCA M IPENRIOJOKHII, YTO DTO 3aBHCHUT OT IIPHUCOERUHEHUS
K MeTaJLIy YacTHI], TeKYI{ero HaJl HUM BO3AYyXa. OTO IPERIOJIOMKEeHHE
JIoMoHOCOBa IPOTHBOPEYHIIO HEKOTOPHIM OIBITAM M B3IVIAKAM €ero
mobumoro Bo#na. Jlna mpoBepku 5TOro Bompoca JIOMOHOCOB B
1756 romy cnesiaJl HECKOJILKO CIIELUAJIbHBIX OIBITOB. Ha 5TOT pa3s
oH ¢ Boislem He corsacmica. Omucas OH UX Tak: «Jlenast ONBITHI B
3aIJIaBJIEeHHBIX HAKPENKO CTEKJIAHHBIX COCcyHax, urolbl HCCJIEOBATL
npuObIBaeT JIK BeC METAJIJIOB OT YUCTOro »Kapy. OHBIMH OIBITAMH
HaIuIoch, 4ro cyiaBHOro PoGepra Bofmsa MHeHue Ji0KHO, u6o 6Ges
TIPOIIYIIleHHs BHEITHEr'0 BO3AYXa BeC OTOMKIKEHHOI'0 MeTaJljia OCTAeTCA
B OXHOH Mepes. «DTHM ObLI0 fokasaHo: (1) 4To ImpuBec MeTaJLIa IPH
obGxuraHn oOYCJIOBJIEH COeQUWHEHHeM ero ¢ Bo3gyxom; (2) wuto
o0'bsCHEHHe IIpoliecca O0KUTaHUA MeTaJlyIa IIPH ITOMOITH (hJIOTHCTOHA,
HEBO3MOXHO: ecyi ObI (DJIOTHCTOH YXORHJI M3 MeTaJljia, TO 3aIljiaB-
JIeHHas peTOpTa C MeTaJUIOM JIOJDKHa Oblia Gbl HMeTh WHOH Bec
nocjie HarpeBaHud». (MeHIyTKuH). Pe3ynbpTaThl ¢cBOMX ONBITOB Jlo-
MOHOCOB coo0muy KoH(epeHnun Axamemun Hayk, HO He OIy0OJu-
KOBaJI.

Yepes paBajnaTth ceMb JeT (paHIy3ckui xumuk JlaByasbe (He
3Had 00 ombITaxXx JIOMOHOCOBA) CHEJAJ TOUHO TAKOH JKe DKCIIEPUMEHT,
IIpx dTOM OH CHeNaJl ORZHO BaXHOe HAGJIIOEeHHEe: TOJNBKO YacTb
BO3[yXa 3alladHHOH peTOpTHI COeRMHMJACh ¢ MerajmoM. Orcroma
JlaBya3be chesiajl BBIBOJK, YTO BO3JYX COCTOMT H3 IBYX I'a30B, M3
KOTOPBIX OJUH COEJUHAETCA C METAJJIOM, a APYrod — HeT (KHUCJIOPOH
u a30T). J{o 3Toro OTKphITHS JIaByasbe BO3RYX paccMaTpUBAJICA Kak
LeJpHbIH djaeMeHT. CTOPOHHHKY Teopuu (DJIOTHCTOHA IIOBEJIH OTYaSgH-
HyI0 60ps0y NMPOTHB BHIBOXOB JIaByas3be, HO B KOHIE KOHIIOB HOJIMKHBI
ObLIH caThCA.

B ocHOoBe Hay4HBIX B3IJIANOB JIOMOHOCOBA Ha NPUPORY JIeKaJa
MBICJIL O ITOCTOSHCTBE MaTepPHM M JBMKeHHA. B cBoeM «PaccyxmeHun
0 TBEPHOCTH M KURKOCTH Tesl» (1760) oH mmcan: «Bce mepeMeHBI B
HaType CJIydYalomuecd, TAKOTO CYTh COCTOAHHSA, YTO CKOJBKO y Ofi-
HOT'0 TeJjla OTHHMAETCH, CTOJIBKO IIPHCOBOKYIMTHCA K APYTOMY ...
Celi BCeoOLIMII eCTECTBEHHBIH 3aKOH IIPOCTHpPaeTCd W B caMble IIpa-
BUJIA OBUXKEHHA; H0O0 TeJso, MBHKYyIllee CBOEIO CHJIOI0 APYTroe, CTOJBKO
JKe OHBbIA y ce0s TepdeT, CKOJIBKO cOoOIaeT ApyromMy, KOTOpoe OT
HET0 [ABIDKEHHE ITOJIYYaeT».

OrnpaBHOH TOYKOH B 3aHATHAX (PHUBMKOH M XHUMMeH IOCILY KHJIH
JIOMOHOCOBY HOPa3UBIIHe ero B rofsl yyenus y Bosnda upen Boiina.
Jlomonocos rosopui: «Ilocsie Toro, uro d mpodes y Bo#ua, MHOIO
OBJIAfIEJIO CTPACTHOE JKeJIaHHe HCCJIEHO0BATh MeJIbUaHIINe YacCTHYKH
Tes. O HUX S Pa3MBIILIAJT BOCEMHAAUATH JieTs. Ha OCHOBaHHM STHN
CBOHX pa3MbIILIeHMH JIOMOHOCOB AyMaJl HamucaTh OOJILIIOe COYH-
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HEeHHe O 3HAUYEHHH «YaCTHIl» HJIH «KOPIYCKYJ» AJII MOHMMaHHA 3a-
KOHOB (DH3MKH W XUMHH — <«KOPIYCKYJIAPHYIO (HI0CODHI0», KAk
OH I'OBOPHT B ONHOM M3 CBOMX IHceM OHyepy. OTO «BeJMKOe Ha-
yrHaue» (IO BhIpakeHHI0 MenmryTkuHa) JIOMOHOCOB He ycmern ocy-
mectBuTh, HO OTHesIbHBIE YACTH STOTO IUIaHA OH H3JIOKHJ B HEKO-
TOPBIX CBOHMX [HCCEPTAIMAX, & TaKKe B ero IyOJHYHBIX peyax,
TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM Ha 3acefaHuax Akajemmu Hayx.

Ve B OBHOH W3 CBOMX PAaHHUX paboT: «ODJeMeHThl MaTeMaTH-
yeckofi xummuu» (1741) JIOMOHOCOB IIPEAJIOMKHJ CBOIO TEOPHIO
CTPOEHHA BellleCTBAa — M3 «KOPIYCKYJI» U «DJIEMEHTOB». «Kopiyckyia
ecTh coOpaHHe BJIEMeHTOB, obpasyiolllee OfmHY Maccy ... Kopmye-
KYJIbI ORHOPOAHBI, €CJIH COCTOAT M3 ORWMHAKOIO YHCJA OJHHUX H TexX
JKe DJIEMEHTOB, COeTHHEHHbBIX OXMHAKOBBIM 00pa3oM ... Kopmyckyib:
Pa3HOPOAHBI KOT[a DJIEMEHThI HX PAa3JIM4Hbl U COeNUHEHbI Pa3jIny-
HBIM 00pazoM HJIM B Pa3jUYHOM 4YHCJIe; OT DTOTO 3aBHUCHUT O0e3KO-
HeuyHOe pa3HooGpasue Tes». Ha A3bIke xumum mepBod TpeTn XX Beka
TO, 4To JIOMOHOCOB Ha3bIBAJ «DJIEMEHTOM» — DTO aTOM, a KOpIIyc-
KyJia — MOJIEKYJa. «JTO pa3jiM4Me JIEXKUT HbIHE B OCHOBAHWM BCETO
CTPOHHOTO 37aHHA COBPEMEHHOH xumuwu» mwmreT MeHmryTkun (1937).

Boapmoe 3nauyeHne mmeror paborb! JIOMOHOCOBa IO TEOJIOTHH H
MuHepoJsoruH. I'eosjlormyecKas KH3Hb 3eMJIM PacCMaTpUBaJIaCh MM
B OUHAMHYECKOM AacCIleKTe, KaK JIJIUTEJIbHBIA M CJIOKHBIA (PHU3UKO-
XUMUYecKHi mporecc. JIOMOHOCOB efBa JIM He IEpPBbIH OIEHWJ Or-
POMHYIO pOJIb OpPraHM3MOB B o00pa3oBaHuE TOpda, KaMEeHHOrO
yriia u uepHo3zeMma. OH cobupajicsa TakKe Hamucath «PoCCHUCKYIO
MuHepaJiormio» ¥ B 1763 r. uepe3s Axagemmio Hayk oOpatmicsa X
PYAHHKAM H 3aBOfAM c TpeOGOBaHHEM IIpHCIIaTh B AKaJeMUIO 0Gpa3nbl
Pa3aHYHBIX PYyA U MHHepaJioB. BosbmmHCTBO 00pa3lioB IIOCTYIIHIIO
B aKafieMHIO0 yxKe mocjie ero cMeprd. Tak ObIJIO IIOJIOXKEHO HAYAJIO
MHHEPaJIOTHYECKOH KoJleknun Akafemun Hayk.

B uncsie dbusmdeckux nmpobieM, KOTOphle u3y4yas JIoMoHOCoB, GbIT
Bompoc 06 aTrMoccepHOM BSJIEKTPUYECTBE KM BO3RYINHBIX SBJICHHAX,
CBA3aHHEIX, II0 €0 MHEHHIO, C DJIEKTPHYECTBOM, B TOM YHCJIe CeBep-
HBIX cuaHmH. «C 1743 roma, mmcajl OH IIO3¥Ke, PEJKO IIPOILYIIEHO
MHOIO CeBepHOe CHAHWe, MHOI0 BHJIeHHOe, 0e3 3aIMCKH». OTH ero
3allliCH [I0 CHX IIOp He NOTepAJsH cBoero 3HayeHus (cm. B. H. Bep-
Hajgckmi, XuMHYecKoe CTpoeHHe Omocdephl 3eMJIH U ee OKPYIKEeHHd,
crp. 124 (1965).

IIpogommxaa 3aHHMAThCA STHMH BompocaMH, JIOMOHOCOB, HaGuio-
IaJl TaK)Ke IPO30Bble ABJIEHHHA, 3apPHHUIBI M XBOCTHI KoMeT. JIOMOHO-
COB IIpHIIleJI K 3aKJIOUYEeHMIO, YTO BCEe 3TH SABJIEHWA CBA3aHBI C
HHU3XOAANMMMHE ¥ BOCXONAIIMMHE ToKaMm Bo3gyxa. C 1745 r. mauan
H3y4aTh TIPO30BOe B3JIEKTPHYECTBO TaKXKe M KoJjuera JIoOMOHOCOBa
no akajgemuu ¢usur I'eopr-Busbresbm Puxmal.
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IIpuGnusuTesILHO B 3TO Ke BpeMS B AMepHKe 3aHAJICA CBOH-
cTBaMM BJleKTpHuecTBa Bemxamun $panrmun. OH HOCTaBHI BOIpOC,
HAdJIeKTPHU30BaHbl JIH I'PO30Bble o6Gyaka. Ppannysckuii ¢usur Jla-
aubap ycTaHOBHN OKoJI0 Ilapmika BBICOKHE IKeJIE3HBIH IUECT, U30-
JIMpPOBaHHBIA JNEePEeBAHHOH HOACTaBKOH. Bo Bpemsa rpossl 10 masa
1752 ropma Haj LIecTOM IIPOINJIa T'po3a, LIeCT HaBJIEKTPH30BAJICA, U3
Hero IIOILIIM HCKPbI. B mMIoHe TOro ke roja, He 3Hada 00 OIBITax
Jambapa, PpaHKIUH 3ayCTHJ HOJ 00JIaKa LIEJKOBBIH BO3XYIIHBIA
3MeH ¢ IPHUKPEIVIEHHBIM K HeMY MeTaJImuecKuM ocTpueM. K ocrpmio
TIpHKJIeIlJIeHa Obljla IeHbKOBad OHYeBa, 32 KOTOPYIO AEPiKAJId 3MeH.
Ha mmxHeM KOHIe GMYeBbI ObLI NPHUBA3aH KJIIOY, a K KJIOYY LUEJI-
KOBasA BepeBOYKa, M30JIMpOBaBIIad Bclo cucTeMy. Korpa OuueBa Ha-
MOKJIa OT JOMAA, TO M3 KJII04a MOKHO ObIJIO M3BJIEKATh UCKpHI (U3-
Jararo 5To 1m0 MenmyTkuny). B miose 1752 roga PuxmaH mocTpoms
y cebsa moMa npubop, MOJYUHBINHE Ha3BaHHE «TDOMOBOH MAIMHBI».
OH mpopes xeJle3HBIH IPYT BJIHHOX B 6 (DyTOB, yepe3 OYTBLIKY C
OTOHTBIM [HOM, K KOHIIy NpPyTa NPHKPEIIMJI KeJIe3HYI0 IIPOBOJIOKY
Y IIPOBeJI ee H30JIMPOBAHHO B KOMHATy. K KOHIly ee OH IIOJBECHJI
JKeJIe3HYIO IMHEeHKY, a K JIdHellKe — eJIKOBYI0 HUTH. Korga sieKTpH-
4eCTBO OBLJIO B IIPOBOJIOKE, HATH OTXOMMIIA H «[OHAJACH 32 IaJIbLIIEM»
ITo npumepy Paxmana cjesmas mogo6HY0 MalouHy y cebsa B KBapTHpe
u JIoMOHOCOB.

26 mona 1753 roga B mepBoM uacy AHA B Kome JIOMOHOCOBa co-
O6upaJsmch cecTb 00efaTh. B 5TO BpeMsA MONHSJIHACHL TPOMOBLIE TYYH.
«['poM OBLI HAPOYHTO CHJIEH, HOMXKNA HHU KAaIlau». JIOMOHOCOB IIOIIEJN
K I'DOMOBOH MallliHe IIOCMOTpPETh, 4TO IpoHcxomut. «Iloka KymaHbe
Ha CTOJ CTaBUIM — mHcaya noroM Jlomonocor H. M. IlysaynoBy —
NOKAAJICA A HAPOYUTHIX BIIEKTPHYECKHX U3 IIPOBOJIOKH HCKOP, H K TO-
My IpHINIA KeHa MO W JIPyTHe ... BHe3amHO I'poM Ype3BBIYAHHO
TPAHYJ B caMOe TO BpeM:d, KaK A PYKY AepiKaJl y Keje3a M HCKPHI
rpemayy. Bece oT MeHs IIpoub MoOexaJiu ... JI060MIBITCTBO yHep-
JKAJI0 MEHS ellle ABe HJIM TPU MHUHYTHI, IIOKA MHe CKa3aJM, 4YTo IIU
IPOCTBLIHYT, 4 HPW TOM M DJEKTPHYecKasd CHJIA IIOUTH IlepecTajias.
1T JIOMOHOCOBY He IIPHIILJIOCH HOIPOGOBATH — IIpHGEIKAT YeJIOBEK
PuxMaHa ¢ HOKJIAJOM, 4UTO <«Ipodeccopa rpomMoM yomio». (Puxman
B TO K€ BpeMsd, uTo JIOMOHOCOB CHJEJI y CBOEH I'DOMOBOH MAalllHMHbI).
JlomoHOCOB cefiuac ke moGerxasl Ha KBapTupy PrxMaHa, HO TOT yiKe
6b1n1  Oe3mbixaHHbIM. «Hrax oH (PHXMaH) IIJIAY4eBHBLIM OIIBITOM
YBEpPHJI, YTO DJIEKTPHYECKYIO0 I'POMOBYIO CHJIYy OTBPAaTHTh MOXKHO;
OflHAKO Ha IIECT C JKEeJIe30M, KOTOPHIH JIOJIKEH CTOATH Ha IIYCTOM
MecTe, B KOTOpoe ObI I'poM OHJI CKOJIBKO XoueT. Mexmy TeM ymep
rocroguH PuxMaH NpPEKPacHOI0 CMepPTHIO, HCIOJHAA IO CBOeH IIpo-
deccru mosmkHOCTh. ITaMATH ero HUKOTHA He YMOJIKHET». JIoMOHOCOB
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ucxoparaiicreosay nepen IITyBasoBeIM, uTo6bI BROBe Pruxmana Oblia
Ha3HaYeHa IIeHCHT B pa3dMepe ero KaJIOBaHbA.

JIOMOHOCOB HHTepecoBaJiCI M aCTPOHOMUYECKHUMH SBJIEHHUAMHU.
26 maa 1761 r. oH HaOJIOmaJl TPOXOMKMEHME ILJIAaHETH! BeHeph! 10
conHeyHOMY AHMCKY. OH 3aMeTHJI «TOHKOe KaK BOJIOC» CHSHHe, OKpY-
JKaBIIee 4acTh RHUCKAa BeHephl, ellle He BCTYNHMBINEH Ha COJHEYHbIH
nuck. JIOMOHOCOB OOBACHHJI STO fABJIEHHME «IIPEJIOMJIEHHMEM Jrydeii
cosHeuHBIX B BeHepuno# armocdepe». CyiecrBoBaHue aTMmocdepst
Ha BeHepe ObLIO TOrfa Heu3BecTHO acTpoHoMaM. CBOe OTKpPBITHe
JlomonocoB omyGmuxoBas B MeMyapax Axajgemun Hayx. Tpupuars
JIeT CIycTA AHIVIMHCKHE acTpoHOM I[epiiess BHOBb OTKpBII «BeHe-
puny armocdepys.

B kpyr mmrepecoB JIoMOHOCOBA BXOJWJIO M MopelliaBaHue. B
cBoeM «Paccymxmenuu o 6osblIell TOYHOCTH MOpPCKOTO IyTH» (1759)
JIoMOHOCOB paccMOTpeJI PAJ TEOPETHYECKHUX BOIIPOCOB MOPEIJIABAHUS,
YKa3aJl JIydlllde CIIOcOObI ONpefesieHUs IIMPOTHI U JOJITOThI Ha MOpe
U NPeRJIOKHUI pPAf INPaKTUYECKUX COBETOB AJS MopexomoB. B 1763
rony JlomosocoB HamucaJy «Kparkoe omicaHue pas3HbIX IIyTENIECTBHI
II0 CeBePHBIM MOPAM U IOKa3aHMEe BO3MOXKHOCTH IIPOXORY CHOMpCKHM
OKeaHOM B BocTouHyr0 HMuauio». B sToM counHenuu JIOMOHOCOB yCTa-
HOBHUJI HallpaBJICHHEe J(BHXKEHHA JIbAOB B CeBepHOM OKeaHe W IIPHILeJI
K BBIBOAY, YTO JIYYIIMH IIyTh [JIA NOCTHXKEHHA CEBEPHOTO IIOJIIOCA
npoxopgut Mexay IlImuiGepreHom um Homoit 3emuteit.

Mexpy ApPyTHMH CBOHMH OIIBITAMH B XHUMHYeCKOH JiaGoparopuu
JlomoHOCOB B 1749 TOmy c yBileueHHEM 3aHAJICA HOBBIM HJIS HEro
TeJOoM — MO3aMKOH. B BTOM Mdejle HCKYCCTBO CBA3AJIOCH C XHMHEH
IIBETHOI'O CTEKJa, ONTHKOH M TeXHHKOH. JIOMOHOCOBY IIPHIILIOCH BbI-
TIOJIHUTh ThICAYM IIPOOHBIX IJIABOK IIPEXKAe UYeM OBJIANIeTh TeXHHMKOI
HM3TOTOBJIEHUA W KOMIIAHOBKOH KYCOUKOB CTEKJIA B XYHOMKECTBEHHYIO
MO3aMuHyI0 KapTuHy. COXpaHHJIOCH JIBEHAAIIATH TAKUX KAPTHH, BbI-
IOJIHeHHBbIX B Jraboparopun JIomoHocoBa (B ToM uucie «IlonraBckas
6arasmas). B 3Hak npusHaHua paGor JlomoHOcoBa mo Moszamke Bo-
JoHcKaa Axafmemua Hayk u36pasa ero cBOMM IIOYETHBIM UYJIEHOM.

B 1752/53 yuebGHoM ropy JIOMOHOCOB IpOYesl B aKaJeMHUUYECKOM
yHHBepcHUTeTe Kypc JIeKIMH N0 (puauyeckod xumum pia Gojiee mopm-
TOTOBJIEHHBIX CTYMEHTOB. 3allicajioch Ha KypPC HECKOJIBKO CTYNEHTOR,
u3 KoTopeIx JloMoHOCOB ocoberHO omo6pan Cremana Pymosckoro, (o
KOTOPOM d JAaJibille 6yAy TOBOPHTEL 0c060). JIEKIIMH COIPOBOMIAIIUCT
TIOKa3aTeJbHBIMH OIBITAMH.

B cuepyiomem ropgy JIOMOHOCOB NIPHHAJN HAeATEJLHOE Yy4acTHe B
y4upexgeEnd MOCKOBCKOTO yHHBepcHTeTa. JIOMOHOCOB GBI TJIABHBLIM
coperauxkom M. M. IlIysasnoBa B dToM pesie. M3nioGiieHHas MeuTa
HTysajoBa, KOTOPYI0 pasfenan u JIOMOHOCOB, Obljia YCTaHOBUTL B
Poccun 3aKOHYEHHYIO CHCTEMY HAPOAHOTO OOpa30BaHUs, OT HU3IIMX
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IIKOJI 10 YHUBEPCHUTETOB. AKaIeMHUYECKUI YHUBEPCUTET ChIrpaJt 60JIb-
IIYI0 POJIb B IOATOTOBKE PYCCKUX YUYEeHBIX, HO 9TO OBLIO 3aMKHYTOE
YUYpeRmeHHe TJIA CIEIHAJINCTOB, IOYTH He CBA3aHHOE C OOIecTBeH-
HOH JKHM3HBIO. OTO He OB «HACTOSIINN» YHHBEDPCHTET.

VHusepcurer pemeHo GbLIO OTKPBITH B MOCKBe, HaxopAlleHcs B
nerTpe Poccuu. Tyma Bcero Jjerde MoXKHO 6bII0 cobpaTh pocra-
TOYHOE KOJIMYeCTBO yuaniuxcdA. IIpm yHHUBepcHTeTe IIOCTaAHOBJIEHO
OTKPBITh THMHA3UI0. JIOMOHOCOB Bcerjla OTCTAWBAJI IIPHHITHII BCECO-
cnoBHOCTH 00yyeHUsa (uemy u IIlyBajioB couyBcTBOBaJ). B CTyAeHTsHI
YHUBEPCUTETa, HOJIOMKEHO GhLJIO IPUHUMATL W ABOPAH M PAa3HOYHHIIEB.
Ho B orHomenmu rumHazmm IITyBajioBy NpHIJIOCH CHEJIATH YCTYIKY
HpaBaM MOCKOBCKOT'O ABOPAHCTBa. OTKPBITO ObLIO ABe TMMHA3UH —
OfiHA JIJIS JBOPAH, ApyTad AJsd pasHOuuHIEB. KpemocTHRIM KpecThbd-
HaM JIOCTYI ¥ B I'MMHA3HUI0 ¥ B YHHUBepCHUTET GbII 3aKpbIT. OKOHYUB-
IIMe ORHY M3 THMHA3WH IOCTYNAJH B YHHBEPCHTET II0 ocoboMy
BeTymuTe bHOMY dK3aMmeHy. W IllymasioB um JIOMOHOCOB NOHHMAJIH,
YTO AJIA HayaJja MPUHeTca YHOBJIETBOPHUTHCA YHHBEPCHTETOM CKPOM-
HOro Macmraba B cMbICJIeé KOJIMYECTBA IIPOdecCOPOB H CTYAEHTOB M
o6opymoBaHus y4yeOHOH m yuyeHo# uacTH. Ho o6a oHuM paboTanu misd
OyAyiiero ¢ TBepAod Bepoi B Hero. Jleso 6GbIIO0 OPraHH30BaHO HA
CJIEAYIOIIMX HAYaJIaX: YHHBEPCHTET He TIOJUMHEH HUKAKOMY HHOMY
IpHCyTCTBEHHOMY MecTy Kpome IlpaBuresbcrByiomero CeHaTa W HH
OT KaKOro MHOI'O MecTa He 00s3aH IPUHMMAThL IOBEJICHHH.

Bo ryaBe yHHMBepCHTETa CTOAJIO HECKOJBKO Kyparopor. I'J1aBHBIM
u3 Hux Obwr cam IIlyBajioB. YHHBepCHTET HesUJica Ha TpH (haKyib-
TeTa: FOPUAHYECKHH, MeTUIMHCKUE 1 cdunocodcekuil. Ha Bee arynn-
TeThI NIpefHAa3HaueHO GhLIO mecATh mpodeccopekux kadenp. Xumud,
HaTypaJibHASA MCTOPHUS K aHATOMHSA IIPEIlofaBaJIiich HA MeJHIIMHCKOM
darynrrere; (pU3HKA — HA (PUIOCOPCKOM.

Jlog Havajia BMeCTO HecATH NpodeccopoB GbIIO Ha3HAYEHO BCEIO
IATH: JBOe PYCCKUX KW Tpoe HHOCTpaHLeB. Pycckue ObLIM peKOMEH-
ToBaHbI JIOMOHOCOBBIM: IIpodeccop SJIOKBeHIHH IIOMOBCKUE W Ma-
TeMaTHK BapcoB. MHocTpaHILleB BbIIUCAJH N0 ykazaHuioo I'. &. Mun-
aepa. K 1762 ropy uucsio nmpodeccopoB HaKOHeI[ OBIJIO JOBEHEHO IO
mecatd (OQUH W3 HUX TPETHH PYCCKUH -— MaTeMaTHK AHWYKOB).
Jlasplie [eJio €Tajio pa3BUBAThCA HeMHoOro Oblctpee. B 1767 romy
OblT HaszHayeH IpodeccopoM IopHAHMUYecKOro akysasrera CeMeH
Edumosny JlecHHIIKHH, 3aKOHYHMBIINE CBOIO NOATOTOBKY B Iy1asro
mon pykosomcrBoM FOma u BumkcroHa. JleCHMIIKHIT MOMKET CYM-
TaThed yKpameHHeM MockoBckoro yHusepcuTera XVIII Beka (ymep
B 1789 romy).

JIoMoHOCOB GBI yHHBepcaJbHbIA TeHuil. Ero rioaBHasg «yrexay,
KaK OH MHOITA T'OBOpHJI, ObLMM (DH3MKa M XUMHA, HO Y Hero ObLIa I
apyras obsacrs TBopuecTBa. OH ABHIICA CO3JATENIEM COBPEMEHHOI'O
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PyCCKOro s3bIKA W B IIpo3e U B mod3uu. M mMeHHO B dro# cdepe OH
cpa3y 3achyKWJl IpU3HAHMEe M IONMyJIAPHOCThL B TOTJAIIHEM pyc-
CKOM oOIIecTse.

Jo JIomoHocoBa, ¢ nojoBuHbl XVII-ro BeKa B CIaBAHO-PYCCKOH
II093UK TOCIOJCTBOBAJIO CUJIIa0HUYecKOoe CTHXOCIIOXKeHHe, BO3HHKIIee
IIOJ] BJIIMAHHUEM ITOJILCKOI'O fA3bIKA, COBEPIIEHHO PYCCKOMY A3BIKY He
cBo¥icTBeHHOe. B cBoeM mmchMe «(O IpaBHJIaX POCCHICKOTO CTHXO-
tBopyecTBa» (1739) JIoMoHOCOB yOemUTEJILHO IOKa3aJjl, YTO PYCCKO-
My #a3BIKY COOTBETCTBYeT TOHHYECKOe CTHxXOcJoxKeHHe. Ero om n
BBeJI B OOHXOJ] PYCCKOH IIOD3HH.

Cpoe yueHHEe O JHTEpPAaTYPHBIX CTHJIAX JIOMOHOCOB OCHOBaJI Ha
CYLUECTBOBAHHH B PYCCKOM fA3bIKE TPEX paspamoB cyoB: (1) obme-
YIIOTPeGHTEILHBIX B IIEPKOBHCCIIABAHCKOM H PYCCKOM; (2) KHIDKHBIX
II0 mpeuMyliecTBY U (3) IPOCTOHAPOJNHUX, MCKJIOYAA «IIPEe3PeHHBIX,
nogaeIx cyoB«. Orcrooma JIOMOHOCOB BBIBOAMII TpH cTuid: (1) ewi-
COKUil, U3 CJIOB CJIOBEHO-POCCHHCKHUX ~— JIJIA TepPOHYEeCKHX IIOBM, Off,
IIPO3aMYECKUX pedeH O BaKHBIX MaTepusax; (2) cpeqHuil, HO He Ha-
OYTBIA W He IOAJIbIA, H3 CJIOBEHO-POCCHHCKUX M PYCCKUX -— JJIA
CTHXOTBOPHBIX APYKECKHX IIHCEM, CATHp, SKJIOT, JJIETHH H OITuca-
TeJBHOH Tpo3kl; (3) HU3KU, U3 COeHHEHHA CPeRHero CTHJIS C IIpo-
CTOHAPORHBIMH HHU3KUMH CJIOBAMH, IJIA KOMEQWH, SIMTPaMM, IIeCeH,
NPO3auYECKUX HAPYKECKUX IINCEM H OIHMCAHHKW OOBIKHOBEHHBIX JIeJl.

3necn ciemyer 3aMeTHTh, yTO JIOMOHOCOB OBIJI cO3maTesieM H
COBPEMEHHOTO PYCCKOI'0 HAYYHOTO H3bIKa, 3aJI0KUB INPaBUJIILHBIE
OCHOBaHMA PYCCKOH TEXHHYECKOH M HaydHOH TepMuHOJoruu. Ilocie
TIETPOBCKUX pPedOpM PYCCKHH TEeXHUYECKHH M HAYYHBIA A3BIK ObLI
COBepIIEHHO 3aCOpPeH T'OJIIAHACKUMH, HEMEIKHMH M IIOJbCKHUMH CJIO-
BaMHu. JIoMOHOCOR BhIpaGoTaJ cilefyromue npasuia: (1) uymxecTpaH-
Hble Hayd4Hble TEPMHHBI HAf[0 IEPEBORMUTh HAa PYCCKUH A3BIK; (2)
OCTaBJIATh HellepeBeleHHbIMH CJIOBA JIMINb B CJIy4Yae HEBO3MOMKHOCTH
TIOABICKATE BIIOJIHE PaBHO3HAYYyllee DPYCCKOE CJIOBO, MJIM KOITIa WHO-
CTPaHHOE CJIOBO IIOJIYYHJIO YXKe BceoOlllee pacnpocTpaHeHue; (3) B
OTOM cJIyuae IPHAABATh MHCTPAHHOMY CNOBY (hopmy HamGosiee cBOH-
CTBEHHYIO PYCCKOMY #A3bIKY. OueHb MHOIHEe M3 HAYYHBIX TEPMHUHOB,
cocTaBJIEHHBIE IO YTHM IIPABUJIAaM caMMM JIOMOHOCOBBIM, BOIIJIHM BO
BceoGIl OGHXON: «BO3AYILIHBIH HACOC», «3aKOHBI JIBMIKEHHS»,
«3eMHasg OChb», «PaBHOBeCHe TeJ», «YHAEJIbHBIH Bec M T.H.

B 1748 romy JIOMOHOCOB H3HaJ IEepPBYI0 Ha pPYCCKOM A3bIKe
«PUTOpHKY» € IpHUMepaMyd B3ATHIMH IVIABHBIM 06pasoM H3 cBoed
coGCTBEHHOH OpaTopckoid mpo3pl. B 1755 romy BeIIIA B cBET €ro
«Poccuiickas rpaMMaTHKa», BBIAIONIMHCA HAYYHBIA TPYR IO pyc-
CKOMY #A3BIKY. I'paMMaTHKa BbIgepexasia 14 m3panuii u Obliia nepe-
BefleHa Ha HeMeUKWH, (ppaHIy3CKMH U HOBOTPEYECKHH A3BIK . . .
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EnBa sm He syumas opa JIomoHocoBa — «BeuepHee pa3Mblim-
JeHHMe 0 DBOXheM BeJIMYEeCTBE IPHU CJIyYae BEJIMKOIO CEBEPHOIO
cusauA» (1743). OHa nDpPOHHKHyTAa IJIyGOKMM YYBCTBOM KOCMOCA.

Jlurte cBoe CKpBIBAET [MEeHb,

ITosra moxpelia MpayHa HOYb,
Bsoma Ha ropsl 4opHa TEHB,
JIyyum OT Hac CKJIOHHJIUCH IIPOYb.
Orkpblyack Ge3mHA 3Be3] IIOJIHA;
3Be3maM uMcsa Her, Oe3gHe MOHA.
IlecunHKa KaK B MOPCKHX BOJIHAX,
Kak MaJjia MCKpa B BeYHOM JIbAE,
Kak B cHibHOM BeTpe TOHKHH npax,
B cBupemoM Kak Iepo OTrHe,

Tax s B celi Oe3gHe yriyOJieH
Tepsaroch, MBICIbMH yTOMJIEH !
Yera npeMynpbIX HaM IJIACAT:
TaM pa3HBIX MHOXECTBO CBETOB,
HecueTHbI cOJIHIIA TaM TOPAT,
Hapopp! TaM ¥ Kpyr BEKOB;

Jna obmiest ciaBel BoxxecTsa

TaM paBHA CHJIa €CTecTBa

Ho rpme x, HaTypa, TBOH 3aKOH?
C NOJIHOYHBIX CTPAH BCTAET 3aps

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ce B HOYb Ha 3eMJIIO JeHb BCTYIHJI!*

B 1749 ropgy JIOMOHOCOB B TOPKECTBEHHOM coOpaHHM AKajeMuu
Hayrx mpomsnec «CioBo moxBaJjibHOe EMIeparpurle Esmszasere Ile-
TPOBHE», B KOTOPOM, KaK M B HEKOTODBLIX Ofiax, mpocJaBiana Ilerpa
Besmroro — Hacaxparensa Hayk B Poccun. Oro «CsioBo» oGpaTuio
BHHMaHHe Ha JIOMOHOCOBa IIpH ABOpe, & B aKafeMHH CO3TaJI0 eMV
HeMaJIo 3aBHCTHHMKOB, BO I'JiaBe KOTOphIX crosaia IIlymaxep. Ho 3aro
TorgamHuf (aBopur Eim3aBersl, NPOCBEIeHHBIH BeabMoiKa MBau
Weanosuu IllyeasioB (1727-1797) Bzsn JIOMOHOCOBa IIOF CEBOE IIO-
KPOBHTEJILCTBO M 60Jiee TOro, olleHus JIOMOHOCOBA MYLPOCTh M HaYaJl
COBETOBATHCA C HHUM II0 BOIIPOCAM HAapPOJHOTO IIpoCBelleHHdA, a B 1755
rony, Kak OBLJIO ye CKa3aHO, IPHBEJI B HCIIOJHeHHe ILUTaH JIoMoOHO-
COBa O CO3JAaHWH YHHBepcuTeTa B MoOCKBe.

B «IloxBambHOM cJioBe» HimsaBeTe JIOMOHOCOB MEXAY IIPOYHM
YIOMAHYJI O TOM, YTO ORHOH M3 3aJlad MCTOPHYECKOIrO [eIapTaMeHTa

*I. Obonenckmitr. D. Obolensky editor. “The Penguin Book of Russian Verse.”
pgs. 52-54.
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aKageMud SBJAeTcd HaIMcaHWe pycckod mcropmu. Emmszasera u Ily-
BAJIOB BOZJIOKMJIM 3Ty 3ajady Ha camoro JIomornocoBa. OH OXOTHO
B3SLJICA 3a 9TO [eJI0o, HO He MOTI' OTOPBAThCA M OT CBOMX HAYYHBIX
pabor. IlomroToBka pycckoH wucropuu Imyta MefJenHo. IIIyeajioB
TOPOIMJI €ro M HaMcaJ eMy, YTO €eCJH JApPYyTHe ero 3aHATHI
eMy MeIIaloT, TO MX MOXHO ocTaBuTh. B Hawajse 1755 ropma JIomo-
HocoB oTBeTHJI IIIyBaJioBy, 4TO caM IIOHMMaeT HeoOXOJUMOCTH COYH-
HEHHA PYCCKOH HMCTOPMH, HO UTO «OHOE BEJIMKOEe JHeJio ... TAKOTO ecTh
cBoHcTBa, 4yTO TpeGyer BpeMeHH ... UTo K HO MOoHX B (DH3MKe H
XHMHAH YIpasKHEeHHH kacaercd, 4TOObI MX BOBCEe IIOKHHYTb, TO HeT
B TOM HH HY)XJAbI, HI)K€ BO3MOKHOCTH. BcAK udesioBek Tpebyer cebe
OT TPYHOB YCIIOKOEHHHA; JiJId TOT'0, OCTAaBHB HACTOdAIlee Heso, HIeT
cefe ¢ TOCTAMHU MM HOMAIIHUMH IIPEPOBOXKAEHUA BpeMEeHH KapTaMH,
AIKAME ¥ OPYTUMH 3a0aBaM¥, a HWHble M TabayHBIM [BIMOM, OT
yero d yxe HaBHO OTKa3aJjicd 3aTeM, YTO He HallleJl B HUX HHYero
KpoMe CKyKH. W Tak ymOBal0 4TO M MHe Ha YCIOKOEeHHEe OT TPYHOB,
KOTOphIe 1 Ha coGpaHMe M Ha COYHMHEHHEe POCCHHCKOH HMCTOPHMHM M HA
yKpamieHHe POCCHECKOTO CJIOBa I0Jaralo, Io3BojieHO OyAeT B JeHb
HECKOJIbKO 4acOB BpeMeHHM, YyTOGhI MX BMECTO OHIILAPAY YIOTPeOHTH
Ha (pU3HUeCKHe W XUMHYECKHe OIIBIThI, KOTOpble MHe He TOKMO OT-
MEHOIO MaTepHH BMecTO 3a6GaBbl, HO U JBH)KEHHEM BMECTO JIEKapCTBa
CJIY’KHTHh HMMEIOT, & CBepPX CEero II0Jb3y M 4eCTh OTeYeCTBY KOHEUYHO
NMpPHHECTH MOT'YT e[Ba MeHbIIe JIH IIePBOMH».

JIoMOHOCOB OTeTOSIN cebA M K CYACThIO AJIA HAYKH IIPOROJIKAJ
CBOH ONBITHI IO (PU3MKKM M XuMuH. HO OH, IOCKOJIBKY MOT, BBIIOJ-
HHUJ cBoe obelljaHHe M OTHOCUTEJILHO pycckoit ucropuu. Ero «KpaTkuit
poccuiickuil JreTomucel(» BbImes B 1760 romy, a mepBelt (M eguH-
cTBeHHBIH) TOM «JlpeBHeit Poccmiickoit ucropuu» (mo 1754 roga) —
B 1766 romy, y»xe mocyie cMept aBTopa. (JIomoHOCOB yMep 4 anpeis
1765 roma).

«dpeBusia Poccufickaa ucropud» Gblia IepeBefleHa Ha HeMelKHil
A3BIK, a ¢ Hero Ha dpaHumysckuii; «Kparkuii Jleronucen» nogsuics B
aHTJIMACKOM K HeMeIIKOM IepeBOHaX.

IIo cyweerBy 0 JIOMOHOCOBE KaK HCTOPHKE A CKAXXy HIIKe B CBA3U
¢ Tpymamu Munnepa u Illmenepa.

Hogefiee 1mosiHoe coOpaHHe cOuMHEHHH JIOMOHOCOBa GBLIO H3-
naHo B Mockse B Jlecaru Tomax B 1950-57 romax.

111
B 1748 ropgy Obun BhI3BaH B Akamemuio Cremal fIkoBiesuu Py-
moBekulr (1732-1815), chiH CBAIIEHHHKA, [AJA IOCTYIJIEHHA B aKaje-

MHYECKYI0 THMHA3W0 npH Akajemmu Hayk, a OTTyAa CTyReHTOM
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B aKaJleMUUYeCKHH yHUBepcuTeT. JIjia 3aBepIIeHHA CBOEH IOATOTOBKH
K HaykaMm PymoBckuil e3gun x Diepy B Bepomn. B 1752/53 rogmy,
Kak ObLIO y)Ke YIOMAHYTO, OH Ipociymajl Kypc JIoMoHocoBa IO
duznyeckoii xumuu. B 1760 r. Pymoeckuil GbL1 Ha3HaueH IIperroja-
BaTeJleM MAaTEMAaTHKH aKafieMHYEeCKUM CTyHeHTaM, a depe3 HEeCKOJBKO
Jer — mpodeccopoM actpoHoMuu. B reueHmn 30 JleT OH pejgaKTH-
pOBaJl eXXerofHOe H3JaHHe ACTPOHOMHMYECKHX KaJjeHmaped. B 1761
rofly OH ObIn KoMaHAuMpoBaH B CesleHUMHCK IJId HaOJIOfeHHA IpO-
XOoxKeHUs BeHepbl 4yepe3 coJHeUYHBIH JUCK (TO camoe, koropoe Jlo-
MoHocoB HabuonaJs B IleTepGypre). HabiofeHna HajJ 9THM IIPOXOXK-
IeHHeM Berepsl Besmch Takke u Bo ®pannuu u B Anrymu. ITomyun-
JIHCh Pa3HOIVIACHA B HEKOTOPBIX AAHHBIX. AHIJIMACKHUH BBIYHCIIUTEND
OTIIPEREJIMJI COJTHEUHBIH mapaJuiakce (YyroJ, COCTABJIEHHBIN JIMHHSIMH,
UOYIIUMH OT HaGJI0aeMoOro CBeTHJIA K LIEHTPY 3eMJH M K HaGJiio-
nmaremo) B 8.5”, a dpannysckuit — B 10.5”. OTa pasHuila craBuis
IIO7] COMHEHUe MeTONb! HaOIIONeHUa B MaTeMaTHYecKHH almapar AJisa
00pabOTKH [aHHBIX HAOJIOLEeHHd.

B 1769 ropy IlerepOyprcxkasa AxaJeMus IO COBETY OJHiepa HOCTa-
Buja cefe 3ajjavyed IIPOBEPUTH M YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBATH METORMKY Ha-
OorofileHHsT KW IIpHeMBbI MaTeMaTHYeCKOI'0 aHaJM3a. Belia OpraHuso-
BaHa IpaHAuO3HaA oKcnegunusa. HabmomaTensHble MaTepHasbl [OJI-
JKHBI OBLIM JOCTABHTH HECKOJIBKO PYCCKHX YYeHBIX, B YHCJIE KO-
TOpbIX ObIT M PymoBckuii. Bece pyKOBOACTBO MaTeMaTHYecKOH oOpa-
GOoTKOH HaHHBIX HAOJIIONEHUH B34J Ha ceGa Dinep. HabirogaTeasHble
IIYHKTBI GBIIM pPACIIOJIOXKEHBI B [AJIEKO OTCTOAMUX APYT OT Apyra
MecraxXx. PymoBckuii xKomaupmpoBaH Obl1 B Koay, II. B. MHOXOAUEB
u I'. JloBuny — B KpellocTh I'ypbeB IpH ycThe PeKH Y paJja (Torpa
elrfe HasbIBaBlIeroca fux).

Ilo BbIumCJieHUAM PYMOBCKOTO cpefHHMH COJIHEYHBIH NapaJijiake
BBIPAXKAJICA BeJIHYHHOIO He Oojee 8.62”. Ilo mpyromy HCYHCIIEHHIO
— 8.67” Takum obpa3oM (paHIIy3CKOe BBIUHCJIEHHe OBIJIO OTBEp-

THYTO.

Bo BpeMsa cBomx IyTemrecTBHH PyMOBCKMIl ompefesisini reorpadu-
YyecKoe TOJIOXKeHHe MHOTHX MecT B Poccum, a mozixe (1786) wuare-
yarajl IEepPBBIH KATAJIOT ACTPOHOMHYECKHX IIYHKTOB B Poccun. B
1800 r. oH Ob1y Ha3Ha4eH BHIle-Ipe3uneHTOM Axanmemun Hayk. Ilomu-
MO CBOMX pafoT N0 MaTeMaTHKe M acTPOHOMHH PyMoBcku#l mepeBes
¢ JATHMHCKOTO Ha PYCCKHUH A3bIK «AHHAJBI» PHMCKOTO HCTOPHKa Ta-
nura. IlepeBox 5TOT B CBOe BpeMsl CUHTAJICA KJIACCHUECKHM.

Korga B 1804 r. 6pin yupexpern KazaHckuil yHmBepcurer, Py-
MOBCKHH OblJl HazHaueH ero momeuureseM. CaM MaTeMaTHK H aCTpO-
HoM, PymoBckuii mpuriyiacun u3 I'epMaHMM B HOBBIH YHUBEpPCHTET
BBIJAIOIIMXCA IIPOdIECCOPOB I ITHUX IIPEIMETOB.
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3HaMeHaTeJIbHBIM PyOeKOM B HCTOPHH PYCCKOH HAyKHM OKa3zaJjicd
1768 ron. B otom rogy Axajgemusa Hayk opraHusoBaJia pAf, DKCIERHU-
UM IJ1s BCeCTOPOHHETO HCCIENOBAHNA MPHPONbI U HaceJieHHA Pocenn.
TpyRbI HX COCTABHJIM DIOXY B Pa3BUTHH TI'eorpadHYecKON HAYKH.
Okcrrenumuy GHLIM XOPOIIO 33JyMaHbI U OCOPYAOBaHbl M BO IJIaBe
WX IIOCTABJIEHBI BBINAIONINECH YydYeHbIe, OKCIERUIINMM STU IIPONOJIKA-
auck mecth JetT (mo 1774 rogma). HJia pPYKOBOACTBA DKCIIERHUIHEH
AxamemMus Hayk HaMeTHJIa TaJIAHTJIMBOTO HEMEILIKOTO HATYPAJIUCTA
SHIEKJIOIeANyeckx 3HaHuUA Ilerpa-Cumona Ilasmaca (1741-1811).
Ero oCHOBHOH CIIEITMAJIBHOCTBIO OBLJIA 300JI0THA, HO OH IIOCTEIIeHHU
PACLIMPHII CBOM HAaYYHBIA OXBAT W BKJIOYMJI B KYPC CBOMX H3y4eHUH
GOTaHUKY, T'eOJIOTHIO, ITaJIEOHTOJIOTHIO, MHHEPAJIOTHIO, TIeorpadHio,
9THOTpadHIo U A3bIKO3HAHMUE.

B 1767 rogy oH 6blyi u30paH uieHoM Axafemmu Hayk u mepe-
cemmmyica u3 Bepsuna B Ilerepbypr. Akamemus Hayx npepiosxuia
eMy TIpexfde Bcero paspaboTaTh IIaH SKCIENVIIHH W COCTABUTL HH-
CTPYKIIMIO YUYaCTHHKAM, JJIS Yer0 eMy Pa3bICKaJId B apXxuBe AKaJleMuu
HHCTPYKIMIO, cocTaBieHHylo I'. ®. Munsmepom pina y4yactHukoB Cu-
6upckoi srcrepunum 1733-42 rr. OTa HHCTPYKIUA OKa3aJiach OYeHb
mogyesnos pus ITastaca.

BaxxHefilume Iesid SKCIENHMIUH H3JI0KeHbI ObLmn I[lajutacoM B
Tpex IyHKTax: (1) M3ydyeHHMe HapPOJHOCTeH, Haceadoumx Poccuio,
UX o0bryaeB M oOpaAnoOB; (2) HcciemoBaTh HPUPORY CTPaHBI — COGH-
paTh KOJJIEKIHH MUHEepaJioB, PacTeHWH M KUBOTHBIX; (3) HM3yyarb
c1oco6p! 06pabOTKH U TI0JIb30BAHHSA €CTECTBEHHLIMH IIPOH3BENCHUAMHI
— paboTy B pyAHHKaX, MOPHBIX 3aBOMAX, COJAHBIX KOIAX, YCIOBH:I
CeJILCKOTO K JIECHOTO XO3fAHCTBAa. OKCHIeOUIMA GbLiia pasfmesieHa Ha,
JiBa I'IaBHBLIX oTpAfa. Bo raase ogHoro cran cam Ilajsmac; Bo ruiase
apyroro — anbOHKT Axanemuu Hayk HMBan IBanoBuu Jlemexuu
(1740-1802).

CoIH cospara, Jlermexun ObIJ IPUHAT B aKaJIEMUYECKYIO0 THMHAZHIO
B 1751 roxy. K Tomy BpeMeHHu om yxe ObLI rpamoTeH. B 1760 romy
OH cJieJIajics CTYIeHTOM aKaJleMH4ecKOro yHHBepcuTeTa. B 9T0 Bpems
ofliee 3aBefibIBaHHe y4yeOHOH YACTHIO B aKajeMHu HpuHAN Jlomo-
HOCOB, IIOf, BJIMAHHMEM KOTOPOrO M HaYaJld CJAraTbCd HayuyHble HH-
repechl JlemexuHa. Yepes naBa ropa Jlemexwn Obl1 mocsias B Crpac-
Oypr, rie 3aHHMaJICA IJIaBHBIM 06pasoM MemunuHoi. M3 Crpac6ypra
Jlemexun mepemnucebIBasicaA ¢ JIOMOHOCOBBIM, KOTOPBIH IMpefHa3HAYAN
ero AJIA 3aHATHA Kadenps! GoTaHukH B akafeMuH. ITonyuus B Crpac-
Oypre y4eHylO CTelleHb NOKTOpa MepunuHbl JlemexuH B 1767 romy
BepHyJica B IleTepOypr u OblJI Ha3HAUYEH alBIOHKTOM aKaJeMHHU.

K Tlannacy GbLIO IPUKOMaHAHPOBAHO ABOE PYCCKHUX YYEHBIX —
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B. &. 3yes u H. II. CokosioB (B To Bpems Ilajtac ellle He OBJamen
pycckuM a3bIkoM). B momoms JlemexmHy mpupaHo OGbLIO TpH aKa-
JeMudyecKux cryfeHTa — A. JlebemeB, T. Mansrux, u H. Ozepen-
koBcKkuil. O6a oTpsma ObLIM IpeKpacHO OGOPYMOBaHBI M CHAGMKEHBI
BceM HeoOxomuMmbIM. ITpu KajKAOM COCTOSM PHCOBAJIBIIMKH, YyUelIb-
IIMKA ¥ CTPeNIKH («JJI8 CTPeJIAHHA ITHI[ U JKHBOTHBIX>).

MapmpyTsl o6oMx OTPAAOB OBLIM TAaK COCTABJIEHBI, YTO OHH TO
cOmnxach, To pacxopuiuck. O6a orpama Havyauu ¢ IIoBOKbA 1
IIpuxacmma, a morom HampaBuiuch B Ilpuypasibe. 3a YVpaa Jlenexun
Jomes ToabKo o Tromenu. Ilansac momesr faJibille Ha BOCTOK 4Yepes3
Bcio Cubupps mo Monrosmu. JlemexuH u3 TIOMEHM IIepeBaJIHJI uepe3
ceBepHbIH Ypau u coyctuica mo CesepHoli JIBuHe kK Besomy Mopio.
Bosemie ropga o uccsegoBasn Besoe Mope m ApxaHTesbCKHE Kpail.
Orpap Jlenexuna BepHyJcsa B IlerepOypr B pmekabpe 1772 roma. B
1773 romy mo mpepJiokeHWio Axamemuu JlenmexwH COBEPHIMJI eIle
nytemecTBHe 10 Besopyccuu. B 1771 romy —— ellle He BO3BPaTHB-
mmicad w3 myTemnecTBusa JlemexwH GbIT M30paH ujeHOM AKafeMun
Hayx.

B cBoeM ImyTeBOM HAHeBHHKe JlemeXWH TaJIaHTIIMBO OIMCAJ CBOH
HaOJ/IONeHud He TOJIBKO HAaJ IPHPOHOH TeX MeCTHOCTeH, Ije IIpoXo-
IUJI, HO ¥ Hajl KUSHBIO HACEeJIEHHS, IIPOMBICJIAMH, COIMAIbHBIMH OT-
HOomeHuAMH. JlemexwH co0paJl MHOTO IeHHBIX MAaTepHaJIoB 1o Oc-
TaHWKe, DKOHOMUYECKOH :KH3HM, sTHorpadmm. ImaBHbH Tpyx Jleme-
XWHa — «J{HeBHbIE 3aIMCKH IIyTENIeCTBHA II0 Pa3HbIM IPOBHHIIHAM
Poccuiickoro rocygzaperBa» B deTbIpex Tomax (1771-1805).

Eme Gosblilee 3HaYeHHe UMeJIM MAaTePHAJbl ¥ KOJJIEKIHH, IIpHBe-
3enHble IlajtacoM — IeHHbIE CBeleHHA II0 reorpadmmy, 300JI0THH,
GoTaHWKe, I'e0oJioTHH, 3THOrpadmu m apxeoJsiorud. I'oBopa cioBamn
JI.C. Bepra (1929), ortuersl 06 okcmeguumu Ilannaca, «mo cHx
IIOp ellle CJIYKAT COKPOBUIIHUIIEH, H3 KOTOPOH NPOJOJIKAIOT YepIaTh
TIOCJIEYIOIHE HCCIIENOBATEIH.

B 1793 u 1794 ropmax Ilaniac coBepmms ABa IIyTEHNIECTBHS B
Kprim u mogpo6HO ommcads ux. Ilannacy tak nosmo6unca KpeiM, uto
eMy 3aXO0TeJIoCh TaM IIOCeJINThcdA. Y3HaB 00 arom Exarepuna mo-
mapuia emy gom B Cumdeponose u gBa uMeHus. B 1810 ropy IManmiac
BepHyJicA B DepiuH ¥ uepe3 roj TaM yMep.

IMannac GpI1 HeyTOMHMMBbIH ImcaTesb. CIHCOK ero paGoT, cocra-
BJIeHHBIH ero Ouorpadom &P.II. KermmeHom, 3aHuMaer OoJiee TpHI-
natu yoopucrsix crpanun (Hypuan Munncrepcersa Hapopuoro Ilpo-
cBemenusa, 1895, ampess). YKaKy 3Hech TOJBKO PYCCKHH II€PEBON
omucanua IlajutacoM ero skcmemumum 1768-1774 rogos — «Ilyre-
[IecTBHE IO Pa3HbIM NPOBHHIHUAM PoccHilckol ummepuu» (TpH TOMA,
1773-1788).
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CocTosiHMe M Ppa3BUTHE DPYCCKOIO €CTECTBO3HAHHWA B IOCJeAHeH
yerseprd XVIII Beka MeHee M3y4eHO, 4eM 3a NPEABIAYIIUH IIePHOT,.
Axanmemua Hayk ocTaBaJjiach I'JIABHBIM CPeIOTOYHMEM H PACCAHHKOM
pycckux yueHbiXx. B MOCKOBCKOM YHHBEPCHTETe €CTECTBO3HaHHE B
9T0 BpeMa ObLIO IpencTaBiieHo cjabo. MareMaTHKy npenofaBaJi
TaJaHTIUBLIE AHuukoB. OH HamWcaJl M HaledaTas IepBbIH Ha pyc-
ckoM sa3blKe «Kype 4YHCTOH MaTeMaTHKH».

Mepuko-xupypriyeckad axkajgeMus Oblia oTkpbiTa B IlerepGypre
TOJIBKO B caMoM KoHIle XVIII Beka (1799).

Cpenu pycckux ydeHbIXx B KoHne XVIII Beka Jmomel KasmOpa
Oftepa u JIoMoHOcoBa He OBIIO, HO MHOTHe M3 HHX OBIIM OYEHb
crocoGHbIe JIONM. BasKHO, YTO ceMbs Y4eHBIX paspacTajiack M IO-
ABMJIACH Yy4YeHasd cpelia, B KOTOPOH MOIIM O6GCYXKAATbci HAY4YHBIE
Bompockl. Pocsla M HaydyHad JaTepaTypa. 3HaMeHATeJIbHO, 4YTO 3TO
y4eHoe cooOlIecTBO He OBLIO H30JHpoBaHO. MIHTepec K HayKe Ipo-
ABJAJNCA U B APYTUX KPYraxX PYCCKOTO OOIIecTBA.

Yuesio o0pa3oBaHHBIX JIOfe B Poccuy HEYKJIOHHO DPOCJIO.

B mauvane 1770-x romoB ucropuk kHA3b M. M. IIlep6aToB cpemnan
JIIOGOIBITHRIA ITOfiCUET 10 HTOMY Bompocy. OH CUHTAJ, YTO «JABODPSH,
odHIIepOB YyKECTPAHHBIX M APYTHX YHHOBHBIX JIIOReH» OGBIIO TOTAS
B Poccru okoso 50 Thicau. B perysnspHo# apmMumM GBIIO OKOJO 5
ToicAY ocunepoB. Ilosmyuaerca Oojsilee MM MeHee OOpPa30BaHHBIX
miopeit 63 Thlcaum desoBek. T. M. PafiHoB K droMy IpubaBiseT OT
5 mo 10 TeIcay yesoBeK He yuTeHHbIX I1lep6aTOBBIM — JYXOBEHCTBA,
pasHouuHIEB, KynuoB u T.h. Ilomyuaerca or 70 mo 75 TelcAu uMra-
TeJel.

Ilugprr PatiHoBa ABHO NpeyMeHbIneHHble. K HUM Hafo mpexpne
BCEero IMpHGABHUTL YHCJIEHHOCTh KYXOBEHCTBA. JIyXOBEHCTBO ObIJIO ca-
MbIM I'PaMOTHBIM cocJioBHeM. Ymeiso myxoBHbBIX K0 B XVIII Beke
HEYKJIOHHO Bozpacraso. B 1762 r. ux Opwio 26 c¢ o6LMM YHCJIOM
yuamuxesa B 6.000.*¥ B 1783 rony B AYXOBHBIX IIKOJIAX YUYHJIOCH YI¥Ke
11000 uenoBek.**

Yro kacaeTca KyledyecTBa, IO JaHHBIM 4-H peBU3MH (Ilepenucu
OKJIamHOro HacesieHMa) 1783 roma pa3paloTaHHBIM aKaJEeMUKOM
ITropxom, kymmoB B Poccum 6pl10 107 Thicau.*** K koHIy map-
creoBanua Exatepunsl II uymeso xymioB mocturiio 240 Thicay.**#

*Nauabie A. B. KaprameBa, Ouepky II0 MCTOPMM DPYCCKOi uepksu, II,
crp. 548. f o6a3an K. I'. BesnoycoBy I3a 910 ykasauue.
**MumnrokoB, OgepKy I10 UCTOPUM DYCCKOM KyJIbTyphkl, TOM II, yacTts 2, cTp. 743.
***A. A. Kopuuios, Kypc ucropmun Pocemm XIX Bera (meperneyaTka BTODPOTO
u3ganus, MockBa 1918), Trom I, ctp. 19 n 26.
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W3 Hux, 0oco0eHHO H3 TeX, KOoTopble KMiM B IleTepGypre u MocKee,
3HAYUTEJIBHOE YHuesio 6hLI0 rpaMoTHO. Takum oOpaszoMm o6Iee 4HCIIO
06pa30BaHHBIX JIOfledl B Pocenn B KOHIle mapcTBOBaHHA EKaTepHHBI
HaZo CYMTaTh He MeHbIIe KaK 100 — cTO mATHAECATH THICAY YeJIOBEK.

U IllepGatoB u PaliHOB 04eBHAHO BeRYT CYET TOJBKO MYKUHHAM.
Memxpay TeM cpefH ABOPAHCTBA, AYXOBEHCTBA M MHOTHX DPa3HOYHHIIEB
OpIIM TaKike M OOpa3oBaHHbIE KeHIMWHBI. Jlajee, mauuble IllepGa-
TOBa OTHOcATCA K Havayy 1770-x romoB, a K KOHI[y BEKa YHCJIO
06pa30BaHHBIX JOJUKHO GBLJIO CHJIBHO YBEJHYHTHCA. KOHEYHO TOJIBKO
He6oJIpIIIas 4YaCTh HHTEpPECOBAJIACh HAYKAMH, HO M TO MOJKHO Ipef-
I0JIaraTh, YTO KOHTHHIEHT YWTaTeJell Hay4YHbIX KHUT OBbLI AJIA TOrO
BpeMeHH He MAaJIbIH.

Cpenu ABOPAHCKOH 3HATH ITOABUJIMCEH JIIONH CAMH 3aHHMABIIHECH
HayKOH mym coGupaBiIxe GoraThle Hay4yHbIe KOJLIEKIWHM — TaK Ha-
3pIBaeMble «KaOWHETbI HATYDPAJILHOH HCTOPHM».

IIL.T. Hemumor (1738-1821) moayuun ob6pasoBanme B IerTHH-
TeHCKOM yHuBepcutere um Ppefibeprckoii Axapmemum. Haxopwmicsa B
nepenucke ¢ Broddorom u JImaHeeM. 3aHMMAJICA MaTeMaTHKOH, (hu-
3HKOH, XHMHUeH, MHHepaJioTHeH, GOTaHMKOH M 300jo0rHei. CocTaBui
GOJIBIIYIO eCTeCTBeHHO-UCTOPHYECKYIO KOJIJIEKINIO, KOTopyio B 1802
roxy oH momapusa MockoBckoMmy yHHBepcurery. KH. A. A. Ypycos
n3gan B 1780 r. «OnbIT ecTeCTBEHHOH HCTOPHH>.

Jumnomar kH. JI. A. Toaunein (1734-1803) 3aHHMAJdCA OIBITaAMH
II0 DJIEKTPHYECTBY M 3alHINAJ BHUXPEBYIO TEODPHIO DJIEKTPHYECTBA M
MarHetusMa. B 1768 r. oH Obl1 Ha3HA4YeH IIOCIAHHWKOM B I'aary n
TaM OCTaBaJicd [0 KOHIA IKU3HW. Brln u30paH IpefcemaresieM
WeHCKOTO MHHEPAJIOTHYECKOr0 O0IecTBa, KOTOPOMY 3aBellaJ CBOH
GoraTeIi MHHepaJioTwyeckud kabuHeT. Bpli Takwke useHoM Ilerep-
Gyprekoro «BoJIBHOTO DKOHOMHMYecKOro ofmiecrsay, B «Tpymaxs Ko-
TOPOro HaleuaTaJ HeckoJbko ctared. I'pad I'. K. PazymoBckuit Gb1i1
H3BECTEH CBOHMH pPaGoTaMH N0 MHHepaJoTWH. Borarthlil (hH3myecKui
kabuner 1. I1. Byrypaura 6b11 kymuteH B 1802 rogy Mepmuko-xupyp-
rugeckos axagemued. Kosutexknmu xu. E. P. JlamkoBoit ObLIH IT0-
sxepTBOoBaHbI B 1807 rogy MoCKOBCKOMY yHHBEDPCHTETY.

K xouny XVIII Beka pyccKad NPOAYKIMA y4YeHOH JMTepaTyphl
(Ha pycCKOM M HMHOCTPaHHBIX HA3bIKax) B o0jacTH (H3MKO-MaTe-
MaTH4YeCKMX HayK 3aMeTHO Boapacia. CorsacHo mopcyeram PaiHosa
3a gecaTtmierre 1771-1780 6pL10 HameuaTaHo 41 KHuUTH B 3TOH 00Ja-
ctu (43 HEUX 16 TepeBOAHEBIX); 3a CJeRyollee HecATHJeTHe — 121
kHEra (u3 Hux 56 mepeBOmHBIX); 3a AeBATHyeTHe 1791-1799 —
112 xuwr. IIpuGiau3UTesLHO B 9TOH JKe IIPOINOPIUHM BO3PACTaJO H
KOJIMYECTBO CIEeNUAJbHBIX HAYJYHBIX CTaTedl B CIeIHaJbHBIX JKypHa-
Jax Axapemnu Hayx.

B OTHOLIEHHH METOROB MCCJIENOBaHUA, B mociiegHed Tperu XVIII
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BeKa BBIABHJIOCH [iBe TEHAEHIMM — OfHa, mIefras oT JIoMOHOCOBa,
apyrasg — oT Dizepa.

ast «Dimepusma» xapaKTepHa TeHAEeHIUA CTaBUTh M pelllaTh He-
KOTOpPbIe BOIPOCHI €CTECTBOSHAHMA CpefiCTBAMH OFHOIO MaTeMaTu-
YeCKOr0 HCCJIeHOBaHMA. ODHjiep TOTOB OBl IPHUHATH BO BHHUMAaHHE
pe3yJabTaThl HHTEPEeCHOI0 MAJIA Hero SKCIepHMeHTa Kak Obl B ab-
CTPaKTHOM U HAeaJIM3UPOBAHHOM BHAE, H3y4asd ero IMOMOIIbIO CPefiCTB
MAaTeMaTHYeCKOr0 aHaJM3a. HeIocpeacTBeHHOH DKCIlepHMEHTaJIbHOH
IIEHHOCTH BTOT METON He MMeJI, HO BIIOCJIENCTBHH OKA3aJicd IIOJie3eH
AJId aHaJM3a (PU3NMYECKOH JeHCTBHUTEJILHOCTH.

Ot JIoMOHOCOBa TOMLIA APyrasd TPaguLNa — Hepas3pbIBHOH CBA3H
TEOPUH C DKCIEePHMeHTAJLHBIMHM NaHHBIMH. MaTeMaTHKe OH TaKKe
mpumasaj GoJibliioe — HO He UCKJIOYHTEJIbHOE 3HadeHHe.

TlogBopmsa WTOr#M — TPYHbl PYCCKUX M HHOCTPAHHBIX YYEHBIX B
Poccru XVIII Bexa 3aJI0:KHJIH He3bIOJIEMOE OCHOBAHHE NIJIA HaJib-
HeHIero pasBUATHA PYCCKOH HAayKH.

V1

OT ecTecTBO3HAHHA OOpaTHMCA Teleph K HAYKAM HCTOPHYECKHUM.
Tpoe BLIZAIOIIMXCA YUEHBbIX, BHIIMCAHHBIX M3 ['epMaHuM, IOJIOMKHIIN
Ha4aJl0 PYCCKOH HCTOPHYECKOH HAyKe B COBPEMEHHOM CMBICJIE DTOTO
caoBa — Tornu6-3urdpup Baiiep (1694-1738), I'epapn-Ppuppux
(Pemop ManoBuu) Musiep (1705-1783) u Asrycr-JIrogsur Illnenep
(1735-1809).

Bafiep 6bI1 B cocTaBe IEPBOTO NPHU3bIBA HHOCTPAHHBLIX YUYEHBIX,
NpUIJIallleHHbIX cTaTh uieHamu IletepGyprekofr Axagemuu Hayk.
On oronumn KenurcGeprcKuil yHHBEPCHTET M €Ille CO CTYHEeHYeCKOH
TOpBLI Ha4yaJ H3y4aTh BOCTOYHBbIE A3BIKH — KHUTAWMCKHUH U CEMHTH-
yecKHe. Pycckoro s3pika OH He 3HAJ H JajKe He CTAapajicd eMy Ha-
yuurbed. PycckuMM JleTONHMCAMM OH TOJIB30BAJICA B JIATHHCKOM IIe-
pesofie. Ho OH XOpOIIO 3HAJ BU3aHTHHUCKHE W CKAHJWHABCKUE MCTOY-
HUKH. Baliep 3aHHMAJICA TOJBKO [PEBHEHIINM II€PHOOM PYCCKOH
ucropu — 1o IX Bexa BKIIOUuTEeNIbHO. OH HAIHCAJ cepbe3Hoe HCCIIe-
JoBaHHe O BapArax M HauajJe Pycw m o IlepBOM IIOXOfe PYCCOB Ha
Koucraurtusonoas. C nmomompio B. K. Tpepbsakosckoro (1703-1769)
eMy yAaJioch OIpeJlesIUTh 3HaUYeHHe CJIaBIHCKMUX HasBaHWH J[HeIpos-
CKHX Ioporos B counHennn KoncranTuna BarpasopomHoro «O6 ympa-
BJIEHHH HMIepuell». OTHMH Tpyhamu Bafiepa MOTOM HOJL30BAJHChH H
ITmenep ¥ pycckuii ucropur Taruimes.

Baitep MoxeT cuMTaThCA OCHOBaTeJIeM CKAaHAMHABCKOH (HOpMaH-
CKOH) TEOPHH O IPOHCXOXKJEHHHM PYCCKOIO TOCYAAPCTBA.

Munnep, kax u Bafiep, 6611 Bemmucad B IletepGypr B 1725 roxy,
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HO He KaK Impodeccop aKajeMH4eCKOro yHHMBepcHTeTa, a KaK CTYHeHT
(emy ObLIO B 9TO BpeMdA ABaAaTh JeT). B HIPOTHBONOJIOKHOCTS
Bafiepy Munnep cpa3y Ha4aJ Y4YHThCA pycckoMy sA3bIKy. Ilepsele
rogsl mo Ipuesfe Muiyiep IpelofaBaJjl JIATHHCKHE A3bIK, MCTOPHIO
u reorpadHio B axafemuuyeckod ruMHaszuu. He mozxe 1730 roma
OH 3aMHTepecoBaJica HcTopHed u reorpacdwueii Cubupu. OH H3y4yHI
3HAMEHHTYI0O KHHUT'Y TOJUIAHJCKOTO ydeHoro Burseka «CeBepHada H
Bocrounas Tarapusa» (mepBoe mzpganme 1692 r., Bropoe — 1705 r.
Munnep nosb3oeajica oboumu). B 1731 r. Mumssep HasHaueH ObLI
yiaeHoM Akapemuu Hayk u nmpodeccopoM aKaJeMHYECKOro yHHBeD-
curera. B 1732-33 6bLtn Hane4aTaHbI IIepBble PAGOTHI €ro 10 HCTOPHH
Cubupu.

B 5T0 BpeMsa GbIIH yiKe BO BCeM pasrape IPUTIOTOBJIEHHA K GOJIL-
mo# CHOUPCKOH SKCIIeUIMH — TOH, B KOTOPOH y4acTBOBaJ K Kparte-
HMHHHUKOB. OKCIeJUIINA Obljla OpraHu3oBaHa coBMecTHO CeHaToM H
Axanemuell Hayk. YuacTtHukamu ee xpoMe KpameHWHHHMKOBa ObLiIn
Ha3Ha4YeHbl JBa aKafleMHKa — acTpoHOM Jlesiuib M HATYPaJHCT
I'menmH.

Musrep Takxe crpemuiica exarb. Ciy4ait momor eMy — I'menun
3abosesr. OGepcekperapr CeHata, ViBam Kpunnosuu Kupmuios, «Be-
JIMKHI pavuTesb M JIOOHUTENb HAYK», paspemmy Mussepy exarb B
Cubupp BMecto I'MejyimHa. ITociemHIE OBOJBLHO CKOPO BHI3JOPOBEJI.
CeHaT pa3pendy H eMy eXaTh B DKCIEJULIHIO.

Munsepa COIPOBOXAAJIO HECKOJILKO ITOMOI[HUKOB — CTYREHTOB.
I'maBHOE 3amayedi Mwuiepa ObLIO OImHcaHWe apxXWBOB CuOHpPCKHUX
TOPOZIOB M CHATHE KOIMH C BO3MOXKHO GOJIBIIETO KOJIMYECTBA HCTO-
PHYeCKHX MaTepHaJIOB B KaXkaoM apxuse. Ho Mwuisep nomyTHO co-
OMpaJs TakKe CBeJEeHHA IO A3bIKOBENEHHIO, DKOHOMHKeE, dTHOrpaduu
U apXeoJIOTHH, a TaKiKe COCTABJIAJ «BEJOMOCTH» O FOPOFaxX M ye3jax
Cubupnu.

IIpx sroMm Muasiep IpPOABHJI He TOJIBKO CBOIO HEOOBIKHOBEHHYO
TPYAOCIIOCOOHOCT:, HO TaKXKe TBepHOCTh M HACTOHYMBOCTL B HOOBI-
BaHHHW HYXXHBIX €My CBeIeHHH OT MeCTHOH agMuHHCTpauuu. Musiep
HayaJ CBOIO moe3gky ¢ ToGosbeka, Torma croymmsl CuGupceKoi ryGep-
HUM, KyAa OH IpHOBLI B KOHIe AHBapsa 1734 roma. Kak oH moz:ke
BCIIOMHHAJI, OH CaM ellle He 3HAJ, YTO €My HYXHO TpeGOBATH OT
Cubupckoro ry6epHaTopa H O YEM CIpaIlUHBaTh. JIJI STOr0 y HErO
He OBLJIO OIBITA, KOTOPBIH OH IPHOGPEN YiKe MPAKTHKOH.

3a HEMHOTHMH HCKJIIOUYEHHAMH CHOHPCKHE apXWUBbI HAXONUJINCH B
noJsiHOM Gesnopapke. CyllleCTBOBABIIME «PeecTphbI» Jesl ObLIH HemoJI-
Hble. MuUJJIepy NPHIIJIOCH COCTABJATh (MM TPeSoBaTh COCTABJIEHUS )
HOBBIX ormcell. CaM OH INIPOJeJIajl KOJIOCCAJIbHYIO paGory, pasbupas
apxXuBHBIe KHUTH H CTOJGIBI MO I'ojaM M OTMedasl JJIA CBOHUX II0-
MOIIHMKOB HJIH MECTHBIX IIHCIOB, C KaKHMX NOKYMEHTOB Haf0O CHATH

— 216 —



konmu. K korny 1736 roma Muniep moGpatica po SkyTcka, oTKyAa
BepuyJsica B Hpkyrck. K sTomy BpemeHum oH mepeyrommica (3abo-
JIeJl «HMIIOXOHJpHYecKoH GoJiesHplo») u B Kamuarky ¢ Kpamenus-
HHUKOBBIM Y)Ke He MOr exarbh. Ha cMeHy eMy AKafeMHA IIOCTIAJIa
Horanna-O6eprapga Pumepa (1697-1771), o yem Mujiep IOJXYy4HT
usBemenne B Ennceticke serom 1739 r. C dumepom Muniep Berpe-
mwica B Cypryre (ToGosbckoil ryGeprui) B mioHe 1740 r. Musep
Jajl eMy yKaszaHHA IJII cCOOMpaHHS MaTepHaJioB, obeiaB IIpHCJIaThH
noppobuyIo mHCeTpyknuio H3 ToGosbeka. DTy HHCTPYKOHUio Muniep
mocna Pmmepy 13 mekabpa 1741 ropa. Jpyrof skzemmap Musiep
nocnas B CeHar.

Ora TIaTesJIbHAA M XOPOIIO IIPORyMaHHAd MHCTPYKLIMA IIpefcTa-
BJAET co0oH, mo BhIpa)keHu:o A. . Aunpeena, «GOJIBIIYIO HAYYHYIO
paboty». HHCTpYKIMA ObIIa pacudTaHa Ha ydyeHOro 6oJjiee KPYIIHOTO
pa3maxa, 4yeM @Pummep. Bumumo TOT He 0OpaTHJI Ha Hee HHKAKOIO
BHHMaHUA. ITo3xe €10, KaK PYKOBOACTBOM, BOCIIOJIb30BaJsca Ilajmac.

Munnep ocraBaJica emie ABa roja B Cudupm (ryiaBHbIM o6paszoM
B ToGoJsibCKe) M OCMaTpPHUBAJI apXHBBLI B HECKOJIBKHX Iopojax, HO B
TO JKe BpeMs HadaJl yxKe ImcaTh cBoio «Hcropuio Cubupms. Uto
KacaeTcs JIMYHOH ero KH3HH — B BepxoTypbe oH xeHmiica (1742).
Beprysca or B IletepOypr 14 deBpasa 1743 ropa.

Munnep npuBe3 m3 Cubupu TIpoMagHOe KOJUYECTBO APXUBHBIX
M IPYTHX MaTEPHAJIOB, COCTABUBIINX GoraTeHrmii (QOHK NI HAYIHOTO
U3YYEHHA PYCCKOH HMCTOpHH.

B Axapemun Munnep Ob1n1 BerpeueH BpaskneOHo Illymaxepom w
HEKOTOPBIMH ADPYTHMH HeJoOpoKesaTesIaMH, B TOM uyucje dumiepom,
Kora TOoT BepHyJca B IlerepGypr B 1750 ropgy.

HayaJsyck BCAKHe JPA3TH.

B 1748 rogy Munjiep IpHHAJ PYCCKOe IOANAHCTBO X IIOJIYYHJ
3BaHHMe HcTopHOorpada ¢ 00A3aTeIbCTBOM COYMHHTb «TeHEepPaJIbHYI0
POCCHIECKYIO MCTOPHIO».

Heno 06 m3pammu «ucropuu Cubupu» 3arTaHysoch. Muiiep Ha-
IHCaJl ee IO HeMeNKH. ITepeBORYMK, KOTOPOTO €My ITOHLICKAJIH, OKa-
3aJcda mox. Hamom gpyroro, nepeBoji KOTOpPoOro O6b1i npuemiem. Ile-
pesop arot IIIymaxep pasocyas HECKOJBKUM JIMIIAM, MEXAY IPOYUM
pycckomy mcropuky B. H. TatumeBy. ToT man GiaronpHATHBIA OT-
3BIB! «C BEJIMKHM MOHMM YIOBOJBCTBHEM — Immcat oH IlTymaxepy —
npuciaHHoe oT Bac Hauaso Cubupceko#t mctoprut mpounrtat... Cue
€CTh HAYaJI0 PYCCKMX YYacTHbIX (0GJACTHBIXK) HCTOPUH, W HEJIb3s
HHOTO CKa3aTh, KaK XBaJleHUA H GuarofapeHus JOCTOHHOEe B HeH».

IlepBeri Tom «Heropmu CuGupms Muisepa GbL1 HaKOHeI Halle-
yaraH B 1750 roxy. Ciepyomue ABa TOMa OCTABAJIMChH eIlle B PYKO-
mucu. Haxopns, uro Musep 3araruBaeT nucanue CUGHPCKOH HCTOpHY,
axaJleMus nopy4una Pumepy nucaTb IpoaosKeHHe ee. «Cubmpekas
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ucropuas Pumepa (HameuaTaHa 1o HeMellku B 1768 romy, B pycckom
nepesofe B 1774 r.) ecTh He IpomoKeHHe Muisepa, a COKpaleHHbIH
nepeckas couynHeHMa Muiepa (Kak Hale4aTaHHOTO IIEPBOTO TOMA,
TaK H YaCTH OCTABLIECHCA B PYKOIHCH).

Munsep mepecrtasl nHcaTh IPOAOJLKeHHMe ucropum CHOHpH M 3a-
HAJCA TOATOTOBKOH NMHCAHHUA PycckoH Heropuu. OH ObLI OJHHM H3
IePBBIX PYCCKHX Y4YeHBIX 3aMHTEPECOBABIIMXCA 0oJiee IO3THUMM
aranaMu pycckoH mcropuu. Cpenu ero TpymoB ecTh «OmbIT HOBefesi
ucropun Poccun» u «IM3BecTHe 0 ZBOPAHAX POCCHHCKHUX>.

B 1765 romy yxaszom Exarepuusr II Munjep 6bLT Ha3HAYEH
TJIAaBHBIM Hafi3upaTesieM HOBOydYpekZeHHoro B Mockee Bocrmira-
TEJILHOTO JIOMa C OCTaBJIeHHeM 32 HHM 3BaHHA HcTopHorpada. Kaw
Munnep caM Hamucal B CBOeH aBTOGHOrpadHH, IPUHAJ OH BTY
DOJIKHOCTb «B YIIOBAHWM, YTO IIPH TOM BO3MOXKHO MHe OyAeT IIOJb-
20BATbCA MOCKOBCKHMH apPXHBAMH JIJIS POCCHHUCKON WCTOPHH, O 4eM
s u ObL OGHANEKEH>.

Beuny mnepeesga B MockBy Mmiyiep mpocusn AKafeMuio paspe-
HIeHNA B3ATh TYHAa Bce IpHBe3eHHble MM W3 CHOMpPH apXWUBHbIE Ma-
TepuaJsbl. IIpocs6a ero 6bly1a ymoBJIeTBOpeHa. Yixe B 1766 r. on GbLi
YBOJIEH H3 BOCIOHTATeJIbHOTO [OMa M Ha3Ha4YeH «4JIeHOM TIocyhap-
CTBEHHOH KOJIJIETMM HHOCTPAHHBIX JeJl IIPH MOCKOBCKOM apXHBE».
Yepes rop Musiep 6Bl Ha3Ha4eH HAYAJIBHUKOM apXHBA.

Munnep mocrapui ceGe IesIbI0 CHeJIaTh M3 apXUBa HaydHOE y4-
pexxpenue. OH co3faj Iy IIKOJNY Y4YeHBIX APXHBAPUYCOB:
IIrpurrep, MasunoBckuii, Banrtsnu-Kamenckuit. B sroT apxus
Musyiep MOJIOXHUI B CBOM «IOPTMENH», CPefH KOTOpPhIX OBLIO TpHA-
naTh (POJIMAHTOB aKTOB, CIIMCAHHBIX M3 CHOHPCKUX apXUBOB.

Ho 3aHATBHCA NHCAHHEM «pOCCHECKOH wcropuu» Mujrep GbLI yike
He B cunax. B 1767 r. on Hamucan Exarepune II, uTo peKoMeHJyeT
el mua 5TO¥ 3amauym kH. M. M. IllepGarosa.

B 1772 r. Muanep ObLI mopaskeH MapaJiyeM, HO TeM He MeHee
IpONOJIKAJ HeycTaHHO paborarh Mo caMo#l cBoedl cmeptu (1783).

Muiiep 3aJI0KHMJI IPOYHBIH (PYHRAMEHT IJid 3aHATHH PYCCKOH
ucTopueH, co6paB I'poMajiHOE KOJIMYECTBO AKTOBOTO APXHBHOIO Ma-
TepuaJla ¥ IIOKa3aB HEOOXONMMOCTh Ha HEM OCHOBBIBATH HCCJIENO-
BaHHe pyccKo# mcTopuu. HeCKOJIBKO ITOKOJIEHHH PYCCKHUX HCTOPHUKOR
U u3faTejiell JOKYMEHTOB II0 PYCCKOH HCTOPHM IIOJIB30BAJIMCH COKPO-
BumaMu MusiiepoBcKux ImopTdenei.

IInenep MOJOKUI HAYaJI0 KPUTHYECKOMY HU3YYEHHIO TEKCTa pycC-
CKHX JIETOITHCEH.

B Poccuro Ilnenepa 3abpocus cayda#. Eme GyAydH CTymeHTOM
Terrunrenckoro ynusepcurera Illnernep 3sauHTepecoBajica Gubse-
cxkuM BocTokoM, mas vero xoten moexarh B IlajectuHy. Ha 510 ¥
Hero OfHaKO He ObIio fleHer. OH TOrAa pPeINHs OTHpaBHTheA B Ile-
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TepOypr, Hafleach TaM 3apaboTaTh AeHer H OTTyAa IpobpaThca Ha
BOCTOK.

B 1760 r. Illneuep namucaa Musjiepy o cBoeM HaMepeHHH IIpH-
exaTb B IlerepGypr u mpocun Mussepa IIOMOYb €My YCTPOUTHCH IIPH
axajgeMud. MujIep IPefJIOKUIl eMy MeCTO HOMAIIHEero yUHuTeNsd AJisd
CBOHMX JeTell M ITOMOIIHWKA II0 W3ZAHUIO CEepHH TPYAOB IO PYCCKOH
ucropunr (Sammlung Russischer Geschichte) c¢ xanosanmem 100
py6aeit B rop. Illnenep yxBaTuicd 3a STO IpPeAJIOKeHMe M IIpHexaJ
B IlerepGypr. Cpasy no npuesge IIlmenep Havas U3y4aTh IePKOBHO-
CIIABAHCKMH ¥ PYCCKHUH S3BIK.

JIOBOJILCTBOBAThCA CKPOMHBIM IIOJIOXKeHHeM B joMe Muijepe i1
OBITH TIOMONITHUKOM B ero HayuHoH paGore ITlinenep He HaMepeBaJcd.
Cebs OH CUHTAJ yiKe CJOXKMBINAMCA yV4eHbIM, a Mmmrepa HeBeXTOH.
IIneuep comuznunca ¢ cexperapeMm Axagemuu TayOeproM — Bparom
Munsepa — ¥ yepe3 HETO IOJYYHJ JOJIKHOCTh aJbIOHKTa AKaJeMHH.

Vipa or Munnepa, Ilmenep 3aHAJCA H3y4YaHWEM PYCCKOHM HCTO-
puH. AKTOBOTO MarepHaJia pycckoil mcropum Illjenep mourn He Ka-
cajecs. «Ecim MHe TOJIBKO BepPHO COOOIIMIM — TOBOPUT OH — JAPEB-
HeHmm# aKT OO0 CUX IOp HaljeHHbIH, mpmHamiexur AHxpero Boro-
JI06CKOMY, KOTOpbIE yMmep B 1158 romy». (Auppei Obln y6ur 3
1174 romy). Illmenep cocpemoTOUMJICH HA HM3YYEHHH PYCCKHX Jie-
rormucedr. TayGepr mnepenman eMy pPYKOIMCHBIH HEMEIKHH II€PEBOJ
HavaJIbHOH JIeTOIMCH, CHOEeJIaHHBIA MoHaxoM AJekcaunpo-Hesekoi
JlaBper — Apamom CessmeM, ZaTYaHWHOM IIO IPOHCXOXMKIEHUIO.

IMlnenep cmesat cebe KOHCIEKT IlepeBOfa, & 3aTeM HAYJYHJICH
ynraTh «IloBects Bpemennnix JleTs B OpuruHAaJie, CpaBHMBAaA He-
CKOJIBKO CIIMCKOB (B YHCJIe MX HEKOTOpble — B COCTaBe IIO3THUX
JIeTOIIUCHBIX cBomoB). IIlnenep cpas3y ixe 3aMeTHJI 3aBHCHUMOCTb Ha-
YaJIbHOH JIETONMCH OT BH3aHTHHCKMX McTOYHMKOB. Tyt IIlmenep
CO37aJI CBOIO THIIOTE3y, YTO Pas3HOUTEHHUS B JIETOIMCHBIX CITHCKAX
TIPOM30UIIH IVIABHBIM 00pa3oM H3-3a OIIHMGOK HeBeXKEeCTBEHHBIX IIe-
penucuukxoB. Ha 5T0M rumore3e OH M OCHOBAJI NAJbHEHIIYIO CBOIO
paGoTy Hajx KPUTHMKOH JIETOIIMCHOrO Tekcra. Ilesb, KOTOpYHO OH cebe
IIOCTABHJI —— BOCCTAHOBHUTH I[I€PBOHAYANBHBLIA TEKCT «OYUIEHHOTO
Hecropas.

He ynmoBieTBOpEHHBIH CBOMM oJIoKeHUeM B IlerepGypre, [lnenep
pemun B 1764 roxy BepHyThed B I'erruHreH. IIo JTHMYHOMY IIOBEJIEHHIO
Exarepuns! II ITlnenep Obla HazHaueH OPAUHAPHBIM aKaNeMHKOM ¢
sxajoBaHbeM 860 pyGiseir B ronm. Bmecte ¢ TeM uMMIepaTpuua pa3spe-
IIMJIa BHIJATH €My 3arpaHudHbBId macrnopT. KoHTpakT ObLa mopmm-
can o 1770 roma. ITo Bo3Bpamenuu B Ierrurren Ilnenep mosyuwmi
kadenpy duimocoduu B TamMomHeM yHuBepcurere. B 1769 romy on
HM3[aJl TMPOOHBIH JIMCT JIETOIMCH € JIATHHCKHM IIEPEBOJOM M Pa3HO-
peunamu. (Probe Russischer Annalen). ITocie storo ITlmenep 6v1i
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Ha3Ha4eH ITOYETHHIM aKaJeMHKOM C IOKH3HEeHHOH IeHcwed. K HeMmy
HHOTJIA IIOCBIJIAJIH AJIA 3aHATHH MOJIOABIX PYCCKHMX y4eHBIX. Hema-
JoBakHoe BiusHue okasay Illnenep Ha Kapamsuna. Korna B 1804 .
61510 ocHOBaHO B MockBe «OOIiecTBO HCTOpHMM H ApeBHOcTed Poc-
cuficknx» Kapamaun u Ilnenep 6o11u n36paHbl IOYETHBIME 4JICHAMH.

Inenep BepHYJICSA K PYCCKUM JIETOMMCAM TOJBKO B KOHIE JKH3HH,
HaIMcaB KHHTY, KOTOPYIO OH o3arJyiaBuy «Hecrop». B Helt 0H pa3Bua
IIpesKHHMe CBOM B3IVIAABI Ha PYCCKOe JIETOIHMCAaHHEe H APEBHUH IIepHOJ
pyccroii ucropun. Kuura 6blira H3gaHa M0 HEMEIKH B YeThIPEX TOMAaX
B 1802-1805 rr. u moceameHa Ajexcauapy 1. Pycckmii mepesop rmo-
ABUiCA B Tpex TomMax B 1809-1810 romax.

Hecmorpa ma To uro Illnemep mes Nno JOXHOMY IIyTH, KHMIQ
ero mMeJa TPOMAajfHOe IIOJIOKHUTENIbHOE BIMSAHHE Ha JaJjbHefiree
pa3BUTHe PYCCKOH McTOpHYecKoH Hayku. BaskeH ObLin caMbri (axT
BHeCeHHd KaKuUX ObI TO HH OBLIIO KPUTHYECKHUX IIPHEMOB B H3y4eHHe
JIETOIIMCHBIX TeKCTOB. Ha 3T0o#l OCHOBe W IIpolBejyia B JaJibHeHIIEM
9Ta OTPACJ]Ib PYCCKOH HMCTOPHYECKOH HAYKH.

YeTBepThIM aKaJleMHKOM, 3aHUMABINMMHCH PYCCKOH HCTOpHeHH,
6611 JIomoHOCOB. Ero 3zamaue#i GpII0 HAaIHCATh XOPOILIHM CJIOTOM
IOy IAPHYI0 HeTopuio Poccry, uroGhl TOKa3aTh B IpoTHBOBee Balepy
u Ilnenepy, 4To pycckHe, y:xe Ha 3ape UX UCTOPHUH, CYMEJH CO3RaTb
CBOe TOCYRapCTBO M 4TO OHH He Gbliu murapu. ITopxoxm JIoMoHOCOBa
K ero HCTODHYECKOMY TDPYAY ObIN TakuM 00pa3oM JIHTepaTypHbIH
¥ marpuoTHyeckuii. IIpu 9TOM ecTecTBEHHO, 4TO JIOMOHOCOB BBICTYIIHII
IIPOTHB HOPMAHCKOH TEOPHH.

Yro6bI IOHATH €ro B3IVIAABLI HAJ0 BCIOMHHTHL KaK OIMCHIBAJI
ITnenep KyasTypHbIH ypoBeHs Pycu IX-X BekoB. «KoHeuwHO — mmHcaJ
IIInenep — Jsromu TyT O6pIM, Bor 3HaeT, ¢ KaKHX IIOP M OTKYAAa, HO
monu Oe3 IpaBJieHHUd, JKHUBIIHE IOJOOHO 3BepAM M NTHIAM, KOTOPbI2
HAIIOJTHAJIH HX JIecas.

B npoTHBONOJIOKHOCTE TAaKOTO POAA B3TJIAZAM HeMIleB-HOpMa-
HHCTOB JIOMOHOCOB 3asBHJI, BO BCTYIIEHHH K cBoed «JIpeBHe#t Poc-
cutickoit Hcropmm». «He MaJjio MMeeM CBHIETEJIbCTB, uTO B Poccun
TOJIb BEJIMKOH TbMbI HeBe)KeCTBa He ObLIO, KaKyl0 IIPeJCTABJISIOT
BHelIHHe (T.e. HHOCTPaHHble) IHcaTesHM». B BTOM BoIlpoce, KaK IIO-
Ka3aJd QNaJIbHEHIMe HCCJIENOBaHUA PYCCKOH HCTOpHH, 0COGEeHHO
koHna XIX u XX Beka JIoOMOHOCOB GBI IIpaB.

IMennpiMu yepramu KHMTH JIomoHOcoBa Hcropuk C. M. CoJsioBnheB
CUMTaeT YMeJIoe HCIIOJIb30BAHWE ABTOPOM H3BECTHH HHOCTPAHHBIX
HCTOYHHKOB O cJjaBgHax u PycH, a Takike BAYMUYHBOe COJIM)KeHHe
JPEBHe-PYCCKUX SA3bIYECKMX BEPOBAHWH € COBpEeMeHHBIMH JIOMOHO-
COBY NIPOCTOHAPONHBIMH O0bIYasMM, UT'PAMH H IECHAMH.

Hpyroii tpyn JIomoHocoBa «KpaTkmit poccuiickuil serommcer»
npefcTaBisgeT coboH cKaTHIH OYepK PYCCKOH MCTOPHH OT ApeBHeHIux
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BpemeH pno Ilerpa Bemmkoro BRIIOUUTENbHO. OuepKk HAUMHAETCA
HCTOPUEH IIPOMCXOMKLEHHA PYCCKOTO HApofa, 3aTeM CoOOLIaloTCA
TJIaBHBIE COOBITHA KalKIOTO IapcTBoBaHuA. K 5TOMy IpuioxkeHa
pomocsioBHaA Tabyuna poceuiickux rocymapei. B snoxy Erarepuns: IT
«Kparkuii poccuiicKHH JIeTONHCEI» CJIYKUJI INKOJIBHBIM YUeOHWKOM
PYyccKo# HcTOpHH.

Vil

Ilepetinem Temepb k Tpymam B.H. Tarummesa, ka. M. M. Ilep-
6aroBa u H. H. BoaruHa.

Hu omuH w3 HUX He ObLI IPO(PeCcCHOHAJNBHBIM YYeHBIM H TeM
He MeHee BKJIaf KaXKJA0T0 B PYCCKYIO0 HCTOPHYECKYIO HAYKY ObLI O4YeHb
3HAYHUTeJeH.

Bacumu#t Huxuruu Tatumes (1686-1750), Mmuagumi coBpeMeHHUK
Ilerpa Besmmkoro, GbII OMHMM M3 TaJIAHTJIMBBIX JEJIBIIOB, BBIJBUHY-
To1x IlerpoBckod smoxo#. OH 3aHMMAaJl OTBETCTBEHHBbIE IIOCThI HA I'O-
CyZmapcTBeHHOH ciykGe (mociegHAS ero MOJKHOCTh — acTpaxaH-
ckuit ryGepuarop). Hswespgusm Bcio Poccuio M 0OCHOBATeNLHO O3HA-
KOMIJICSA C ee DPKOHOMHKOH, yIIpaBJieHHeM, STHOTpadHuel B YCIOBUAMI
HAapPOJHOH KU3HHU.

TaTmieB OblJI CHIHOM IICKOBCKOTO noMmelwka. O paHHHX TORax
€ro JKM3HH IIOYTH HHYero He H3BECTHO. B MOJIOBOCTH OH y4HJICH
APTUILIIEPUACKOMY W HHMKEHePHOMY JeJly B apTHILIePHHCKOH aka-
OEeMUU IIO7, PYKOBOZCTBOM ONHOI'0 H3 CaMbIX IIPOCBELIEHHBIX CION-
BmkHEKOB Ilerpa — fkxoBa Bunumoruua Bproca (1670-1735). Ta-
THINEB JeATEIHbHO Y4YaCTBOBAJ B PYCCKO-LUBeNCcKOH Bo#He. IToGbiBamn
B lepmanmm (1713-14) u BbIBe3 OTTYAa MHOI'O KHWUT, IOJIOXKUBIIHX
HayaJjo ero Goratoi OHGIIMOTEKe.

B 1717 romy TarmmmueB 6b11 KoMaHmupoBaH Ilerpom B I'mamHck
JIJIS TIeperoBOPOB O BBINLJIATE TI'OPOAOM HAJIOMKEHHOH Ha Hero KOH-
TPUOYIIHH.

B 1om ke romy TarumieB yuacTBoBajsl B AnanpckoMm Korrpecce
npexncrasuTeneii Pocenu u IlIsenuu i1 NEePeroBOPOB O 3aKJIOYEHHH
mupa. Tarumges cocroan npu Bpioce, 0JHOM H3 ABYX PYCCKHUX YIIOJ-
HOMOuYeHHbIX. CroBOpHUTLCS O MHpe He YAAJIOCh M KOHIpecC pash-
exaJics.

B 1719 ropgy Ilerp xoTen mopyunth Bprocy cocraBienme moppo6-
HOM reorpacuu Poccun. Bproc OblL1 B 5TO BpeMA IO TOPJIO 3aHAT
(oH OBLT CcEHATOPOM M Ipe3HjeHTOM Oepr- ¥ MaHY(DaKTypP-KOJIJIETHH )
u BMecTo cebsa pexomeHpmoBaJt Ilerpy Taruinesa.

TaTuiies npeferaBuisl IleTpy HOKJIATHYIO 3alHCKy O IJIaHe
cBoell palboTsl, Koropyio IleTrp omoGpui. ¥Yoke B 9T0 BpeMsa Taruien
YBHJEJ, YTO BBHAY HepaspaboTaHHOCTH Hcropuu Poccuu emy Heob-
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XOOHMO OyZHeT M3y4aTh COBMECTHO M reorpaduio ¥ HCTOPHIO PYCCKOTO
rocygapctBa. IleTp BBIaJ eMy H3 cBoell OHGIHOTEKH «J|peBHIOIO
HecropoBy Jierormch», KoTopyio TaTHIEB CKOPO CIIHCAJI

B mawase 1720 roga Bproc xomampmupoBas Tartuiesa Ha Ypan
IJIg yCTPOHCTBA TOPHBIX 3aBOFOB. Jleyi0 GhLIO OTBETCTBEHHOE H XJIO-
notimuBoe. Tem He MeHee TarmineB cymes HalTH BpeMs IJiA coGH-
paHHA HCTOpPHYECKHMX H TeorpaduyecKHx MarepuajioB. OH Hales
eme cmucok «HecTepoBo# JieTomucH» M CBepAd €ro €O CBOeH Komuel
OOHADYKIJI 3HAYHTEJLHYIO «Pa3HOCTb», YTO MOGYAHJIIO €ro IIPOjoJI-
JKaTh IOHCKH. B 5TO BpeMsa OH HayaJl yke BhIpabaThIBaTh ILJIAH CBOEH
«Hetopuu PoccHiicKof».

IIpu6e1B B Hauajsie 1722 roma B IlerepOypr TaTmuies mokasas
Bprocy u apxuemuckomny ®eodany IIpokonmoBuYy miIaH cBoeil ueTopuu
H IPOCHJI X IIOMOYBH HYXKHBIMHM €My KHUTaMH, 4acTb KOTOPBIX HMe-
Jack B IleTep6ypre, a wacTh OblyIa BhIMHCAHA AJia Hero u3 [Nepmanum.

B nexabpe Toro ke roga TarwmiieB omaTh ObLI HOCHaH Ha Y pasl
H B 3aypaJjibe, KaK IIOMOIIHHK TJIaBHOTO AupekTopa «CHOHpCKHX 3a-
BozioB» B. U. I'emnuna. B kKouie 1723 roga Tarumies Oblil BhIZBAH B
Ilerepb6ypr ¢ moksiagamu I'eHHWHa M TaM OCTaJicd.

B Hoa6pe 1724 r. Ilerp mocsan Tarumesa B IllBenuio «miia
HEKOTOPBIX CEKPeTHBIX Jeii». OH Jo/nKeH ObIJI 03HAKOMHTBHCS C IIO-
JosxxeHneM B IIIBenuy TOPHOTO M MOHETHOIO fejla M MaHY(aKTyp,
HAHHMAaTb Ha PYCCKYIO cJIyxk0y pa3HBIX MacTepoB, «CTapaThcd O IIO-
MeIlleHHH DPYCCKUX B yUYeHHe TOPHOMY IeJIy M «CMOTpeTh M YBERO-
MHTBCS O IOJIMTHYECKOM COCTOSHMM, SBHBIX IIOCTYIIKAX M CKPBITHIX
HaMepeHHAX OHOI'O TOCYyAapCcTBa».

TaTuirieB He IPEMUHYJ BOCIIOJIb30BAThCA HOE3RKOH B CTOKIOJIBM
¥ JJI CBOMX HAYYHBIX MHTEPECOB H BONIeJ B CHOIIEHHE CO IIBEJ-
CKUMU HCTOPHKAMH, VKa3aBIIUMH eMy Ha CYI[eCTBOBaHHEe BaKHBIX
IJIA PYCCKHX HCTOPHKOB CKAHNMHABCKUX Car ellle S3bINeCKOro Ile-
puona. Emy noMoruio, yto emfe paHee B CHOMpPH OH IIO3HAKOMHJICA C
HEKOTOPBIMH COCJIQHHBIMH TYZHAa BOEHHONJIEHHBIMM IIBERaMU, B TOM
YHcJle ¢ MOJIKOBHUKOM TaGopToM, KOTOPHIH IIyTEIeCTBOBAJ IO Beel
Cubupu, cobupad MarepHasbl [Jid ee OIHCaHuA. BepHysummce B
ITIBenuio mocJjie OKOHYAHUSA BOHHBI OH ObIJI BO3BeJleH B BOPSHCTBO
mox gammnueit Crpanenbepr. Korma TaruieB BeTpeTws ero omATs
B Croxkrossme, CrpaJieHOepr TOTOBMJI K IeyaTH (IO HEeMEIKH) CBOIO
kHUTY «CeBepHasd M BOCTOYHad uacThb EBpomb! u Asums. B mapre
1734 r. TarumeB ObIy1 HasHaueH IVIABHBIM HAYAJIbHUKOM TOPHBIX
saBomoB Cubumpu u IlepMckoro kpad. B faHHOH eMy HHCTPYKIHH
ObL1 0COOBIH IIYHKT 00 M3y4eHHH BCero OOIIMPHOrO Kpasd, B KOTOPOM
Haxoguiuch 3aBofbl. 110 Bcedl BePOATHOCTH DTOT IIYHKT ObLJI BHECEH
o coeery camoro Tarumena. Beckope nocisie npubeitua B ExarepuH-
6ypr TaTuineB cOCTaBHJI BOIPOCHHK (aHKETy), KOTOPYIO IIO ero
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npochbe Cubupckuii rybepHarop u3 Toboabcka pa3ociaj BO BCe CH-
fupckue ropoga. IlocrynseHHe OTBETOB IIJIO MEAJIEHHO, HEKOTOPBIE
OTBeThI GBLIM CJIMIIKOM KPATKH, HO Bce JKe y TaTHINeBO HaKOIMJIOChH
OOCTATOYHO CBENeHHH, YTOOhI HAadaTh cOCcTaBaATH «OOimee reorpa-
huueckoe ommcanue Bcesd Cubupms». Tpyn ODTOT ocrajica He3aKOH-
yeHHbIM. BMecro Toro Taruimes NMpHUCTYIII K cOCTaBJleHHI0 «Ob1iero
reorpacguyeckoro ommcaHusa Bced Poccum». PaGora mia MefJieHHO
H3-33 HeJOCTaTKa W3BEeCTHH, IOCTYIUBIIHX B OTBET HA €r0 aHKeTHI.

TaTwineB yclieJl HanMcaTh TOJIBKO oOllee BBefeHuwe. MHoOro ms3
CBOMX MAaTepHaJioB M mucaHui TaTumieB mocbliuat B Axagemuio Hayk.
Jajieko He BCe HTO COXPAHUJIOCH (BEPOATHO He Bce ellle HAHNEHO).
B cBoeil coBokymHOCTH 9TH TpPyAbl TarumeBa uMeloT 60JIbINOE 3HA-
yeHHe B Pa3BUTHUH PYCCKOH reorpadmvecrol Hayku. B 1950 romy
A. Y. Auppees omyGiuxoBay «M30panuble Tpyasl TartuineBa mo reo-
rpacdm Poccuis OTHeNBHBIM CGOPHHUKOM.

On@HOBPEMEHHO ¢ cOOHpaHWeM reorpadHYecKUX CBefleHHH M CBOeH
aIMUHUCTPATUBHOHN cay:x608 TaTHineB IIPOROJKAJ U IMUcaHue «¥lceTo-
pru Poccuiickoii». 3akoH4YHII OH ee B 1746 romy. UYepes mBa ropa oH
COCTABHUJI BTOPYIO PelaKI[HIO CBOEro TpyAa. B sroll pegakmuu oHa H
ObLIa H3[aHa B IATH TOMAX yJ)Ke IOCJIe CMepTH aBTopa. IlepBhle Tpu
Toma Gplin HamewaraHsl I'. ®. Muanepom (1768-1774); uerBepThIi
TOM mosBmwiIcA B 1784, a nareii — Toibko B 1849 romy.

HepnaBHo JIeHHHTpaJCKOe OTHeJIeHHMe HHCTHUTYTa HCTOpUHM AKa-
pemmyi Hayk OpeqIpHHANIO HOBOe HzmaHHe TaTumieBa M IIocJe JJIH-
TeJIbHOH IIOJTOTOBKM BBITYCTHJIO ero B CBeT B ceMz Tomax (1962-
1968). B pemaKnuy 3TOr0 H3JAHMA M B PAJe NMOACHUTEJIBLHBIX CTaTel
B OTHEJIbHBIX TOMAax IPHUHANK Yy4YacTHe TAaKHe BHUAHbIE HCTOPHKHA H
apxeorpadsl, kaxk A.H. Anppeer, C. H. Banxk u M. H. Tuxomupos.
B HOBOM H3maHHM NPHUHATHI BO BHHMaHue 006e pemakuum Tarwuuies-
CKOTO TPYZHa, YTO OYeHb BAXKHO, 0COGEHHO IJd BTOPOH uwactz (OT
Hayaja Pycu go BarbleBa HamectBus 1238 roma). B aroil uyacTu
TaTHIEB HECKOJIBKO «IIOTHOBMJI», 8 B HEKOTOPBIX MECTaX PacIpo-
CTPAHUJI M3JIOMKEHWE APEBHETo TeKcTa JieTommcedl. Mexnay rem mis
HCTOPHKOB COBEPIIEHHO HeOOXOAWMO OBINO O3HAKOMHTBLCH C TIepPBOH
penakiues, COXpaHHBIIEH TOYHYIO NHepefady TaTHIIEBBIM CBOMX
HCTOYHUKOB. MHOI'He M3 STUX MCTOUHHUKOB He COXPAHMJIACH, TAK YTO
BrOpas uacrs TarmmeBcko# «HMcropmm Poccuiickoii» aABisercsa pia
Hac KakK 6bI IIePBOMCTOYHHKOM.

Temeps d5TOT Ipobesl BocTaHOBJIeH. B HoBoM mzpanum TaTuiies-
CKOTO Tpyfa BTOpadA pefmakiua HameuaraHa Bo II u III Tomax, a
mepBaa — B IV ToMe. B caemyrompx ToMax paiorcd, I'e HaRo,
BapUaHTHI X PA3HOpeuusd [JId HAAJIbHEHINNX BpeMeH.

OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHHKOM TATHINEBY CJIYKHJIM JIETOIIHUCH, BKJIIOYAH
¥ TIO3[HHE JIeTOIMCHbIe cBOALI, XpoHorpad, Crenennas Kuura n
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counHenua KHA3A A. M. Kyp6ckoro u ABpaamua ITamuneiaa. Kpome
TOr'0 HEKOTODble IOpUANYeCKHe HCTOYHHKH, B ocobeHHocTH «Pycckasa
IIpaBma» XI-XII BekoB u «Cygmebnux 1550 roma», KOTOpbIe OH caM
oreprln B 1730-x romax. Tatmues mepemmcan «Pycckyio Ilpaemy»
(u3 cmmcka HoBropomckoH JerommcH KoHIa XV Beka) H, CHaONUB
IIepeBOZIOM H IIpUMeYaHUSIMH, IpefcraBui B Akamemmio Hayk. Ms-
naHa Obwta «Pycckas ITpasnas Illmenepom (mo pykomucu Tarwminesa)
B 1767 r. Pykomuces CypeOHuka TaTmineB IofjHec HMiepaTpuile AHHe
HoanoBHe, a cHATYIO UM KOIHIO NepenaJt B Axamemuro Hayk. C aroi
rormmuu CypmeGHuk 61 mspaH I'. @. Munsnepom B 1768 ropy.

B npenucioBuu K cBoeMy TpyAy TaruileB paspesiseT XOf, pyc-
CKOH HcTOpMM Ha veTbhIpe mepmopga: (1) mpeBHedmmi# (mo 860 r.),
B KOTOpPOM [HeHcTBOBaJid CKH(BI, capMaThl M cjaBsHe; (2) or 860
rofa RO HamecTBHA TaTap B 1238 r.; (3) or mpuilecTBHA TaTap FO
CBeDIKEHHSI MX BJIACTH «IepBbIM Ijapem MBanom Bemuxum» (¥Ban
IIT); (4) or Hmana III mo m3bpamua Ha npecron Muxawmma Penopo-
Buua PoMaHOBa. OTOr0 pa3mesieHHs Ha MEePHOJBI NepiKaJiuch B 00leM
BCe IOCJIEAYIOIIMEe DYCCKHMe MCTOPHKH.

B uepHOBO# pykommcm ocrasuch y TatuineBa MarepHasbl O Liap-
croBaHuu Pemopa AJleKceeBHYa U NIpaBJIeHHH IapeBHb! CodbH. OTH
MaTepHaJibl HamedaTaHbl B VII ToMe HOBOro H3JgaHHA.

¥ TatuieBa He ObLJIO CHeLMAJILHOH IMOATOTOBKY K yUeHOMY TPYARY,
HO y Hero 6bLla IHMPOTa KPYyro3opa M TIVIyOGOKOe YYBCTBO CBA3H
npouwIoro ¢ HacroAmuM. OH BHOCHT B IOHMMaHHe IIPOLLIOrO CBOH
JNWYHBIA KU3HEHHBIH onbIT. TakK, OH 00BACHAET CMBICI MOCKOBCKOTO
3aKOHORATEJILCTBA 00bIYaAMU CYHe0HOH IIPAKTHKHM ero BPeMeHH U
BOCIIOMMHaHUAMU O HpaBax KoHIAa XVII Beka. IIpumoGpereHHOE HM
Ha TOCYRApPCTBEHHOH ciiykGe JIMYHOe B3HAHME IMKH3HM HHOPOXIEB
(xanMBIKOB, GAIOKUP, TaTap) IIOMOIVIO eMy YACHHTb APEBHIOI0 BTHO-
rpadmo Poccum.

B cBoem of6mem MupoBo33peHuu TatuieB MoxkeT ObITH Ha3BaH
yTiuTapucToM. OcHOBOH ero B3IVIAAOB ObLIa MOJHAA B TO BpeMs
TEOpPHS EeCTeCTBEHHOT'0 IIpaBa M €CTeCTBeHHOH MopaJsm. CBoe MHpO-
cosepuaHue TaTHIlEB H3JI0KUI B COYMHEHMH «PasroBop AIByx IpHdA-
TesieH O MOJib3e HAYK U YUHJIMIIL».

Oror «Pasrosop» HAIMCAH IIOJ BJIMAHMEM OCHOBATeJd TeOPUH
ecrectBeHHoro mpasa Camymuna Ilydenmopda m «Puiocodckoro
CioBapsi» mpoTecTaHTCKoro 6OorocioBa Moanna-I'eopra Baabxa.
«BEcrecTBeHHBIH 3aKOH» HE IIPOTHBOPEUYHT «3aKOHY BoXKecTBEHHOMY»
TaK KaK JKeJlaHWe OJIaroIloJIyyds B 4eJoBeKe OT Bora BKOpPEHO €CTh».
Pa3syMHOe yHOBJIeTBOpeHMe HOTpeGHOCTeH M ecTh mobpomeresb. Jlja
Hamrero GJIaTOIOJNy4YdsaA HaM HYMKHa JIOOOBbR M IIOMOLIL APYTHX, IO-
TOMY MbI «KOJIKHBI JIIOGOBb K JIPYTHM 3aHMOJATEIbHO H3BABIATEY.

ITpupoaHble CHJIBI yMa HaJ0 Pa3BHBaTh HayKOH. «I'JlaBHAA HayKa
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ecTh 4YTOOBI UYeJIOBeK MOr ce0A mo3HaThb». HykHble Ajd YesoBeKa
HaYKH BKJIIOYAIOT «TeJIeCHOEe», «IIOJIUTHYECKOe» U «AYIIEeBHOe» ca-
MOIIO3HaHHe (MeOUIlMHa, DKOHOMHKA, 3aKOHOYYeHHe, JIOTHKa, Ooro-
cioBue). Heropmo TaTuies NOHMMAaJ Kaxk HapofHOe CaMOIIO3HaHHe.

VIII

IIpeeMHuKOoM Mussiepa B 3BaHHH POCCHUCKOro Hcroprorpada Ghli
kHA3p Muxann Muxa#inopuy Illep6atoB. Kuazpa IllepGaToBsl mpo-
uexomwiIH OoT Muxauna YepHHUTOBCKOTO M OBIIM OTPACLI0 KHA3eH
OGoseHckux., Muxann MwuxaijmoBuy ObII IIPOIHUTAH YYBCTBOM JIO-
CTOMHCTBA CBOEr'0 apPHCTOKPATHYECKOIO IPOMCXOXKIEHHUS.

Barssaasl CBOM OH pa3BHJI B CBOMX BBICTYIJIEHHAX Ha 3acefa-
HUAX EKaTepHHUHCKOH KOMHCCHM AJIS COCTABJICHUA HOBOI'O YJIOXKE-
Hua (1767-68), xyna oH ObLI BBIOPAH HAEIyTATOM OT APOCJIABCKOTO
nBopsaHcerea. IllepbaToB BoccTasl TaM HpOTHB 3aKOHOB Ilerpa, corsac-
HO KOTOPBIM HOCTYII B ABOPAHCTBO GBI OTKPBIT BBICIYIOH IO rocy-
mapcTBeHHOH cuayskGe. IIllepGaToB cTapaJics QOKa3aTh, YTO HBOPSIH-
CTBO IIOIIJIO OT IIPEKOB, OTJHMYUBIIMXCA HOOJECTAMH Ha IIOJIL3Y
oTedecTBa. JTH R0OOJECTH CHEJIAJUCh HACJIECTBEHHBIMH KadyecTBaMH
JIBOPAHCKOTO COCJIOBHA. DTO HCTOPHYECKH BOCIIMTaHHOE COCJIOBHE H
JOJDKHO CTaTh BO I'JiaBe Hapopa. Illep6aToB Bo3paskas TaKiKe NPOTUR
TIPUITHCKE KPEeCThAH K TOPHBIM 3aBOfaM H TpeboBaJj, 4TOGHI TOJIBKO
JBOpPAHE MOIJIH BJaJieTh KPENOCTHLIMU KPeCThIHAMH.

Peuu IIlep6aToBa GBIIH BOCTOP!KEHHO BCTPEYEHBI GOJIBITHHCTBOM
JelIyTaTOB OT POMIOBHTOTO ABOPAHCTBA, HO BBHI3BAJIM APOCTHBIE BO3pa-
SKEHHS CO CTOPOHBI JBOPAH, AOCTUITINX ABOPAHCTBA CJIYKGOH, a TaK-
JKe €O CTOPOHBI JEIyTaToOB OT KyIledecTBA H KPECTbAH.

HuTtepec IllepbaroBa K MCTOPHM CBOEr0 poja M BOOOIe 3HATHBIX
JIBOPSHCKUX PpOZOB BBIPA3WJICHd, MEXIY IIpOYMM, B COOHpPAHUH UM
CBelleHMH 110 HCTOPWH ABOPAHCTBA B PoccHu — ellle [0 TOTO KaK OH
HavaJl ImcaTh cBoloo «HMcropuio Poccuiickyio. OTo yxe Hmajio eMy
HEKOTOpble 3HAHMA IO PYCCKOH HCTOPUH.

B rocynapcreennoi ciy:x6e Illep6aToB Imomiest mo rpaxgaHCcKOMY
BEJIOMCTBY. BBIJI OHO BpeMs I'epOJIbEMeHCTEPOM, IIOTOM IIPe3UTEHTOM
KaMep-KOJIJIETHH M HaKOHell, CeHaTOpOM.

K mucanmio pycckoi mcropum IIlep6aToB IpHCTYIUI He pPaHBIIE
1767 ropma. ExarepuHa pajsa eMy paspellleHHe OpaTh HYKHbIE €My
Iy paGoThl MaTepHAJbl M3 IaTpuapimed M THHOrpaduyeckod 6u-
GJIHMOTEK, KOTOpble OBLIIH TJIABHBIM XPAHWIHINEM JIETOIHMCHBIX CIIHC-
KOB, a TaKKe IIOJIb30BAaThCA JOKYMEHTAMH MOCKOBCKOTO apXHUBA
Konsernn mHOCTpaHHBIX HAedl.

Hecmorpa Ha o6asandoctu Illep6aToBa IO IoOCYRapCTBEHHOM
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cay:x0e AeJyo IMHcaHud HMCTOpHH oo Grictpo. K cpemure 1769 ropa
OH YyiKe OKOHYHWJI [Ba IepBble TOMa, HOHAA KO MOHIOJILCKOTO Ha-
niectBuA 1238 roma (HamevaraHsl B 1770-1771 rogax). JaapHeHInne
TOMa CJIeSOBajM ¢ HeOoJbluMu HpoMelxyTkamu. IlociegHue nmBa
— XIV u XV — mnamnevaraHbl ye IIocje cMepTH aBropa. Haio-
sKeHHe pyccko# ucropur I1lep6aToBy YAaJIOCh KOBECTH O CBEPIKEHU:T
¢ mpecrosia mapsa Bacumymus ITlyfickoro (1610).

«Hcropusas IllepbaToBa — IepBOE B PYCCKOH HcTOpHOTrpachuu
mofpo0HOe IpParMaTH4YecKOe H3JIOXKEHHe XOHa PYCCKOH HCTOPHH.
Tpyr Illep6aToBa HEKOTOpPble COBPEMEHHHKH €r0 IOABEPIJIH CTPOTOH
KPUTHKE, YKa3bIBaJIM MEXAY IIPOYMM Ha €ro OMMGKH, HO 5TO He
pa3pyliaeT ero BhITAIOIIEroCcA MOJIOXKEHUI B PYCCKOH HeTopHorpadun
XVIII Beka. Cnabee Bcero ero mepsble TOMa, OCHOBaHHbIE I'JIABHBIM
obpa3oM Ha Jjeromucsax. Ho mo Mepe Toro, Kak masoxkenue IllepGa-
TOBa OCHOBBIBaeTCA Ha Bce 0OoJiee OOHMJIBHOM aKTOBOM MaTepHaJie,
BO3pacTaeT M IIeHHOCTb €ro TpPYAA.

OcHoBHas Touka 3peHusa Illep6aToBa Ha HCTOPHIO MOXKeT ObITH
Ha3BaHa PAIMOHAJIHMCTHYECKUM NparmMaTusMoM. Xof cOGLITHEH 00biac-
HfeTcd KaK De3yJIbTaT CO3HATEJIbHOH JeATeJIbHOCTH IIPaBAIIMX JIHY-
HOCTeH, TTIONYMHSAIOIINX CBOEH BOJIE BOJIIO MaCChI.

«XO0TsI KOHEYHO AOJIKHOCTH BCAKOTO rocyAaps ecTb — HauboJjee
BCEro MOJIb3Y M CIIOKOHCTBHE CBOMX HapONOB HaOJIOHaTh, HO K He-
CYaCTBIO0 PORa 4YeJOBEYEeCKOI'0, MCTOPHA cBeTa HAM 4YacTO IIOKAa3El-
BaeT, 4yTo 6J1aro rocyjapcrBa ObIJI TOJIBKO BHUJ, IPAMAaA Ke IPHYHHA
JedHHH — MM CJIaBOJIIOOMEe, HJIM CcOGCTBEHHOE KaKoe IIPHCTPacTHe
rocymapemns.

Tpernit BhIgaronmiica pycckuii mcropuk XVIII Beka HBan Hu-
kutay Bosrtun popguiica B 1735 r. m ymep B 1792 r. Ilpoucxomun u3
CTapUHHOH JBOpPAHCKOH ceMbH. IlepBoHavaJsibHOe o0Opas3oBaHHE IIO-
sgyuus goma. Cayxuy B apmud. B 1768 r. BbIIes B OTCTABKY ¢ YHHOM
npeMbep-Mafopa U ONHO BPEMs CIYXKHJ II0 TPa)KIaHCKOMY BeROM-
crBy. IlocyiegHAd ero JOJIKHOCTh — uJjieH BOeHHOH KOJIJIETHMH C 4H-
HOM reHepaJi-Mafopa.

BoJsiTHH Ha4yaJl IHMCaTh O PYCCKOH HMCTOPHH TOJBKO K KOHITY CBOeH
JKH3HU, HO HayaJl AyMaTb O Hell u coGHpaTh CBefeHUA O Hel ¢ paH-
Hero Bospacra. ¥ Hero ObII0 He MeHee CHJIbHOe, ueM y TaTminesa,
BPOXKJEHHOE YYBCTBO HCTOPHYECKOI'O IIpOIecca, Hepa3phIBHOH CBA3H
HACTOAIET0 € IPOILJIBIM K HEBO3MOXXHOCTH OCMBICJINTL ORHO 0e3

ApyToTo.
Crporuii B MOHMMaHHM OGA3aHHOCTEH HCTOpMKAa BOJTHH cuHTad,
YTO €ro AeJi0 IpekJie Bcero — coGHpaHMe M IIpefiBapHUTeNIbHAA

06paGoTKa MaTepHaJIOB JJIA IHCAHHA HCTODHH.
HysxeH GbLT MOAXONAINME ITOBOX, YTOOBI OH HAYAJl IIOJIb30BATHLCA
coGpaHHBIMH KM 3HAHHAMH. OTHM IOBOAOM OBLIO IIOABJIEHHe, Ha
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dpannysckom a3bike, «HMcropum Poccums» (ppaHIy3ckoro moxTopa
Huxonas Jlekgepka. JIekjiepKk HECKOJIBKO pa3 NpuedxaJ B Poccuro
npu EmnuzaBere u npu Exartepune. OgHO BpeMa OblI BpadeM IIpi
npesunesaTe Axamemru Hayk rpade Kupumnne PasymosckoM, a 3aTeM
Jerd0-MenuKoM IpHu HecapeBude ITaBie. Ilo6eriBaB B Poccun, oH cuen
ce0sl CIIelWaJINCTOM II0 POCCHEBENEHHIO K HalMcaJl IIEeCTHTOMHYIO
OGIMHUPHYI0 KOMIIWIAIHIO II0 pyccKo# mcropuu. IlepBrli ToM ee GbLI
HameyaraH B 1783 r. JlekyepkoBa «Hcropua Poccum» HammcaHa c
GOJIBIIMM CaMOMHEHHMEM M IIOJIHA OIUHOOK.

Boaruna 3afiesio 3a JKMBOe W OH PEIUHJI KPHUTHYECKH pa3obpaTh
KHUry JleKJjiepka M IOIyTHO BHICKA3aTh CBOH B3IVIAAbI Ha PYCCKYIO
ucropmo. KnroyeBckuil mymaer, 4To BoJTHHA Ha 3TO BBICTYILIEHUE
nopBur I'. A. IloTeMKHH, ero OBIBINHH ONHOIIOJIYAHHH HAa BOEHHOH
cay:xbe.

Tak nodgBuJIcA Ha CBET ABYXTOMHBIA TpyR Bosruna «Ilpmmeuanus
Ha WCTOPHIO ApeBHel m HeplHemHeH Poccuu r-Ha Jlekmepka» (1788).
Tak kak JIekJiepk Iepel TeM KaK Ha4yaTh IIMCATb CBOe COUYMHEHHE IIO-
Jy4Hs pe3ioMé pycckoi mcropum (or Propmka mo mapa Pegmopa
WBamoBuya) u HekoTopwle ApyrHe MarepHaJssl or Illep6GaroBa, TO
Boarue B cBoelr kHure 3ajienn u Illep6aToBa. ITocaemnuit HameuaTa
Bo3pasxkeHne Bosruny (1789). BosTHH HeMeNJIeHHO HAIHMCAJI PE3KYIO0
OTIIOBeAb, a 3aTeM Hauay mmcarh «Kpurumdeckue npumedaHus Ha
ucropmio kH. Illep6aToBa». DTOT €ro TPYA, B ABYX 4aCTHAX, MOABUIICH
y3Ke IO cMepTH oGomx mucaresyed (1793-94).

IIpu m3JroKeHMM XOHa JpeBHeH pycCKOH HcTopuy BOJATHH ITOJIb-
30BaJics IJIaBHBIM o6GpaszoM TarmmenbiM. BosTuH MHTepecoBaJicA He
CTOJBKO COOBITHAMH CKOJIBKO XapaKTepOM M YCJIOBHAMH HAapPOIHOMI

JKU3HH — 3aKOHAMH, YUPEKTAEHHAMH, YPOBHEM KYJBTYPHI, HPaBAMLI
U 00BbIYasIMH.
CunpHaa cTropoHa BoJTHHa — €ro BAYMYMBBIE KOMMEHTApUH K

TeKCTy APEeBHUX NMaMATHHKOB pycCcKoro mpasa. «HekoTopble TepMu-
HBI, yYperaeHus, 4epThl GbITa ApeBHeH Pycu oGbACHEHBI MM TaK
OCHOBATEJIbHO, 4YTO C HeOOJIBIIMMH IIOIPAaBKAMH €ero OOGbACHEeHUS
MMEIOT CHJIy M Tellepb (HaIpHMeDp TOJIKOBaHHMEe TePMHHOB «Pyccroit
ITpaBass) (KoroueBckuit).

BoaTun mepBhIf M3 PYCCKHX HCTOPHKOB IIOCTAaBMJI BOIIPOC O IIPO-
HCXOXJEHUH KPEeNOCTHOro IpaBa. «IlepBbIH HCTOYHHK 5TOrO COCTOS-
HUA OH BHJMT B IIaJleHMM KPeCThJHCKOI'O IIpaBa mepexoma. On
(BonTHH) TOJIBKO CMeIIHBaeT OrpaHHYEeHHe DTOTO IEPexOofa C MOJI-
HBIM ero 3ampellleHHeM, KOTOpOoe OH OTHOCHT K KoHny XVI Beka,
k napcrBoBaHMI0 ®enopa. Kpecrbane, mo MHenuto BonrtuHa, cHayasa
GBI NIPUKPENJIEHbI K 3eMJIeBJIAZleJIbILy 1O 3eMJie; IOTOM BJIANeJNb-
IIbI TIPHCBOMJIK cebe IIPABO TlepecesIATh KPECThbAH, a HAaKOHeI|, IIpH-
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CBOMJIN ¥ Ge3KOHTPOJIbLHOE II0JIb30BaHHe CaMOH JIMYHOCTBIO KPECThAH,
Kak xoJjoneTBoMy (KiroueBckuii).

IX

K xommy XVIII Beka cepbe3HBIH HHTEpPeC K OTe4eCTBEHHOH
HCTOPHM CHJIBHO Bo3poc. K sroMy BpeMeHH H3EaHO OblJIO 3HAYHU-
TeJIbHOe KOJIMYECTBO JIETOIHCHBIX CIIMCKOB M II€HHBIX HNaMATHHKOB
pPycckoro mpaBa. BO3HHK HJOBOJIBHO NIMPOKHH KpYyT JIOGHTeseH
PyCCKOH CTapHHBI, HCKABIINX B HCTOPHH ApPryMEHTOB JJIA 3all[HThI
CcaMOGBITHOCTH PYCCKOH KYJLTYPHI B IIPOTHBOIOJIOXKHOCTH IIOBAJIb-
HOMY YBJIEUEHHIO (PPaHI[Y3CKUMH MOJAaMH XU (PPaHIIy3CKMM BOJIHLHO-
AYMCTBOM.

OpuuM #3 BHUJHBIX TaKHUX Jioburesied Obll rpad Agexced
Wpanopwuy Mycun-Ilymkun (1741-1817). O mosyuus oGpaszoBanue
B apTWIJICPHUHCKOM YYHMJIMINE U COCTOAJ OFHO BpeMs afBIOTAHTOM
npu rpacde I'. Opsose. ITo BBIXOfe B OTCTaBKY OH IIPefIIPHUHAJ
TpexJieTHee Iyrelllectsre o Espome. Ilo Bo3BpameHMM OH O6bLI
LiepeMOHHAMeCTepOM IpH [Bope KEKaTepuHBI, HOTOM O0Oep-IPOKY-
popom CuHOma ¥ HaKOHeI] MPe3UAeHTOM AKaJeMHH XYJIOXKeCTB.

I'maBHas ero crpacTh Oblla cOoGHpaTh NMHCHMEHHbIE ITAMATHHKH
OT€4YeCTBEHHOH CTapHHLI. B IIPDOBHHIMU OH MMEJ KOMHCCHOHEPOB IJIA
IIOKYTIKK CTapHHHBLIX pykomuced. Korja oH Obli HasHadyeH oGep-IIpo-
kypopom Cuaopa (1791) cpemu ero mOJUHHEHHBIX OKAa3aJiUCh 3HAIO-
I[He AeJI0 MOMOLIHHKM U3 AyxoBeHcTBa. IIo ero comery Ekarepuna
u3nasa yKas o6 H3BJIEUEHHH H3 MOHACTHIPCKUX QPXUBOB CTAPUHHBIX
NOKYMEHTOB W MOCBLIIKEe HX B pacnopsxeHue CHHOZA.

TaxuMm obpazoM y Mycuna-IIymkuna o6pa3oBajiock IPOMaHOE
coGpaHue JParoleHHbIX ITAaMATHHUKOB CTAPHHBI, ¢ KOTOPHLIMH OH caM
TOJIBKO IIOCTEIIEHHO 3HAKOMHJICS M caMble HMHTEPECHBIE HAXONKH H3-
HaBas. Tax B 1795 rofy oH Hamesn y ceOsa COOPHUK JPeBHE-PYCCKUX
IIOBECTeH, COCTABJIEHBIH M 3aIMCAaHHBIA, IO BCEM MPU3HAKAM, B
IIckoee B XVI Beke. B KoHIE 9TOr0 cO0pHHUKA MOMEIIEHO 3HAMEHHUTOE
«CiyroBo o monky Hropeses.*

B 1795-96 r. 6pi1a caenmasa xonud «Cioea» mia Exarepunnr I1.
B 1800 rogy Mycun-IIymxun mameyaran «CJIOBO» IO HORJIMHHHUKY C
IIOMONILI0 yueHbIX apxuBapuycoB H. Bantsun-Kamenckoro u A. Ma-
JIMHOBCKOT'0. BepoATHO 1o HxX coBeTy Hesanoiaro go 1812 roga Mycus-
IIymruns obparuicsa K AjexkcasApy I ¢ npomeHneM o npUCOemUHEHHU

*CMm. BCTymuTedbHBbIe 3ameuanusa P. O. fArxobcona B kuure “La Geste du
Prince Igor” Annuaire de l'Institut de Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales et
Slaves, VI (New York), 1948, pp. 5-11.
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€ro pPYKOIMCHOI'0 cOOpPaHMA K MOCKOBCKOMY apXHMBYy HMHOCTPAHHBIX
Te.

TIpoumienuio He OblLI HaH cpa3y Xof, B 1812 ropy dpaHIyssl
npumau B MockBy u gom Mycuua-IlymkuHa cropes Jo-Tjia BMecTe
¢ ero OGMGIMOTEKOH, B TOM YHCJIe M MOAJMHHHKOM «CioBas.

1770-e u 1780-e rompl — BpeMs HeOObIKHOBEHHOI'O OXKHBJIEHHA
YMCTBEHHOH M JIMTepPaTypHOR JeAressHOocTH B Poccru. Iloasmioch
MHOJKECTBO JIMTEPATYPHBIX MKYPHAJIOB ¥ IKYPHAJIbUYUKOB, IIOJIEMH-
3UPOBABIIMX MeXxnay coboii. Ha rpeGHe sroro mogmeMa croan Hu-
kosnait MBanoBuuy HoBuxop (1741-1818). OH mHTepecoBajicd H pyc-
CKOH HCTOpHeH M H3[aJl pAK ILEeHHBIX HCTOPHYECKHX MATepPHAJIOB
(«dpeBHaAsa Poccuiickaa Busmmoduxa).

B pycckom ofuiecTBe MHOABHIICS HHTEpeC K OOCY)KIEHHIO JIHTe-
paTypel M OOIlIeCTBEHHBIX BOIIPOCOB — M B YACTHBIX Oecefjax U B
Pa3IHYHBIX [APYKECKHX KPYXKKaxX. OTO Oblia JIOXa 3apOKAeHHA
B Poccum 00IlecTBEHHOIO MHEHHS.

BoJIbIIMHCTBO STHUX KPYXKKOB H CORPYXKECTB IIPHHUMAJIO (hopMmy
MaCOHCKUX JI0X. B mapcrsoBanue Exartepuns: II MacOHCTBO HIMPOKO
PACIPOCTPAHUIIOCh CPERM PYCCKOH apHCTOKPATHH M O(HIIEPOB apMHH
u daora. IMesm maconcrBa XVIII-ro Beka — HpaBCTBEHHO 06J1aro-
PalKUBATh CBOMX aJeNTOB M OOBeHHATL WX Ha Havajax OpaTcTBa,
paBeHCTBa, B3aHMOIIOMOIIM. 3acefaHusd JoxK 00JedeHbl ObLIN B CJIOMK-
HBIH CHMBOJIMYECKHH puryaJi, onucaHubid JIbBoMm ToscThiM B «BoiiHe
H MHpe>.

Maconamu Oblmu um KHA3b Illep6atoB m Boatus u HoBuxos. B
1785 r. Berynun B MacoHeTBO Oymymui mcropurk H. M. Kapamsus.
ITpo6GBrIB B MacOHCTBe TPH I'Ofa, OH M3 HEro BBIIIEJI.

B mepByio mosioBHHY IapcTBOBaHMSA EKaTepUHbI B PYCCKOM Ma-
COHCTBe TOCIIOACTBOBAJIM DAIMOHAJMCTHYECKHE TEYeHHsd, a B KOHIE
1770-x romoB um B 1780-x romax Bo306aamass MHCTHIH3M. K MucTH-
IU3My CKJIOHeH Oblnr u HoBHKOB.

B mae 1779 roma kyparop MockoBckoro yHuBepcutera M. M.
XepackoB (MacoH) mpefyioxuisl HOBHKOBY B3ATH B apeHAY Ha HecATh
JleT YHUBEPCHTeTCKYI0 THIorpadHnio u usnganmue raszersl «MOCKOBCKHE
Bepmomoctu». HoBuKOB corsacuiicas u Ilepeexay u3 IlerepOypra B
MockBy. TaM OH pa3BHJI CBOIO H3JATEJBCKYIO H IIPOCBETHTEJILHYIO
JedATeNbHOCTh ¢ HeoObIYaHHBIM pa3MaxoM. Bmecre ¢ TeM OH BCTYIIHII
B MOCKOBCKYI0 MAaCOHCKYIO OPraHH3alMIO, COCTOAINYIO TOTKA H3 He-
CKOJIBKHX JIOXK. '

113 MoCKBbI 3alIpaBHJIbl MACOHCKHX JIOXK BOLIJIM B CHOIIEHHUA €
OPHiEHOM pO3eHKpPeHIlepOB, IIPETEHAOBABINNX Ha 3HAHHE BBLICIIMX
TafiH (UeHTp po3eHKpeduepor 6bli B Iepmanun). HoBUKOB cTasx BO
TJIaBe MOCKOBCKOH BETBHM PO3€HKpPEUIIepOB H HaKe 3aHAJICA AJIXH-
MHeH, KoTopaa GbLia B IoueTe y po3eHKpeiiiepoe. HOBHKOB HCIIONE-
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30BaJl CBOM aJXHMHYeCKHe 3HAaHUA JIJIA COCTABJIEHUS JIEKAPCTB, KO-
TOPBIMHM OH JIEYHJI CBOMX 3HAKOMBIX.

1 maa 1789 roma KOHUWJICA JeCATHJIETHHH KOHTpakT HoBHKOBa
¢ MOCKOBCKMM yHHBEPCHTETOM OTHOCHTEJIbHO apeHAbl THUnorpaduu u
usgaHusa «MockoBckux Bemomocreii>. HOBHKOB pacuuThIBajJ Ha
IpOJOJKEeHHe KOHTpaKTa, Ho EkarepuHa 3alpeTHsia YHHBEPCHUTETY
BTO CHEJATh.

Exarepuna ysxe Iepefi TeM cTajla OTHOCHTHCS NONO3PHTENHLHO K
JearenapHocTH HoBukoBa. OpgHOR M3 mpuuuH ee Ge3MOKOHCTBA GbLin
cBa3u ee cbida ITasma IlerpoBuua, (¢ KOTOpPLIM OHA GbLiIa He B Jafax)
¢ IlIpyccuedt, B yacTHOCTH ¢ BepsuHcKuME po3eHKpeiinepamu. K Tomy
sKe IpexHHH cowo3 Poccun ¢ Ilpycemed G6rimr B 1780 romy 3ameHeH
cOmmxeHneM ¢ ABcrpuel, a oTHomeHus c IIpyccumeit y Poccmu ue-
TIIOPTHJIHCE.

3areM HavaJiach (ppaHIy3ckaa peBosorusa. B 1792 romy Hoeukos
Ob11 apectoBaH M 3akiyioueH B IIlmmccenbs6yprekyio kpemnocTs. Exa-
TepuHa yMepiaa 6 Hoabpa 1796 r.

B mepBb1it ke geHb cBoero napcreoBanus Ilasen IlerpoBuy H3man
npuka3 o6 ocBoboxxpennu HoBuxoBa. HOBHKO3 ObIJI 3aKjIOued B
KPpeIocTh ellle B IOJIHOM PA3BHUTHUM CHJI ¥ DHEPIHH, a BbIIIEJ] OTTYAA
«opaxJ, crap, corbeHy. OH mocesuiicad B CBOEM HMEHHH ABROTHUHO
MockoBCKOI Iy0epHUM ¥ IIPOXKHUII TaM IOYTH Ge3BBIE3NHO IO CMEPTH.

3nayenre HoBuKoBa B HCTOPHU pyccroro o6uiecTBa OYeHb BEJIHMKO.
HoBuxor nmpoby:xmaJj B OKPYIMHAIONIUX CaMOCTOATEJBHYIO MBICIL U
3apakaJl X TOpeHHeM cBoero ayxa. B uactHocTH, 00menme ¢ Ho-
BHKOBBIM M €0 KPYKKOM OhIJIO TOBOPOTHBIM IIYHKTOM B HPaBCTBEH-
HOM M JiMTepaTypHOM o6pasoBanuu H. M. Kapamswuna.

Kapamsuu (1766-1826) crour Ha rpaHu ABYX BeKOB. OCHOBBI €ro
KakK IHcaTesii U UCTOPUKA, 3aJiockeHbl Oblmu B XVIII Beke, a rias-
Helii ero Tpyn «Hcropus TocymapcrBa Poccuiickoro» OTKpbIBaeT
c060I0 y3Ke HOBYIO SIIOXY B PYCCKOH HCTOpPHOTpahHH.
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STUDIES IN THE HISTORY OF SCHOLARSHIP IN RUSSIA:
THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

By George Vernadsky*
Yale Universily

The foundation for the development of modern scholarship in
Russia was created by Peter the Great in the form of the Academy
of Sciences. The idea was suggested to him by the German mathe-
matician and philosopher G. W. von Leibniz in 1711. Since at that
time there existed no universities in Russia, Peter had to adjust
the new institution to Russian conditions. The Academy as a learned
body was supplemented by a university to educate native scientists
and a gymnasium to prepare students. The Academy was opened
a few months after Peter’s death.

The plan proved workable. The first members of the Academy
were imported from Switzerland, Germany, and France, but before
long there appeared talented and competent native scientists. Out-
standing among them were M. V. Lomonosov (a universal genius,
whose major achievements were in the fields of chemistry and
physics); S. P. Krasheninnikov (botany and geography); and I. 1.
Lepekhin (geography).

By the end of the eighteenth century publication of scientific
books and articles (both original Russian and translated into
Russian) markedly increased. No less important, a thin but steadily
growing community of scientists was formed who could discuss
scientific problems among themselves. Besides, scholars were no
more in a vacuum since interest in scholarship began spreading
at large.

The Academy had a History Department whose two outstanding
members were G. F. Miller and A. L. Schlozer. Schldzer laid the

*GEORGE VERNADSKY, Professor Emeritus of Russian History at Yale
University, is the author of a multi-volume History of Russia. Before joining
the Yale University faculty, Professor Vernadsky had taught at the Universities
of Petersburg, Perm, and Simferopol.
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foundation for the critical analysis of the text of Old Russian
chronicles. Miller, who became a Russian subject, concentrated on
gathering archive materials and during his ten year expedition to
Siberia collected an enormous quantity of extremely valuable docum-
ents. Upon his return from the expedition, he was appointed head
of the Moscow Archive. He transformed it into a scholarly institution
and created a highly competent school of learned archivists.

Outside of the Academy three native scholars made substantial
contributions to the field of Russian history: V. N. Tatishchev,
I. N. Boltin, and Prince M. M. Shcherbatov. None was a trained
historian; all served in the administration. The oldest of them,
Tatishchev, was commissioned by Peter the Great to write a
Geography of Russia. Tatishchev combined it with the study of
Russian history; his was a pioneering work of considerable value.
Boltin’s work is not a systematic history of Russia, but rather a
series of studies, most of them penetrating and competent. Shcher-
batov’s Russian History (15 voumes covering Russian history until
the early 17th century) is the first large scale general history of
Russig. The bulk of it is based on archive documents (supplied
to him by Miller).

The appearance of serious historical works and the polemics
between historians (especially between Boltin and Shcherbatov)
did not pass unnoticed by the readers. Toward the close of the 18th
century interest in Russian history and antiquities considerably
increased in Russian society. Like the scientists, historians became
part of Russia’s intellectual life.
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KOMMYHHU3M N CBEPXKAIIUTAJIU3U
B 3EPKAIJIE IIPABA

| By George Guins* |

Ha mopore HOBOro BeKa 3aKOHYHJIHCh KORU(DUKAIMOHHbIE PaGOTHI
B I'epmanmu u IlIBefinapuu. B 9THX cTpaHax COCTaBJIEHBI GbLIH
HOBBIEe T'PasXTaHCKHe KOJEKChI, KOTOpPhIe OTPaKaJli HEKOTOpble 0Co-
OeHHOCTH, CO3JaHHbIe PA3BHTHEM KAalWTAJIN3Ma, PA3HBIX IIPOMBIII-
JIeHHBIX OGbeNMHEHHWH , JOPUANYECKUX JIHIl, H, B CBSA3H C HOBBIMH
YCJIOBHSMH XH3HM, HEKOTOphbIe HOBIIECTBA B CEMEHHOH JKHU3HU U IO-
JIO}KeHHH KeHIIWHbI. 3HaMeHUTBhIH repMaHCcKui 1opuct Pymonsg dou
HepuHr mOATOTOBINAJ MOJIOHBIX IODHCTOB K IIpefiCTOAINEMY Iiepe-
CMOTPY TeX IPaBOBBIX OCHOB, KOTOpPbIE 3aBEIaJIH YeJIOBEUECTBY
puMcKkHe opucTbl. lepHHI peKOMeHZ0BaJ OYAYIIUM 3aKOHORATEJISIM
CBOH Ipu3bIB He GoAThbcA HoBmiecTB: “Durch das Romisches Recht,
aber durch dasselbe genaus.”

Jo nepsoro auBapa 1900 r. B 'epmaHuu elle HeHCTBOBAJIO TaK
Ha3bIBaeMoOe «IIAHEKTHOe IIPaBO», PHUMCKOe IIpaBo 6e3 TOoro, 4TO
OTOLIJI0O B HCTOPHIO BMeCTe€ C HU3MEHHBUIMMHCH IIOJIUTHYECKUMH M
COITMAJIbHBIMH YCJIOBHSMH XU3HU. BeTymuBinee B cuily HoBoe I'pak-
naHckoe YioyxkeHme I'epmamuu (B.G.B.) BHecyio HeKOTOpble cyllie-
CTBeHHBbIe H3MEHEHHS M HOBIIECTBa. JO0CTATOYHO HAIIOMHHTL, 4YTO B
DTOM HOBOM KoOjleKce ObLJIO CKa3aHO, YTO «COOCTBEHHOCTh €CTh 00s-
3aHHOCTb». B OTJIMYMe OT PHMCKOI'O0 IIPABOM, KOTOpOe He OTpaHMYM-
BaJI0O COGCTBEHHHKA B IIPUHIIMIIE, IIPENOCTABJIAS €My IIOJIb30BaThCS
cBOeH COGCTBEHHOCTBHIO TaK, KAK OH STOTO IIOJKEJIAaeT, BILIOTHL OO Gec-
II0JIE3HOTO ¢ TOYKHU 3PeHHUs JPYTHX JIMI] HcenoJib3oBaHba (uti et abuti),
IepmaHCKOe yJIOKeHHe NORYEePKHUBAJIO, YTO OGIIECTBO U rOCYZAapCTBO
OXKHRAIOT OT COOCTBEHHHKA TOIO, YTO MOMKET CJYXHUTh TOCYHAPCTBY
¥ 00LIeCcTBy B LIeJIOM. OTHM IIPUHIUIIOM IOATOTOBRJAJIOCH PACIIHPEHHe
[IpaB rocyfapcTBa, BO3MOXKHOCTb OTDaHHYEHWH M [laXKe HM3BECTHBIX

*GEORGE GUINS was a former Minister in the Kolchak Government in
Siberia and Professor of Law at Harbin University. 1 September 24, 1971.
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TpeGOBAaHUI IO OTHOIIEHHIO K cOOCTBeHHOCThbH. B Kypcax rpax-
OAHCKOTO IPaBa IOABHJIMCH PACCYXAEHHUA O «3JIOyNOTpebJIeHHH Ipa-
BOM» M HOBbIe HAEH «O00OOIeCTBIEHHAS, B CBA3H C PpacCIIHPeHHeM
HMYLIECTBEHHOH OOIIHOCTH M pPa3BUTHA Pa3HOI'O DO COBMECTHBIX
npepupuaTHii. Tak Ha3bIBaeMble «T'epPMaHHCTBHI», 0cOOeHHO HamboJjee
TeMIIepaMEeHTHbBIH B y0e)KIeHHbIH CTOPOHHUK IepMaHCKHX, BepHee He-
Melkux, TeHpeHud, Orro I'MpKe, aBTOp MHOT'OTOMHOT'O TPyZa O Iep-
maHcKol OOupmae (Genossenschaft), mpoTHBOIOCTABIIAIH PHUMCKOMY
VHAUBUAYAJHN3MY HeMeIIKOe YYBCTBO «OOUIHOCTH», COBMECTHOCTH yCH-
JHH B fejle TPyZa U NPeAIPHUMYHUBOCTH.

Orpasunuck B I'epmanckoM I'pakpmaHCKOM YJI0OKeHHH YW HOBBbIE
Te4eHUd B JKU3HH ceMed. PopuTenbcKasd BJIACTb CTAJa TePATh IIPeX-
HUH XapaKTep HeOIPaHHYEHHOCTH IIPaB TJIaBbl CEMBbH, KOTODBIH pac-
CMATpHBAJICA CTOJb Ke HEe3aBHCHMBIM B JieJle BO3IJIABJIEHHUA CEMbH,
BOCIIMTAHHUA JieTeH, POJUTENILCKOH BJIACTH, KAK He3aBHCHM ObLLIT coO-
CTBEHHHUK B PacIOPSeHHMH ero uMMyItecTBoM. Eciym moutu peBourio-
LUOHHBIM Ka3aJicad JIO3yHr HoBoro I'epmaHCKOro yJlo:KeHHA, Ha-
3BaBIIEr0 COGCTBEHHOCTH «00A3aHHOCTBIO», TO He MeHee CMeJIbIM HO-
BOBBeZleHHeM ObLJIO JIMIIIEHHe POfMTesed MX BJIACTH B ciydyae HX Ges-
JIeATENILHOCTH HWJIH 3JI0yTOTpeOJIeHUA BJIACTHIO NPHUBONALIIX K pas-
BpallleHHIO JieTeH MJIM HEFNOCMOTPY 3a OYyAYIIHMH TpaXfaHaMH To-
cyZapcTBa.

HoBrle KOfieKChI He OCTABJAIM 0e3 BHUMaHHUA U IOJIOMKEHUA JKeH-
muH. B T'epMaHCKOM YJIOMKEHHHM IpelyCMAaTPHBAJIMCh pa3JjIMYHbIE
BHABI OGIMHOCTH HMYIIECTBA MY’Ka M JKEHbI, HapaBHe C pa3fielb-
HOCTBIO HX WUMYINECTB. B HeMeIKMx raserax HayaJjla HaIlero BeKa
ellle MOXXHO ObLIO 4yMTATh OOSBJIEHHA O IpeAcToAlleM Opakocode-
TaHHUM «ChbIHA BJIAJEJbLla TaKOH TO (PHPMBI ¢ FOYEephIO BJIANIENIBIIA
apyroi». HaumeHoBaHuA ¢hupMm ObLIM He MeHHee BaXKHBI, 4yeM (a-
MHJIBM BCTYTIAIOUMX B OpakK, IOCKOJBKY «OGIIHOCTh HMYIIECTB IIO-
OBIMaJia KPeUTOCHOCOGHOCTh M IIPefiCKa3blBajla BO3MOXKHOCThL pac-
IUMPEHUs IIPeATPUATHH.

YKa3aHHBIX HOBIIECTB JOCTATOYHO, YTOOBI BBECTH YHUTaTENd 8
KypC TeX HOBBIX TE€YeHWH IOPHAMYECKOH MbICJIHM H TeX 3aKOHOJATeJNb-
HBIX HOBIIECTB, KOTOPble CYJIMJIM JaJIbHeHINHe OTCTYILIEHHSA OT PHUM-
CKOTO IIpaBa, HOBbIe HayaJia B JieJie OIpefesIeHHA B3aUMOOTHOIIEHHUH
JIMYHOCTH U TOCYRapCTBa HJIM OTHEJIbHOTO JIMIIa ¥ 00IlecTBa B OoJiee
IIHPOKOM cMbIcye ciioBa. IlIBefillapckoe TpaKAaHCKoe YJIOMKeHHe
ObLI0 He MeHee HHTEpPECHBIM B €ro HOBIIecTBax, a B Poccumm 6bIn
take coctaByieH IIpoexkt HoBoro I'paskpamckoro YJioxKeHHS B3aMeH
yerapesmero T. X. 4. I. cBoma 3akoHOB. IIpoexkT Oblil BHeceH Ha
paccmorpenue I'ocymapcTBeHHOR JIyMbl, HO He ObLJI ellle €0 pac-
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CMOTDeH, Korja IpoMcmenmas B 1917 r. peBoJronusa cBejla Ha HeT
Gosipmiyio paboTy IO COCTABJIEHWIO IIPOEKTa YJIOMKEHHA.!

B kauecTBe 061ero HalpaBJIeHHA 3aKOHONATEJILCTBA HAYAJIa BEK4,
MOXXHO OTMETHTh YCHJIeHHe ITyOJHYHO-IPAaBOBbIX HAYaJ, II0 CpaB-
HEeHHIO C YacTHO-paBOBbIMH. Kak yKazaHO, y»ke IpaBO cOGCTBEH-
HOCTH OTpPaHHYHBAaeTCA B MHTepecax TOCYNapCTBA M OOIIECTBa; PONH-
TeJIbCKAas BJIACTh COKpallaercd. Hapagy c¢ mpaBaMu, KOTOpbIe Ka-
3aJIMCh HEOTPAaHHYEHHBLIMH, YCTAHABJIMBAIOTCA OOA3aHHOCTH, MU
pacmupsIomyecs 10 CPaBHEHHIO ¢ NPEXXHHAMH, WX BHOBb YCTaHABIIH-
BaeMble. OTH TeHAeHIMH BcE Oojiee ycuiauBaiorcd. HOBBIA dTam B
paseuTHu IpaBa HauaJsica ¢ 1914 r., B cBaA3m c¢ IlepBod Muposoii
BOHHO#. HecnbIXaHHBIA N[O TOH HOpPHI MacIUTal BOEHHBIX JEUCTBUIH,
BOBJIeUeHHEe B BOHHY HECKOJIBKHX HApPOJOB H KOJIOCCAJIBHBIE DKOHO-
MUYEeCKHe 3aTPaThl, BbI3BAJH HeOGXOJUMOCTh NMPUHYAUTEJILHBIX HOPM
M OJs YCTAQHOBJIGHHS IIeH Ha TpeaMeThl IIepBOM HeOOXOTHMOCTH,
PALIIOHUPOBAHbA pacIpelefIeHud MX H ypPeryJIMpOBaHbA IIePEeBO3OK.

HapopHoe x03AHCTBO OBIIO TAKHM 0GpasoM perJyiaMeHTHPOBAHO.
OHO 6BLIO HMOJYHHEHO BO BpeMs BOMHBLI He TOJIBKO KOHTPOJIIO TOCY-
JapcTBa, HO U er0 PacHOpSyKeHUAM, JIMIIABIINM cOOCTBEHHHKOB CBO-
0oOnpl pacIopsAKeHHS IPOAYKTAMH HX IIpoM3BOfcTBa. IIpu3pIB Ha
BOGHHYIO CJy:KOy MHOTHX MUJIJIMOHOB JIIOREeH TpeGOBaJ M pacIpefe-
JIeHUs HJIH, BepHee, IlepepaclpefiesieHud paboumx cui. Iepmanug
6bLIa OKpPYKeHa cO BCeX CTOPOH, JIMIIeHa PBIHKOB CHabOXKeHHa W
mepBasd JOJDKHA ObljIa NepeHTH K PeryJIHPOBaHbIO CBOEr0 XO3AHCTBA.
3a melt mocyemoBaja Poccusa. ITososkernne Aurumu u $paHIpm, ¢ Ux
CcBOOGOMHBIMH BBLIXOIAMH B OKeaH, ObLJIO JieTrdye, HO U OHH He W306erxasiu
HEeOOXOMMMOCTH YCTaHABJIMBATH PAa3HOIO pofia OrpaHHYEeHHA IIPaB H
BO3JIOMKEeHHA 00S3aHHOCTEH Ha MHpHOe HaceJieHWe, He NPHUHHMABIIEE
[PSMOr0 y4YyacTHA B BoHHe.?

C TOYKH 3peHHd HAYKH IIpaBa Te TeHMAEHIMH, KOTOpble XapaKTe-
PH30BaJIM BOEHHOE 3aKOHOJATENILCTBO, O3HAYAJIH BhITECHEHHE «JacT-
HOTO» IIpaBa IIPaBOM «IIyOJIMYHBIM». I'OCIOZCTBO PHMCKOI'O IIpaBa

1KoMMeHTapuyu K IPOEKTY C ITOACHEHUAMM, KaKyue BapMaHThl NpeAJaraiuch,
Kak DOAoOHbIe BONPOCHI pa3pellleHbl ObLIM B APYIMX CTpPaHaAX MX 3aKOHOZa-
TeNAMM, M HNOYEMYy NPMHATA Ta pefakKuus, KoTropad BKJIodeHa Oblia B IIpoexT-
— nOpeAcTaBJANM GONBIIYIO IEHHOCTHL M MOTYT ObITh HeGecrnoje3Hbl M Ternepb
78 y4YEeHbIX IOPMCTOB M IPAaKTUKOB.

2B KayecTBe IOPMCKOHCyJba MuHuHcTepcTBa IIpozoBoabCTBUA (TIEepPBOHA-~
yaJIbHO TOJLKO «Ocoboro CoBellaHMsa IO IIPOJOBOJBCTBEHHOMY Jielly), aBTOD
HACTOAILleiT CTaThbY PENAKTHPOBAJN OOJBLINMHCTBO 33aKOHOB BOEHHOTO BPEMEHM B
Poceuy M IIOK €ro pefjakiMeit M C ero mpuMedaHusamm musgaH 6wvia CGopHux
3axoH08 Mo NPoO0BOABCTBEHHOMY Oeay, BhIUeAIIM B Hawajge 1918 r. B Ilerpo-
rpaje. [ToMuMMO TOro, aBTOP HACTOAINEN CTATbM COCTABMJI KPATKOE M3JIOKEHMe
3aKOHOB BOEHHOTO BPEMEHM Da3HBIX CTPAH C TEOPEeTHYECKMM ux obocHOBaHMEM.
Sror HeGOABIIOK TPYXA Bhlmien B Omcke B 1918 r., mox 3ariaBueM ITpodogoasb-
creennoe 3aKoH00aTeabcTso (O4UepK HAPOAHOTO XO3SAMCTEA BO BpEMA BOJHBI).
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6bLJI0 TOCIIOACTBOM YaCTHOTO IIpaBa, TaK Kak my6GimuHoe npaBo Puma,
KaK TOCYy[apcTBa C €ro OCOOEHHBIMH TIOCYXapPCTBEHHBIMH YCTaHO-
BJICHUSMH, He GBIJIO BOCIIPUHATO HOBBIMM HapomaMu. OTCTYIJIEHHA OT
PHMCKOI'O IIpaBa ObLIM OTCTYIJIGHMAM M OT HayaJ ero dYacTHOIO
(uym wHadYe — TUpaXKAaHCKOTO) IpaBa. BoeHHOe 3aKOHORATENLCTBO
1914-1918 r.r. pacImHupaAJIO IpaBa I'OCYAapcTBa M TeM CaMbIM COKpa-
IaJI0 feHcTBHE YacTHOIO IIpaBa, T.e. NPAB OTHAEJNbHBIX TpaKjaH.

OTa TeHAeHIHA IPOAOJIKAeTcad M B HEKOTOPBIX CTPaHaX Maxke
yceusuBaerca rocyie Bropoit MupoBo# BOHHBI M pAfa PEBOJIIOIMH, TI0-
CJIETIOBABIINX TIOCJE pa3fiesia BIMAHUH «KAIHTAJHACTHYECKUX» M
«COIMAJIMCTHYECKUX» cTpaH. Pacumpenue cdepsbl pedcTBHSA IIyGuy-
HOro IlpaBa HabJilOfaeTcs M B HECOIMAHCTHYECKHX TIOCY/ApCTBAX,
HO B conyaJmcTHyecKoM COBETCKOM COIO3e OHO BBIPa3HJIOCh B IIOYTH
IIOJTHOM BBITeCHEHUM 4YAaCTHOTO IpaBa M B IIpeo6iajaroiieM HJIH
«AOMHHUDYIOIIEM» pa3Mepe OHO HeHCTBYyeT B HACTOSAIEe BpeMs B
CoBeTCKOM COI03€¢ M ero careJUIuTaX. B Ipyrux TrocyRapcTBax, CO-
XPaHAIOTCA YacTHOe IPefIpHHUMATENLCTBO M KOHKYpPEHIHS Ha Oc-
HOBax TPAXJAHCKHX KOJEKCOB, XOTSA M C HEKOTOPHIMH OTPaHUYeHUs-
MH.

OTHUX [ABYX THIIAX COBPEMEHHOH OpraHH3alMH 3SKOHOMHUYECKON
7leATeJIbHOCTH M YaCTHOH WHMIIMATHBLI C OGHOH CTOPOHBI, HJIX I'oCy-
7laPCTBEHHOTO IIJIAHOBOT'O XO3AHCTBA, PACIOPAXKEHU TPYAOM I'PAXKAAH
U OTCYTCTBHA KOHKYPEHIMH, ¢ APYTOH — COCTABAT NpeAMeT IOcJie-
AYIOIIEro H3JIOMEHHUH.

IIpencTaBienye O COIHAJIMCTHYECKOM I'OCYRapcTBe BO BTOPOH IO-
JIOBHHE IIPOIIJIOIO BeKa M Hayajle HACTOAIIET0 OCHOBBIBAJIOCH HA, TeX
Y4YeHHAX, KOTOPbIe COCTABJIAJIM CYIIHOCTb TaK HAa3BIBAEMOTO «HAYY-
HOrO» colmaausMa. OCHOBONIONOMKHUKK ero: Mapkc u OHresnc OT-
Ka3aJuch OT YTONMH CBOMX TIIpeAIIeCTBEHHHKOB. Pa3BuTHe Karmra-
JIM3Ma CO37laeT, COrJIacHO yueHHIo Mapkca, Hen3GeiKHoe TOIJIOLIeHNe
KPYIHBLIMH KalMTAJHUCTHYECKUMH HIPEeJUPHATHAMH 6ojlee MEJIKHX,
4YTO, B KOHIle KOHIIOB, IIPHBENET K TOMY «CBEPXKAIUTAJIU3MY>», IIPA
HaJIMYUH KOTOPOTO, yXKe He COCTAaBHUT 3aTPYAHEHHUS «3KCIIPOIIPUHPO-
BaTh DKCIPONPHATOPOB». I[‘ocymapcTBO IIpUMeT ympaBjieHHe BCeM
xo3g#icreoM Ha ce6a. KamuTamueTs! mcyesHyT, yuusn Mapke, sciio-
aTHpyeMbIH KJIacC IIPOJIeTApHaTa CTAaHET OCHOBHBIM H TOCIOACTBYIO-
IIIM KJIACCOM M €20 IIPaBUTEJLCTBO BO3IVIABHUT COIHAJIHCTHUECKOE
rocymapctBo. PeBomionus, eci Obl TakoBad BeE Ke IIPOH3ONLIA,
6b11a. ObI TOJIBKO HEKOTOPBHIM YCKOPEHHEM EeCTeCTBEHHOTO IpOLiecea.
HayuHBIH cOLMaJM3M He MOIYCKaJl HHKAKOI'0 APYroro Ipolecca
pa3BUTHA, HAPOAHOTO XO3AHCTBA HMHAYCTPHAJLHBIX TOCYAApPCTS. . .
PaBabIM 00pa3oM He BO3HHKAJIO COMHEHHH M OTHOCHTEJBHO TOTO,
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OyneT JiM JIyunie, ¢ TOUYKH 3PeHUS AAJIbHEHIINX yCIIEXOB MaTepHaJib-
HOI'0 M COLMAJIbHOT'O XapakTepa, ecJM allmapaT yIpaBJleHHS HapOw-
HBIM XO3AHCTBOM CTaHET aNmapaToM TOCYJapCTBEHHBIM, a He YacT-
HBIM, W ecJl He Oyzner GoJblne KOHKypeHIuHu. Bjarococrosnue Ha-
CeJICHHS MOJDKHO OBIJIO IOBBICHUTBHCA YiKe IIOTOMY TOJIBKO, YTO HC-
Ye3HeT JKCIIJIoATaIlds: IOocyZapcTBO OyAeT IPOJIETAPCKHUM, a IIpoJie-
TapuaT He Oyper, KaK 3TO Ka3aJIOChb HECOMHEHHBIM CO3JaTeNIAM Ha-
YYHOI'O COLMAaJM3Ma, DKCILIOATHPOBATH KpecThAHCTBO. Ho Bompoc o
TOM, KakK e OyJeT pa3pelleH arpapHBIA BOIPOC BCe e He ObLI
OKOHYaTeNbHO pa3pelleH, KAK PaBHO He OBLJIO M ONHOTO MHEHHSA OT-
HOCHTEJILHO TOr0, KaKOe XO34HCTBO, MeJIKOe KpPeCTbAHCKOe HJIH
KDPYIHOe TIoCyLapcTBeHHOe, NPEACTABUTCA 0OJiee BBITOTHBLIM.
IIpenmymecTBa KPYIHBIX IPOMBINIJIEHHLIX INPEANPHATHH Kasza-
JIICh HECOMHEHHBIMH U 3TOT0 ObIJIO JIOCTATOYHO YTOOBI PHCOBATH Kap-
THHBI BO3PACTAIOIIET0 B COIHAJIMCTHYECKOM TIOCYAapCcTBe OJaromo-
JIyYud HapORHBIX Macc. BeGesb monosiHus yuyeHue Mapkca KapTHHOH
TaKoro GJIaroroJIyyns, OIHCAHHOK B €ro U3BECTHOU KHUTe, JKeHwuHa
u coyuanudm. Taxum o6pazoM TeopeTHUecKH BCE KazaJioch OO0Ry-
MaHHBIM M YBJIEKATeJIbHbIM. JIEHMH peIIMJ OCYILEeCTBUTb COLMa-
Ju3M, He HOMHAAACH eCTeCTBEHHOTO IOTJIOINEHMSA MEJIKUX IIpef-
TNPUATAR KPYOHBIMH, ¢ IIOMOINLIO YiKe ITOJTOTOBJIEHHBIX BO BpPEM.i
BOMHBI allllapaToB ylpaBjeHud. TakuMmu ammaparamu ObLam: Mu-
HucTepcTBO IIpOMOBOJSILCTBHSA, CO BCEMH €ro areHTCTBAMH IO ITOKYII-
KaM, pacipefieJIeHUI0 CHabyKeHHd N0 BceH cTpaHe, IPOJOBOJILCTBEH-
HBIMH KapTOuKaMmu, ckjajgamu; — Occboe copelllaHue IO IiepeBO3-
KaM, PYKOBOIMBIIEE JKEJIE3HBIM TPAHCIOPTOM (cJjefyeT HAIlOMHUTD,
YTO MOYTH BCE JKeJle3Hble NOporx B Poccum cocTaBiiAiu cOGCTBEH-
HOCTh TocymapcTBa), #, HakoHeln], OcoGoe CoBelljaHHe IIO TOILJIHBY.
CospaHHbIe B IIePBbIH rof BOHHL! COBEIIAHUA IEPBOHAYAJIBHO TOJHKO
BBIPAOCTHIBAJIN NJIAHBI W MHCTPYKLUM, HO IOCTEIEHHO pPaszpacTaJiuch.
OnxHO H3 HHX CTaJI0 MHHHCTEPCTBOM H IOcjie (DeBPAJILCKOH PeBOJIIO-
OMH 3aHANO0 AHHYKOB JiBopell. JIpyrHe OBa OCTaJIMCh COBELIAHUAMH,
HO KOOPAWHHPOBAJHM PabOTy KeJe3HBbIX ROPOT, 3aTOTOBKY M pacIpe-
IeJieHHe yrJid, ApoB u T.1. CyllleCTBOBAHHE DTHX OPraHOB BOEHHOTO
BpeMeHH OueHb 06JIerdyuyio GOJIBIIEBHKAM H IIaH Iepexofia OT CHCTe-
MbI Y4ACTHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH K COOCTBEHHOCTH T'OCYRAPCTBEHHOM.
3axBaTHB BJacThb, JIeHUH cTaJ H3HaBaTh OIMH 3a JPYTHM HAeKpe-
ThI, COIVIACHO KOTOPBIM BCe eQUHOJHMYHbIE M KOJIJIEKTHBHbIE IIpeq-
npusTas (aKIMOHEepHble KOMIIAHMH H TOBADHINECTBA), 3eMJIH, Jieca,
He#pa ¥ BOJbI CTAJI TOCyRapCcTBeHHbIMH. B cBoell kHure «Iocymap-
CTBO U peBoJuOIuA» JIEHHH IIOACHAJ, KaKWe IOPUOUYEcCKHe U (pax-
THYECKHE IepPeMeHbl XapaKTepPU3yIOT IIEPexoj] BceX NPeNIPHATHH M
mp. BO BJafieHHe rocymapcerBa. OH NORYEePKHUBAJI, YTO IIPOJIETAPCKOE
TOCYRApCTBO He IpeKHee «OypiKyasHoe», HO YKa3bIBaJ ONHOBpe-
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MEHHO, 4TO B HQZQJIbHbIY NEPUO] CBOETO CYIeCTBOBAHHA IIPOJIeTap-
CKOe TOCYAapCTBO GyMeT MOJIb30BaThCA CHIIOH IPHHYKAEHHdA, YTO eMy
TIpuAeTCA MOJABJIATh COIPOTHBIEHHe OYypiKyasHH.

JleHUH B CBOMIX IIPENCKA3aHHAX O HEM3GeKHOH CYPOBOCTH IpOJe-
Tapckoro rocypmaperBa (IocymapcTBO X PeBOJIIONHA) IHUTHPOBAJI
«ITucsmo DHresabca Bebesio», U IpeAyIpe:knaJtl TOBAPHUINEH, CKJIOH-
HBIX K YTOIIMYECKHM IIPEJICTABJIEHHAM O GYAyIlUeM IIPOJIETAPCKOM IO-
CYRapCTBe, YTO TOCYJAPCTBO He MOXKeT OGOHTHChL 06e3 IpHHYKIAeHUA.
TocymapceTBO M3maeT 3aKOHBI, HO 0e3 IPHHYKAeHHA nucas JleHun:
«3aKOHBI He MOT'YT CYLUECTBOBATH, . . .3aKOHbI HUYETO He CTOAT, eCJIH
He CYIIEeCTBYeT aImiapara, KOTOPBIX 06J1ajjaeT BO3MOXXHOCTBIO IIPHHY-
IUTHL JIIOHmed coGiogarh ux».’

Ccrrrasges Ha mickMo OHrennsca Bebemmo, Jlenun numieT B gpyrom
mecre: «Iloka mposieTapuaT IOJb3yeTcd TOCYZapCTBEeHHBIM allia-
paToM, OH fieJlaeT BTO He B HHTepecax cBOGOABI, a AJIA TOTO YTOOBI
HHU3BEPrHyTh, IIPOTHMBHMKOB M TOJIBKO IIOCJIe TOT'O KaK 9TO OCylle-
CTBUTCH, II€pecTaHeT CYIECTBOBATHL M TOCYRapCTBO». A IIOKa OHO
CYILleCTBYET, OHO OyneT «JHKTATYypPOH IIpoJleTapHaras, KoTopyio JIeHuH
u300parkasl He JKajled KpPAacOK: «CHCTeMa BJIAcTH OecHOLIaHOMH,
GBICTPO PACIPABJIAIONIEHCA € BparaMy, PeLIHTeJIbHO IIOAABIAA DKC-
ILUIOATATOPOB, KAaIMTAJIUCTOB, 3€MJIEBJIAJeJIblleB U HX IIPHCIYK-
HuKOB. Te, KTO He IIOHMMAIOT DTOT0 — He PEBOJIOIMOHepBI. Takux
Ha0 UCKJIIOYHTHL U3 YHCJIA JIMAEePOB MJIM COBETHHKOB IIpoJieTapHaTas.*

Meicsm JIeHuHa O TOCYyRapcTBe M IIpaBe IIOHHMANHCH MOJIO, KaK
yKa3aHWe Ha BpeMeHHYI0 HeOOXOMMMOCTh H3JaHHUSA 3aKOHOB, ycCTa-
HOBJIEHHUSA CAHKIIUHA U CYILeCTBOBAHUA IOCYRAPCTBA, KAK OPraHU3alMH,
H3alomed 3aKOHORATeNbHble aKThl M Kapalolled TeX, KTO HX
He BbINOJIHAET. IIpaBo M rocygapcrBo OyAyT, YYHUJ OH, IOCTEIEHHO
«yBAXATb» ¥ COHAYT co cueHbl. IIpomiio mAThAecAT JieT, HO yBA#a-
HUA TOCYZapcTBa W IpaBa yike HUKTO B COBETCKOM COXO3e HE OXKHU-
maer. HMspgaHwe 3aKOHOB M CAHKIMHM, TapaHTHPYIOUIHEe HX BBIIOJI-
HEHHe, MCTOJIKOBBIBAJIMCH, KAK «8bIPAKEHUE 801U 20CNOJCTEYIOULE20
KJaacca». BBINIMHCKUE H3JaraJjl 5Ty HOBYIO TEOPHIO IIpaBa «IIpoJie-
TAPCKOTO TOCYRApPCTBA, KOTOpas YiKe He OrPAaHWYMBAJIA KAKHMU
60 CPOKAMH HH CYIECTBOBaHHE IOCYNAapPCTBa IIPOJIETAPCKOH AHKTA-
TypBI, HU JII000T0 BHUNA €ro 3aKOHORATEJILCTBA. OTO yYeHHEe COOTBET-
CTBOBAJIO TIpexje Bcero «Boje CrajuHa», B TO BpeMs T'OCIOZCTBO-
pasirero B CoBerckoM coioze.” HoByIO TOUKy 3peHHsA OGOCHOBBIBAJI I
Mogoroe. B KauecTBe MHHHCTPAa HMHOCTPAaHHBIX feJi, MOJIOTOB ccChbI-

3JIlenns, Couunenus, ¥3g. 1931 1. XXI, ctp. 434; T. XXV, n3x. 1949, ctp. 451.

4Jleann, I'ocydapcrso u pesoarouus, CoumHenma 1. XXIX, 1950, ctp. 358.

5CM. craTbo A. BbimmHcKOro. «XVIII-eii Kourpece KOMMYHMUCTHMYECKO
naptmu C.C.C.P. u zagaum teopumu CoBeTckoro mpasa» I'ocydapcTso u mpaso,
1939, Ho. 3, crp. 8-9.
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Jlacd Ha KalMTaJHCTHYeCKoe OKpyxeHHe COBETCKOrO €OX03a M Ha
HeoOXOAUMOCTh OBITH I'OTOBBIMHM K OTPasKeHHIO HMX HamajeHumid. «IIpa
STHX YCJIOBHAX, IIHCAJI OH, He MOXeT ObITh peun 00 OTMHPAHHH
npaBay.S

CoBeTcKOe TOCyRapCcTBO — CTPAIIMJIMINE XapakTepa GHGIeHcKOro
JleBuacdana, u ero mpassamasg KoMMyHHCTHYecKad IaPTHH, BO3IJIa-
BuaioTca ~— «IlosmrOiopo», KOTOpoe 00JsafaeT HeOrPaHHYEHHOIO
BJACThI0O X (DAKTHYEeCKH Ha3HayaeT Bce JpyrHe MpaBAIHe OPraHBI.
OHo Ke yKa3bIBaeT, KOTO BHIOHPATh, cMelasd HEYTORHbBIX, KeM GBI OHL
Hu Oplmu u36GpaHbl. OmpaBiaHWe Teppopa H IIPOM3BOJIA, KOTOPHIM
COBETCKHe BJIACTH OOBACHAJM BHAYajle CBOEr0 CYINEeCTBOBAaHHA He-
06XONMMOCTBI0 YHUYTOMKHUTh KJIACCOBBIX BPAroB; TEIEph 3TO ONpPaB-
JaHHe U3MeHWIJIOCh TOJIBKO B TOM OTHOIIEHHM, YTO TEPPOP M IPOM3BOJI
HaIIpaBJIAIOTCA He IPOTHUB BPArOB IIPOJieTapHaTa, a IIPOTHB «HHAKO-
MBICJIAIINX TI'PaXKaH» COBETCKOIrO co0i03a. IleHTpajiM30BaB pPYKOBOJ-
CTBO HE TOJIbKO JAEATEJHLHOCTHIO TPaXIaH, HO H UX MBICJIIMH M CTPEM-
JIEHUSIMH, COBETCKOe I'OCyHapCcTBO 00JiaiaeT HEIOMEPHO Pa3pOCLINMCH
ammIapaToM BJIACTH M MOTYIIECTBEHHOH OpraHM3allMed ChICKA M HaJ-
30pa B LEJIAX COXPaHEeHHd, CYHTAIONIEro cebd HeNoI'peIlMMBIM IIap-
THHHOTO rocnofcTBa. 3akoHomareascTBo C.C.C.P. ocymecrBiageTca He
TOJILKO B OTKPBITHIX (DOpMax, HO H IyTeM HHCTPYKIIMH OT HMeHH
PYKOBOIAIIMX OPraHOB ITapTHH.

Hacrosme#t korcrurymueii COBETCKOrO COI03a ABJAETCA He TOT
OCHOBHOH 3aKOH, KOTOphIH HocuT HasBauue «Korcturynmm C.C.C.P.»,
a Ycrag Ilaprun. OTO CTAHOBHUTCA fACHBIM, IIPH O3HAKOMJIEHHH CO CT.
126 Koncturynuu C.C.C.P., B KoTOpOH yKa3bIBaeTcs, 4TO Haubojee
aKTHBHble M IOJIMTUYECKH CO3HATEJbHbIe IpadJaHe 00HeIUHAIOTCA
KoMMyHuCTHYECKOH MapTHEH, COCTaBJIAIOLIEH aBaHTaph TPYAOBOIO
HaceJIeHHS C€OI03a M PYKOBORAIINE SApa 6cexr OpraHm3alui, Kak
o6IIlecTBEHHBIX, TaK H TOCYyAapcTBeHHbIX. OOpamiadch Iociye 3TOTO
K Ycrasy KoMMyHHCTHYECKOH IApTHH, YHTATEJb HaH#eT TaM IIOx-
POGHO YCTAHOBJIEHHYIO HEPApPXHIO, B IIOJIHOM CMBICJIE CJIOBA IIpef-
CTABJIAIOULYI0 cOG0H NMUPAMHUAY C IIHPOKMM OCHOBAHHEM H3 BEJIMKOI'O
MHOMKECTBA, MEJIKHX SYeeK B OCHOBe, ITOJUYMHEHHBIX GoJiee KPYITHBIM
[0 TEPPUTOPHH, MMU HHCIIEKTHPYEeMOH M Tak jaJiee BILIOTH JI0 Bep-
IIMHBLI, Te BCIO BTY OPraHH3aIlMI0 3aBepInaeT BceMOryIee IIOJIHT-
610po, B KOTOPOM, B CBOIO OdYepeflb, MOMHHHDYyeT IO CBOeMy 3Ha-
YEHHIO Y BJIACTH ORMH M3 4YJIeHOB Moiur6ropo. HenpeB3ofigeHHBIM
THIIOM KaKOoBOTo 6bIn CTaJIMH, CJIENOBABIIMH, OZHAKO, IIPHMEDY AHK-
TATOPCKOI'0 PYKOBOACTBA IIapTHeH, YCTaHOBJIEHHOT'O CaMHM CO37a-
TeJleM BCed 3TOH HepapxuH, JIeHHHBIM.

6MosnoToB, «XXI-asg romoBlmHa OKTAODPBCKOI PEBOJIIOLIMM KYPHAJd», Boab-
wesux, 1938, Ho. 31-32, cTp. 34-35.
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Hanuune KOMMYHHCTHYECKHX f4eeK BO BCeX NPaBUTEJIbCTBEHHBIX
YUPEXKOEHUAX M YaCTHBIX OpPraHM3alMAX, KaK, Hallp., IOHHOHAX,
COI03axX IMcaTesied, HHMKEHepOB, OQUIEPOB U T.J. — CTABHT IO
KOHTPOJIb IAPTHUX BCIO OOLIeCTBEHHOCTb, BCe IMOJIUTHYECKHe, Ipodec-
CHOHAJIbHEIe, DKOHOMMYECKHE, OPraHM3aIud, KOOIepaTHUBbI, H T.II
Takoe rocyzapcTBO HOCHT Ha IOPHAMYECKOM fA3bIKe Ha3BaHHe «IIOJIH-
IeHCKOro» B OTJIMYHE OT AEeMOKPATHYEeCKOI'o, B KOTOPOM HaceJIeHHe
usbupaeT U NepensGHpaeT HOCHTeJeH BJIACTH H B KOTOPBIX O0OIre-
CTBEHHbIE OpPTaHU3alMH HEe3aBUCHMbBI OT aXMHHHCTPAIUH.

TTockosbky CoBeTCKMI COX03 CUMTAET ce0sa TOCynapCcTBOM «COIIHA -
JIMCTHYECKUM», OH, COIVIACHO KOHCTHTYIIMM, CTaBHUT CBOEH 3afauyefl
IIORBIMATE OJIATOCOCTOAHHME CTPAHBI M, KOHEUHO, ee HACEJICHHA IIyTeM
COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO PACIpENesieHHs TOCYZAapPCTBEHHBIX IOXOMROB, IIO-
JIy4aeMbIX B pe3yJbTaTe <«ILUIQHOBOT'O» XO03fAHCTBA. OTOT BOIPOC OT-
HOCHUTCA He K IOPDUAMYECKHM, a K BKOHOMMUYECKHM IipoOsemMaM, HO,
HAaCKOJIBKO HM3BECTHBI HOCTUTHYTble Pe3yJIbTaThl COBETCKOI'O ILJIAHO-
BOTO XO37HCTBA M IIOCKOJIBKY OJIATONPHUATHBIE PE3yJILTATHI MOTLYT
OIIpaBABIBATHL YCTAHOBJIEHHYIO CHCTEMY <«IIOJIUIIEHMCKOTO» KOHTPOJIS,
IOpHUCT He MOXKeT OGOHTH 3TOr0 BOIPOCAa MOJIYaHUEM.

B pesyabraTe COBETCKOX CHCTEMBI BCe I'DYINIbI HACEJEHHs, KpoMe
TOCIOZICTBYIOIIEH, 3aBHCAT OT TocyAapcrBa. HHKTO He MOMKer cCy-
1leCTBOBATh, He TORYMHHUBINHUCHL CYIECTBYIOIUe cucTeMe. Her HM of-
HOro GoJlee MJIM MeHee 3HAYHUTEJILHOTO NPENIPHATHA, KpoMe KycTap-
HBIX, XYHOECTBEHHBIX HJIM PACUUTAHHBIX HA YACTHBIE HYMKOHI: Ia-
pPHKMaxepcKHe, IOPTHAXKHBIE, KOCMETHYeCKHe M Jp., — KOTOpoe He
6b1510 ObI B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT rocymapcrBa. OQHM M3 HHUX, BKJIIOUEHBI
B IPOrpaMMy ILJIAHOBOI'0 XO3SHCTBA, [PYrHe 3aBUCAT OT T'OCYRApPCTBA
B OTHOLIGHWH CHaOXeHHA MAaTepUaJiaMH{, TOILITMBOM M T.II.

Crauku B LeJIIX YJYYIIEHHS YCJIOBHH TpyAa He JOIIYCKAaOTCsd,
IIPOTECThI MOTYT IIOBECTH K IOTepe MeCTa CJIYKOBI, JIMIIEHHIO MKH-
JIMINA, CJIOBOM K YXYZAIUIEHHIO IIOJIOXKEHUS BMECTO YJIYYINEHUS ero.
Mecto paGoThl TOME He 3aBHCUT OT BBIOOpa €ro Tpymsammmcsd. [o-
CyZIapcTBeHHbIe OPIaHbl PACIPENEeIAoT paGouyio CHILY.

H3zsecTHO, uTO HauboJiee 00e3MOJIeHHLIM smJsercad B CoBeTCKOM
COI03e KPECThAHCTBO, IIpeobsiafiarollice KOJMYECTBEHHO, M YTO HaH-
6oJiee caabbIM MECTOM COBETCKOH DKOHOMHKH SBJIAETCA UMEHHO CeJlb-
cKoe x037HcTBo. M3BeCTHO TaKiKe, YTO MHOTHE IIPORYKTHI COBETCKOT'O
TIPOM3BOACTBA YCTYHAIOT II0 KAadveCTBY IPOAYKTAM HOPYTHX IIpo-
MBIIJIEHHBIX TOCyZapcTB. HaubGosbimue ycmexw M JOCTHIKEHHS Ha-
Garoparorcs B 06GJIacTH BOEHHOH mpoMbInuIeHHOCTH. CoOIHaJHCTH-
YyecKkoe TOCYAapCTBO 3aHAJIO BHAHOE MECTO B YHCJIE HMIIEPUAJIHCTH-
YEeCKHX JIeP:KaB. OTO ellle OJUH U3 MapPajOKCOB «IIPOJIETAPCKOr0» TOCy-
JapcTBa.

IIpomso cBhIIEe MATHNECATH JIeT CO BPeMEHH OKTSOPHCKOH peBo-
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JIIOITHM, a COBETCKas BJACTb BCe ellle He MOXKeT H36aBUTHCSI OT BHYT-
peBHux BparoB. OHa cchblyIaeT B JlarepsA HeOBOJIbHBIX HHTEJIJINTEHTOB,
00BABIIAET CyMacCIIeAIIMMH M IIOMEIaeT B ICUXHATPHYECKHe GOJIb-
HUIBI (ZloMa 3aKJIIOYEHHA) KPHTHKOB DEXXHMa, H BBIPAXKAET HEOHO-
O6peHHe IIPaBHUTEJIAM CBOMX CATEJIJIMTOB.

Yro e IPOHCXOJUT BHYTpH coio3a? KakoBo 06IecTBO colua-
JIMCTHYECKOTO TOCYHApCTBa ? BhICIIIEMH CJIOSMH COBETCKOT'O OGIIecTBa,
TaK CKa3aTb €ro apHCTOKpPATHEH, SABJIAIOTCA YJEHbI BBICIIMX Iap-
THUHBIX YYpPEXIOeHHHA Hu OGIOPOKpATHI, 3aHUMAIONIME PYKOBORAIIHE
MecTa B COBETCKHMX YupexpaeHHAx, K umenay Takux cBoero poja co-
BETCKHX «aPHUCTOKPATOB» NMPHHALJIEKAT TAKKe BBIJAIOIIMECH yUeHbIE
M HH)XKeHeDbI, HAKOHelIl, BBICIIIMe YMHBI apMUH, (JIOTa U BO3MYLIHBIX
cuy. UjeHb! KAXKIAOH M3 STHUX TPYNI CBA3AHBI CEOMMH CIEIHAJIh-
HBIMHM HMHTEPECAMH H YaCTO COTPYAHHYECTBOM, HO He KJIACCOBOH CO-
JIMOApPHOCTHIO. UJIeHbl KOMMYHHCTIYECKOH IIapTHH, HAuboJjee JIOHAIb-
HbI. BepoATHO IIOYTH BCe OHH FOPOMKAT CBOMMH IIPEHMYIIECTBAMH B
OTHOINIEHUA BO3HATPaKAeHUdA, KBapTHp, Aad. Ho, KaK 5TO CTaJio u3-
BECTHO M3 COOOIIEeHHNH IeYaTH, Jake HEKOTOpble IIPUBHJIETHPOBaHHLIE
JIUIla MIO3BOJIAIOT cebe BHICTYIIATh C KPUTHKOH COBETCKOH MeHCTBH-
TEJIBHOCTH. DTO TaKUe JKe YHUCTO JIMYHBIE BRICTYIUVIEHUS, KaK ¥ JIMYHbIE
cMeJible BBICTYIJIEHUA 3aCJIy)KEHHOI'O TeHepaJia I'pUTOpPEHKO, KOTO-
poro, B KOHIE KOHIIOB, 3aCAIHJIM B ICUXHATPHYECKYIO GOJILHUILY.

Bosiee omacHpIM i1 pexxuMa MOTJIH Obl GBhITH BBICTYIIJIEHHA
T'PYIIIOBOTO XapaKTepa B HEIIPHBHJIETHPOBAHHBIX KPyrax HaceJeHHd :
KpPeCTbAH B KO0JIX03aX, paboumx Ha (aGpHKax H 3aBOJax.

CoBepuIeHHO HHOH THII rOCyRapcTBa IpefcTaBiarT cobod C.IILA,
W3meHeHnd o0lIecTBa H er0 HPABOB M CTPEMJIEHHH IIPOHCXORAT BO
BCAKOH CTpaHe ¢ pa3BHTOH TOPOACKOH KH3HBIO M KyJbTypo#. Ilpome-
xopat ouu B CoemuHeHHbIX ITITaTax, Kak IPOMCXORAT OHU B EBpore,
U Ha [pYyTHUX MaTepukax. Ho BTH H3MeHeHHA He JOJIKHBLI HEIIPEMEHHO
OTPa3uThcd Ha OCHOBHBIX 3aKOHAaX CTPaHbl, B YACTHOCTH Ha KOH-
cruryuun Coenunensnix IllraTtoB. OHa mnpepncTaBiseT coGoll oguH
U3 3aMeYaTeSIbHBIX HCTOPHYECKHX aKTOB, He TEPSIOUIHH CBOEro 3Ha-
YyeHHUs HeCMOTpPsA Ha TO, YTO B HeNaJIeKOM OYAYIeM HCIOJHUTCSH
IBECTH JIET CO BPeMEHH er0 YTBEePIKJEeHHMA H BCTYILJIEHHS B CHILY.

OcHOBHbIE Uied AMEPHKAHCKOH KOHCTHTYIIMH H3JIOMKEHBI B IIECTH
IIYHKTax ee npeaMOyJibl. 3HaUeHHEe KaXAOr0 U3 DTHX IIECTH IYHKT —
He BCerfa ORUHAKOBO. ONUH U3 HUX, IIeCTOH, IOKYePKUBAET OCHOBHYIO
3a{ayy KOHCTUTYIMM 00eCIeunTh TIpaKfaHaM O0e30IIacHOCTb, CBO-
GOy M BO3MOMKHOCTH [OCTHIKeHHMs OJjaromonyums. KoHcruryius
oGeclieunyia 3TH yBJEKaTeJIbHbIe BO3MOXKHOCTH, OXpaHAeMble CHIIAMH
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rocynapcrsa, OTOBOPHB B IpeaMOyjie, 20 6€30NACHOCTb, C80607a4 ¥
61020M01YZU€ 06ECNEZEHD] 2POVKAAHAM, COOTIIONAIOUWUM SAKOHBI CTPA-
Hol. CymMmMapHasa rapaHTHA peaMOyJibl Gblia IOTOM Pa3BHTA B GopMe
JomoNHeHWsT K KoHeTurynuu (Amendments).

Ilog rapaHTHeHl HMeJIHCh B BHAY MepPOIPHATHA HENOCHJIbHbLIE
OT/le/IbHBIM INTaTaM. B KayecTBe IPUMepOB HOAOOHBIX MEPONPUATHH
yKa3aHbl ObLIM coopy:xeHHMe ITaHaMCKOro KaHaJa, IpUOOpeTeHbe
AUtsickm, yuIydilleHMe TPaHCIOpTa M T.I ITeHTD TAMeCTH 3aKJI04aJjicH
B OCHOBHOH 3afiaue — OOBEAMHHUTHL BCe TPHHAZIATH IITATOB, CO3JAB
OfiHO oOlee IOCyAapcTBO.

CospaTen HOBOIO TOCYAapCTBa M aBTOPBI €ro 3aMedaTesbHOH
KOHCTHTYITMM SACHO BBIPasuiM B TNpeaMOyJjle HX I[OHHMaHHE BCeX
NIPEUMYIIECTB GOJIBIIOrO0 TOCYAapcTBa, O0BEUHAIOIIEI0 HaceJeHe,
pa3bpocaHHOe Ha GOJIBLIOH TEPPHUTOPHUH € pPa3sHOOOPa3HBIMH pecyp-
CaMH H, CO3[AIOIero BO3MOXHOCTb TECHOI'O JKOHOMHYECKOro H IIO-
JIMTHYECKOT'0 COTPYAHHYECTBA.

Wcropua passurusa CIILA. u coBpeMeHHOe IOJIOMKEHHE HTOrO TO-
cyliapcTBa B KadyecTBe BeJIMKOH Hep:kaBbl, BIIOJIHE OIpPaBIAJH Ha-
TeX bl TBOPLOB KOHCTUTYIMH. MUPOJIIOGHBAA 110 CBOEMY IIOJIOKEHHIO
u xopomio obGecreyeHHas NPHUPOAHBIMH OOraTCTBaMH HOBadA HaIUd
JI0JITO OCTaBaJjIach BHe TOM MEXAYHAPOZHOH 0GCTAHOBKH, KOTOPAd BbI-
3bIBaJIa BOMHBI M CO3[aBajia IOTPACEHHA B JPYTHX YacTAX MHpA.
Ho sro He Morso mpomoinxarbea GeckoHewuHo. HauuHas ¢ mepBo#
MHPOBOH BOHHBI, YeJIOBEYECTBO BCTYIIMJIO B HOBBIH IEPHON MUPOBOH
ucropud. [Jo Hamero 20-ro Beka «MHpOBaf HCTODHA» He BOBJIEKAJIA
C.IIL.A. B mena EBponbsl 1 A3uu B CMBICJIE MX HEIOCPENCTBEHHOTO
Y4acTud B pa3pelleHHH MeXXAYHAPOAHBIX mpobseM. MexayHAapogHbIE
coOBITHA 0cO0EHHO KPYIHOro MaciuTaba IIPOHCXOAUIH B hopMe BTOD-
JKeHuH HapofoB Asmu B Bocrounyro u 3anaguyio Eepony minu, o6pat-
Ho, EBponefickux Hanuii B A3mio. Adprka 3afeBajiach JHIIb OTYACTH,
Y napopmoB Azmu mpepcraBieHue o6 EBpore He coBmajaso ¢ mpep-
cTaBJIeHHEeM €eBpOIIeHIleB OTHOCHTEJLHO A3un. Peub HAET He 0 KyJib-
Type, B OTHOIIEHWH KOTOPOH A3MA JIOJI0 OCTABAJIACH BIepeqd Ep-
POIIBI, & B YHCTO IeorpadHyYecKOM COOTHOILEHMH: Besa KEppoma Ka-
33J1aCh a3WATCKUM IIOJIMTHKAM JIMIIL OOJIBIIMM ITOJIYOCTPOBOM AszuH,
B TO BpeMa KaK A3HMA Ka3ajlach BCer[la eBpomeHnaM OTPOMHLIM
KOHTHHEHTOM, HAaCeJIEHHbIM BOMHCTBEHHBIMHM HAPOIHOCTSIMHU.

B Hacroamee BpeMs, IOCJIeé JBYX MMPOBBIX BOHHBI, KaZad
YacTh HAIlero 3¢MHOT'0 MHPa JKHBET B CO3HAHHM, 4YTO 3TA YACTh He-
pa3pbIBHO cBA3aHa ¢ ocTasbHeIMH. CIIILA. yXe He H30JIMPOBaHLI H
o0befHHEHHe, NPUCOeNHUHUBIIEe K HAYAJbHOMY YHCIY TPUHANUATH
ellle TPHALATH CEMb IITATOB, BOBJIEYEHO TECHEHIIMM 00pasoM B CJIOMK-
HbI KJIYOOK MeXIYyHApPOAHBIX B3aUMOOTHOINeHmE. IlepBble MATHL
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IIYHKTOB IIpeaMOyJibl IIOJIy4alOT BHOBH GOJIblllee 3HAYEHHE 4YeM IIO-
cylemHME — «3ajada GJaronoJiyuMa», TaK KaK JOCTUTHyToe GJiaro-
TIOJIyude CTAHOBHUTCHA IOJ YTPO3y, TOCKOJBKY COOBITHA HA KPYTHX
KOHTHHeHTax ¥ B JlatmHckoH Amepuke rposar BraHyTs CIILA. B
HOBBIE BOEHHbIE CTOJIKHOBEHHMHA, a BHYTPH CTpaHbl (DOPMHpPYIOTCA
TPyIIBI TPpaXXgaH, KOTOPbIX HEJIb3d CUYMTATh «3aKOHOMOCJIYIIHBIMM»,
a NOTOMY, II0 CMbICAY I. 6 mpeaMGysbl, HEJb3s CUHTATH K 33
“law a bidings”, kKaxum TONbKO U 2APAHTUPYET KOHCTUTYUUS O1az20-
nonyzue u c8oboxry.

C.III.A. croar mepef mHpo6aeMOI0 JIMGOI0 CTPOTOr0 IPHUMeHEHH:
CaHKIIHH, OXPAaHAIIINX CYILIeCTBYIOIHE 3aKOHBI, JIMGO IIepecMOTpa
KoHcTuTynuu. Kak 9TO momuyepkHyTo Bblmre, KoHcturynusa CJIILA.
TIpeACTaBJIgeT COO0H OWMH H3 3aMedyaTelIbHbIX MCTOPHYECKHUX aKTOB
TIOJINTHYECKOH KYJBTYPhI U CJEeRYeT NMO3a00TUTHCHA O €0 COXPaHEeHMH
U HaJJIe)KallleM NIpUMeHEHWM, a He IIepecMaTpUBATH M HM3MeHATh. Ho
aTo OyneT 3aBHCETHh He OT JKEJIAHHA, 4 OT COOTHOLIEHHS CHJI yMEpeH-
HBIX T'PaXKJaH U (POPMUPYIOUIUXCS PEBOJIIOIMOHHBIX T'PYII, a TaKKe
OT HEe3aBHUCHMBIX OT BHYTPEHHEI0 IOJIOXKEHHA B CTPaHe MeXIYHAPOI-
HbIX oOcToAaTenberB. CIII.A. cranu Kak Obl JHAEPOM OOHOH M3 JBYX
TJIaBHBIX CONEPHHUYAIONNX MexAyHapomHeix cui. CIILA. mpepcra-
BJISIIOT JeMOKpaTH4yecKHe cTpaHbl; COBETCKHMH COI02 — CHJIBI COIIMA-
JIACTHYECKUWE, B HX «KOMMYyHHCTHYeckOoM» BapuaHTe. C.IILA. =He
CTpeMATCA K TOCIOACTBY B MHpe, B IOUHMHEHHHM APYTMX CTPaH HX
nosuruke; CoBeTCKHU €003, HAOG0OpPOT, CTAaBHT CBOeH 3amaveld coO3-
IaTh «AHTEepPHAIIMOHAJ», KaK 00beJHHeHHe BCeX CTPaH ORHOH o6Ilei
PYKOBORAIeH opraHusanued, KaKoBOH M MHHT ce6a B OyAyIeMm
CoBeTcKHil CO03, u30eraloIMd BKJIOUEHHS B CBOe O(HIHAJILHOE
HauMeHOBaHHMEe cjoBa «Poccuss.

Hurepecsl ABYX [epiKaB, COIEPHHYAIOIIMX 332 MEXAYHapOJHOE
BJMAHME, pacxoparcsa. OHH MOTyT AOrOBapUBAThCA C IeJbI0 oGec-
TleyeHbA MHpPA, HO He MOTYT GBITh COIO3ZHHMKAMH H MOJKHBI ObITh
KAKTAA «HA CTOPOIKE».

Ofpaiascsy K TeM JBI)KEHHAM, KoTopwle mpoucxomar B C.IILA ,
CJI[yeT OTMETHTb, YTO, COXPaHAA TPaSHUIIHOHHYIO CBOGORY YacCTHOMH
WHHIMATHURLI, BIIPOTHBOBEC TI'OCY[LapPCTBEHHOH perJjiaMeHTaluu Bceel
sKoHOMHYecKoH cucreMbl B CoBerckom coroze, CIII.A. obGecrneumsu
HaceJIEHHI0O MaKcHMaJibHOoe OJsaromosyuue. «IIposerapuars 1mo Ha-
3BaHHIO, T.e. NIpoMblillsieHHble pabourne B C.UIIL.A. coBepIIeHHO He
TOXOXKHU HA TeX IIJI0XO OIJIAYHBAEMBIX paboumnx, KOTOPBIX COI[HAJIN3M
MOJUKEH OBLJI CITACTH OT SKCILIOATAIlMH MpefnpuHuMaTenamu. FOHM-
oHbI pabGouux B C.IIL.A. npefcraBiisaioT cob0i0 MOIIHbIE COIO3bI, 00JIa-
faromre GOJILIIMM BIIMAHUEM M B HBKOHOMHYECKOH, H B ITOJIUTHYECKOH
JKH3HHU cTpaHbl. IIpH 5TOM IOHHOHBI BeAyT GOJIBIIEIO YACTHIO He3a-
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BHCHMYIO OfIMH OT APYTOro IOJIUTHKY, COCPeNOTOYHBAA CBOIO Jed-
TeJILHOCTb Ha OOCJIY)KMBaHBH IIPEKJe BCETO HHTEPECOB CBOMX YJIEHOB:
ropaopabo4Yux, I'Py34YMKOB, TPAHCIOPTHHKOB. He HcKirOuaercs BO3-
MOJKHOCTb, YTO CTAuUKH pabouux, Hamp., IPY34YHKOB, MJIM pabouyux
TPAHCIIOPTa BLI3LIBAIOT COKpAallleHHe HJIM JlaXXe IIPHOCTAHOBKY pa-
60T RPYrHxX MIPeNIPUATHH W T.0. JIMIIAIOT 3apPaGOTKOB APYTHX <IIPO-
JleTapueB», He TroBopA 00 ellle 0oJiee BAYKHBIX HHTEpECax CaMoOro
roCcyZRapcTBa.

ITomumo OsarococTosHUA TpPyHALMxed, cyilecrByromasn B CIITA.
JeMOKpaTHYeCKasd OpraHH3allld CO3[aJia BO3MOXKHOCTb AJIS TocyRap-
CTBa CO37aTh IPEKPAacHYIO0 cHcTeMy ofeclleueHbs CTApPOCTH, IOX-
Oepxku 0e3paboTHBIX M IIEHCHOHEPOB, H, B IOCJIefHee BpeMdA, Me-
JUOMHCKOH TIOMOIIM 3a CYeT I'OCyIapCTBa.

CoBeTCKHH COI03 J[IajJleKO OTCTAJl CO CBOHM «COIHAJIU3MOM» OT
TeX BHUJIOB IIMPOKCH IOMOIIY, KOTOPYIO JeHCTBHTENHLHO, H He TOJIBKO
Ha Oymare, OKa3bIBAIOT HACEJIEHHIO M TPYAAMMMCA «OypKyasHbIE»
C.III.A. He menee sHauuTenbHRIM IpeumyinecrBom C.III.A. aBusroor-
cd U Te MOJHUTHYECKHe cBOOOABLI, KOTOpPble BOOOILE XapaKTepU3YIOT
IeMOKPATHYeCKYI0 CHCTeMY: cBOGONY medaTH, CBOOOAY CJIOBa, MH-
THHIOB, cobpannii. Hukto u3 rpaxpan CIILA. He Moxer cebe mpepm-
CTaBHTb, 4TOOLI IPABUTEJILCTBO IIPECJIEFOBAJIO TeX, KTO CMeeT Ny-
MaTh HHAYe YeM [AYMAIOT 4JeHbl HPaBHTEJIbCTBA X YTOGBI KOHTPOJb
HaJ MBICISAMH JOXOLHJI AO TOI'0, 4TOObI Npecjief[OBAHbA HAaUYUHAJIHCH
JaxKe paHbIlle YeM «BpefiEble MbICJIM» HAXONAT CBOE BhIPA’KEeHUE a He
IIPOCTO TIOJI03PEBAIOTCA.

B CIIIA. He cymecrByeT HH CILUIOYEHHOH «OypoKyasum», HH
cijioueH”oro mpojerapuara. B CIILLA. rocymapcTBo He DKCILIO-
aTHpyeT IPOMBINIJIEHHBIX paGouMx, W HeT B HHX IPHKOBAHHBIX X
KOJIX03aM KPEeCTbAH, HAIIOMHHAIOIUX «TOCYNAapPCTBEHHBIX» KPECThIH
nopedopmennoii Poccun. IIpasuresnsctBo C.IILA. He mpepcraBiser
K. H. OMHOH KJIacCOBOH 4YacTH HaceJeHHs.

B C.IIIA. noAHTHS «IIpoJleTapuatas # «OypiKyasuH», KaK OBYX
BPaXeOHBIX KJIACCOB, yTPATHJIO CBOe 3HaueHwe. IIpH HaJWUWH BbI-
COKOH OILIaThl TPYHa ITPOMCXOMHT PACCJIOeHHe H OFHOTO, M JAPYyTroro
KJIacca. HexkoTopble Ipynmsl NpefNpHHAMITENICH ¢ HeGOJLIIMME Ka-
NHUTAJIAMH H MeJIKOTO XapaKTepa NPeNUpPHATHME, 00GCIYKHBAIOT HA-
ceJieHHe IMPHUT'OPOMOB, CO3LAIOT YAAYHO HJIM HEYRAYHO pPaGoTalolue
HeGoJLIIOr0 MacIiTaba TOProBble 3aBefeHMH, CTOJIOBBIE, MECTa pas3-
BJIEUEHMI, MJIM 3aHHMAIOTCA CTPOHMTEJILCTBOM M pPAa3HBIM BHUIAMH
CIeNHNaJIbHBIX CJIECAPHBIX, IVIOTHUYHBIX, JIMTEHHBIX H MaJIAPHBIX pa-
6or. Ilpx Takux ycJIOBHMAX, CO3JAIOTCA CJIOMKHBIE B3aUMO-0GpasHbIe
HHTepChl U cooTHomeHHA. OpHa Tpynna HYKRaeTcsd B COTPYAHH-
YecTBe JIPYTOH, CpefHero, MeJIKOTO M JaxKe eMHHONHMYHOIO XapaKTepa.

JlJ14 ITOHMMaHMS OOGIIeCTBEHHOTO CTPOSA ¥ B3aWMOOTHOINEHHH B
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CIII.A. He0ecnoJie3HO HAIIOMHHTb, YTO COBPEMEHHOE aMEpHKaH-
cKoe OOIIeCTBO YpPe3BHIYAHHO IIECTPO: OHO COCTABHJIOCH HE TOJIBKO
U2 KOPeHHBIX aMePHKAHI[eB, HO TaX)Xe M M3 HMMHIPAHTOB pPa3JIMd-
HbIX HAI[HOHAJIBHOCTEH, PAa3JIMYHBIX BEPOUCIIOBEJAHUU H KYJIBTYPbI
BOOGIIle, BBIXOZAIEB IOYTH M3 BCEX €BPOIEHCKUX CTPaH M MHOTHX
crpaH AsmH, ocobenHo — Kuraa u Anonmm. Kaxpgaa us sTuxX rpymnmn
LIEeHUT BO3MOXKHOCTb COXPAaHATH CBOH fA3bIK, Bepy U [aKe JIHOGOBb
K cBoed popuee. Ho eure GoJsiblle IEHHT KaKAasd M3 HHX TO, H3 33
4ero OHa INOKHAAJIa PORMHY: BO3MOXKHOCTH COXPAaHHUTHL CBOOORY, pe-
JIUTHIO, S3BIK M 00JIaflaTh BO3MOJYKHOCTb OGECIIEYWTH CBOKO KH3HL H
JaTh o0pa3oBaHHe JeTAM, KOTOpble, HEPeAKO, €CJIH He B IIEPBOM, TO
BO BTOPOM ITOKOJIEHHH TepsSIOT YepThl IPOMCXOMXTEHUA CBOHX DOMH-
TeJedl M WX IPERKOB.

Crpana ¢ TakuM pa3HOOGpa3HeM ee IIJIEMEHHOTO COCTaBa U C IIPOY-
HBIMH [eMOKPATHYECKUMH TPAJHIHAMH He MOXKET CTaTh NUKTATYPOH
Kakofi HuOynbr OmHOH mapTmy. B cTagWH CBepPXKAIMTAJIA3Ma CTAJIHA
00HapYKMBaThCA TeHAEHIWH, KOTOpPbIXx Mapkc He mpemyrajan. Ox
OblJl TIpaB, yKa3aB Ha TEHAEHIIHIO YKPYIIHEHHS IIPOMBINIJIEHHBIX
IpeaupuATHH u ero GopMy — IOIVIOIeHWEe KPYIHBIME GoJjiee MeJ-
KUX ¥ DKOHOMHUYecKH OoJiee cyiabbix. Ho OH He ObLI IICHXOJIOTOM, He
YUUTBIBAJI CJIOMKHOCTH KDPYITHOT'O XO3AHCTBa M CJIOMKHOCTH YIIPaBJe-
HMs TPaHAHO3HBIMH KOHIEPHAMHE, BCJeCTBHe KOTOPOH KOHTPOJb Ile-
PEXORUT K CIeNUaJIbHBIM KOHIlepHaM (bMHaHCOBOrO xapakrepa. KoH-
KYpeHIUsI cOXpaHgeTcd, HO OOBLeNUHeHHe COJEeHCTBYET PAa3BUTHIO K
Ka)XIOTO OTJIeNILHOTO HpenupuaTtud. Hepeoko mpoHCXomuT u o6pat-
HBIH TIPOIlECC: OYeHb KPYIHbIe KOMIIAHHH CTPEMATCA OCBOOOMHTHCH
OT IPOU3BOACTBA K.J. MEJIKMX HYKHBIX HM TOBAapOB H IIOJIEPIKH-
BaeT AJA DTOTO IPefupHATHS 0oJiee MJIIKOTO Kajubpa, HO CIenHaJib-
HbIE II0 337{aYaM IIPOM3BOZICTBA, B 0OJIACTH KOTOPOTO STH NPERIPUATH
MoOMBAIOTCS M JIYYINEr0 KAa4yecTBa, U Y[ eNIeBJIEHHA.

CBepXKAIMTAJIHM3M OKa3aJicd He KAKHUM TO YYHOBLUIHBIM OPYRHEM
OKCILJIOATAIINH, & MOIIHBIM ABUTaTeJeM 3KOHOMHUYECKOIO Iporpecca
CTpaHbl W BOBCEe He IPEJBECTHHKOM COIIMAJIN3Ma, & NPOBORHUKOM
T'YMaHHOT'O COIJMAJIBHOTO 3aKOHONATEJIbCTBA M OpraHuzarueil obie-
CTBEHHBIX YYDPEKHEHUH OJIarOTBOPHUTEJIFHOIO M KYJIBTYPHOTO Xapak-
tepa. Takum, Hamp., ABaserca Poupm mm. Popaa, ocHOBATENA ABTO-
Mo6unbHON mpoMmbIiuieHHoctd, B CJIII.A. T". doppma, IOTOMOK €ero
Teapu Popp II-off, mpomoKaAET CJIEOOBATHL CBOEMY JeRYy, YAends
3HAYHUTEJIbHbIE CYMMbBI Ha LIeJIH GOJILIIOro OOIIeCTBEHHOT'O 3HAYeHHS.

IIpu cyinecTBYyIOIEH CHCTEME OPTraHH3aI[MH HAPOXHOTO XO3JgHCTBA.
U JeMOKpPaTHYeCKOH CHCTEMe YIIPaBJEHHA CTPAaHOH, IIPABHTEJIHCTBO
CIII.A. He MOXXeT OOBESUHHUTHL BCIO XO3SHCTBEHHYIO NeATEJHLHOCTh
¥ Bce HaceJleHHe OGIMM NJIAHOM U ONHHM H Te JKe CBEepXYy YCTaHO-
BJIEHHBIM pexuMoM. COXpaHAIOTCA BCe PA3IUYHSA OTHEJIBHBIX DY
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HACeJIeHUs ; IIPOHCXONUT KOHKYPEHIUS MEXKAY IPeNUpHATHAMH; pac-
XOJATCA WHTEpechl Pa3HbIX I'PYIII HACEeJeHHA M Pa3HbIX BHAOB IIpef-
npuatuit. TeM He MeHee, HAPOTHOE XO3AHUCTBO YCIEUIHO Pa3BHBAETCAH;
HaceJleHWe TPOSABJIAET MHOI'O MHHUIMATHBBI, He BCEI[a NOCTHrad yc-
mexa, HO, B KOHEYHOM pe3yJIbTaTe, CTPaHa BHIMTDBLIBAET.

Yro e CIoCOGCTBYeT YCIeXy TaKoH «Kak Gbl HeyHNOpAXOYEeHHOH»
cuctemb1? IIPOHCXOMUT HTO, OTTOTO UTO HHTEPEChl HACEJEHHA pa3-
JIMYHBI, HO OHH OOBENUHAIOTCA OOIIMM HHTEpPEeCcOM, CTOAIIMM BbIIle
YaCTHBIX, 4 WMEHHO -— HHTEpPecOM TrOCyNapCTBa, B CYIIECTBOBAaHMH
M MOIIM KOTOPOTO BCce T'PYIIIbI HacesieHHA 3aWHTepecoBaHbl. KaabIil
IOHHOH IIPEfICTABJAEeT cO00H oObemuHEHHe TPYHALUXCA Ha OCHOBE
o6IIX HHTEpPecOB Bcex ero ujeHoB. MIx oGbefHHAET YYBCTBO COJIU~
papHocTu. I'ocymapcTBO He BMEIHMBAETCH B HEATENBHOCTh KamAOH
OTHEeNILHOH OpraHM3allNM, HO €CJH MEXJY Pa3HbIMH IpyIIaMu BO3-
HHKaeT KOHMIIHKT, KOTOPBIHA OHM CBOMMH CHJIAMH He MCTYT YCTPAHUTB,
TOCYHApPCTBO IPUHHMAeT Ha cebd POJib IOCPeNHHKA. JleMOKpaTu-
YecKOe rOCYAapcTBO TeM CHJIbHee, 4eM 0oJjiee TECHO CBSA3aHO OHO CO
BCEMH 3HAYHUTEJbHBIMH TPYIIAaMH H OpraHu3anusamu. IIpoMbIimieH-
HOCTh caMa ce0dA OpraHHu3yeT, OOBENUHAA ONHOOOpa3HbIe NPERIIpHs-
THS, KOTJla 9TO IIPEJICTABJISET BBHIFOALI, BXOJAT B COTJIAIlEHUA M
pasHble BHABLI TPENNPHATHH, IPOMBIILJIEHHBIX, TOPIOBbIX, KPERHT-
HBIX, TPAHCIOPTHBIX H DTHMHU COIVIAUIEHUSMH YIOPAKOYHBAIOT CBOIO
pabory ¥ 00CJIYy:XUBaHbE CTPAaHBI.

Pesynpraramu Takoi cuctembl B C.III.A. gBiserca TeXHHYECKHH
nporpecc, HOBBIIeHHe ITPOR3BORKUTEILHOCTH, IIOCTOSHHbIE YIIYUIIeHU,
IOBbINIEHHe 3apaGoTHOH IIaThl, & B TeX CJy4YadX, KOIA 3TO He
yhaercs, BCJeACTBHe O0OCTpeHHS DPACXONAILIHUXCA HHTEPECOB, IOCY-
JapcTBO IPUMHpAET DTH HHTEpechl, COep:KHUBaeT IPOM3BONCTBO HJIH,
Hao60pOT, CONEHCTBYET NOABEMY, KOTOPOTO HPEHIpUATHS He MOTyT
JOCTUTHYTH 0e3 ero MONJepP:KKH. ['oCyZapCTBO HTOr0 THIA MOIKHO
Ha3BaThb «KOPIOPATHBHBIM», KaK Tellepb 4YacTO Ha3bIBAIOT OPraHU-
3alMI0 IIPOMBINIJIEHHOCTH B BHJE COCYIIECTBOBAHHUA PANA KPYIIHBIX
He3aBHCHMBIX OFHO OT JPYTroro OOBERHHEHMH, COIVIACYIOIIUX CBOH
MHTEPCHI CAMOCTOATEJILHO HJIM IIPH IOCPEACTBe rocygapersa. Pojs ro-
CyZAapcTBa 3aKJIIOYAETCA BCErJa, B COOTBETCTBUH €ro IVIABHOH (DYHK-
num obeperaTb HHTepechl HALMM, IIyTeM COIVIACOBAHHUA PACXORs-
IIMXCA MHTEPECOB OTHAEJbLHBIX T'PYII, NPUMHpPEHHEeM HX B HHTepecax
Hallui B ee IIeJIOM.

HosoBBefileHusa B OOJIACTH IIpaBa HAYaJINCh B ABAJUIATOM BeKe
pPa3HBIMM OTCTYILJIEHAMM OT IIPHHIJHIIOB PHMCKOTO IIPaBa, BHIPAsKaB-
muxcd B (popMe OTpaHHYEHHA INPAB OTAEJBHBIX JIMI[ M PaCIIAPEHHI
cepbl JeATeNLHOCTH M NpaB rocypapcrBa. CoGCTBEHHUKHM 3eMeJb,
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OOMOB M IPOMBIIIJIEHHBIX IPENIPUATHH yiKe He TaK CBOGOXHBI, KaK
OHM 6bI ObI Ha OcHOBe puMckoro mpunnuma (jus uti et abuti)
NIpeJoCTaBIABIIErO IIPABO IIOJB30BAThCA JIOObIM crocoGoM. Ilpasa
rOCYHapcTBA M OPraHOB CAMOYIIPABJIEHHA PACIIHPSAJINCH. Y CTAHABIIH-
BaJIMCh Pa3HOI'0 POZAa OrpaHWYeHMSI M 06A3aHHOCTH B WHTepecax CoO-
cefiedf, TOPOKa HJIM CaMOr'0 TOCYHApPCTBA. 3aKOHBI DTOr0 POAa BKJIIO-
yajiuck B coOpaHHe TeX aKTOB, KOTOpble HOCHJIH Ha3BaHHe afMH-
HUCTPATHBHBIX H, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KyPChl afMHHUCTPATHBHOIO IPaBa,
HeoObIwaliHo pacimupuiMch. IleuaTHble Kypchbl 9TOrO popa Ipex-
craBiaAnau co6oi yxe Jer 25-30 Tomy Hazap GoJbIIHe TOMA.
IIpumenAad OOIIEIPHHATBIE TEPMMHBI, MOXKHO O0OXapaKTepHU30BaThH
IIPOMCXONMBIIINE U IIPOHCXONAINNE ITepeMeHbI, KaK BbITeCHEHHe YacT-
HOrO IpaBa nIpaBoM IIyOnmyebIM. Pacimmpenue cdeps! my6aumuHOTO
IpaBa 3a CYeT YaCTHOTO ObIJI0O HACTOJIBKO PAas3HUTENbHO, YTO BO3HHUK
BOIIpOC, He ITIPUIIEJI JIM KOHell pasfesIeHHIO IIpaBa Ha STH ABA BHAA
ero. OfWH U3 BHUAHBIX IOPHCTOB Hamero BpemeHu, I'anc KesbceH,
TIPU3HAJ TaKoe pa3jiuuue OMMOOYHBLIM. II0 ero MHeHMIO Bce o6JiacTH
IIpaBa SBJIAIOTCA OTPACHAMH IIyOJIMYHOro mpaBa. HeT OCHOBaHHSA
MPeANnoJIaraTh, 4YTO STOT BHAHBIA YUYEHBIH MpUCIOCOONATICA K AYXY
BpeMeHH. Ero crnenuajibHOCTBHIO OBIJIO MPaBoO IIyOJHMYHOE H, KaK IIy-
OJIAIMCT MO crenuaJbHOCTH, KeslbceH He 3aMeyaJt], KaK Ba’XXHO TO
pasnesieHHe IpaBa Ha YacTHOe W IyOJIMYHOE, KOTOpOe YCTaHOBHJIIHM
puMcKHe opucThl. TOHKOe NOHMMaHWEe MU BCeX OTTEHKOB YACTHOIO
mpaBa, ero THOKOCTH, IO3BOJISIOIIEH PasHOTO pOfa WHTepIIpeTaldH
M NpHUCIOCOOJIeHNA K pPA3BHBAIONUIUHCA M OCJIOKHAIOMECHA HSKOHOMH-
YeCKOH [MeATebHOCTH M OCJOKHEHHSAM OOII[eCTBEeHHOH JKHM3HH, aJI0
UM BO3MOXXHOCTh OCTABHThL HE3aMeHHMOE€ II0 LIEHHOCTH HAacJIERCTBO,
HMeHyeMOe HCTOPUYECKH «PHMCKHM IIPABOM», HO B AeHCTBHTEJILHOCTH
He YHMCTHIM PHMCKHM IIPaBOM, & IIPHCIOCOGJIEHHBIM K YCJOBHAM CO-
BPEMEHHOMH KH3HH. OTO HACJEACTBO CIYKHJIO M CIYXHUT A0 CHX IIOP
Pa3BUTHIO IOPHAUYECKOH MBICJIH, YMEHMIO II0JIb30BaThCA DPAa3HOIO
pORa NOHATHUAMHM, OIpefeJIeHUAMH, TOJKOBAHHAMHU M TEePMHMHAMH.
YaceTHOE TIPaBO OTKpPHIBAET dYeJOBeKY CBOOOAY JeHCTBHH M corJa-
mennil. YacTHOEe IIPAaBO 3TO IPaBO CaMOOIpedesieHHsA B 00JacTH pac-
MOPSAKEHHUs] HMYIECTBOM, 3aKJIOUEHHS CHeJOK M JIOTOBOPOB, — Ce-
ceMeHHOr0o TpaBa ¥ Ha3HAUEHHA HACJIENHHUKOB ... IIyOmuuHoe mpaBo,
[IpUMEHSEeMOe C BO3MOXKHOH TOYHOCTBIO ITOYTH He JOIIyCKAeT TOJIKO-
BaHHA, BO BCAKOM CJy4ae TOJIKOBAHHA PACIPOCTPAHHTEJILHOIO,” TaK
KaK WHauYe BJIACTH MOrYT ObI IpHIMChIBaTH ceGe HOBBIe IIpaBa H
BO3JIaraTh Ha TPaKJaH HOBbIe He YKa3aHHbIE B 3aKOHe 00A3aHHOCTH,
a paBHO-PACUIMPATH Pa3HOro pofia orpaHmuenus. IlyGimuyHoe mpaso-

7"Bo Beepmeuun Kk I'epm. I'p. YArpeHMIO PacnpoOCTPaHUTEJBHOrO TOJKOBaHME
nyGaANMYHO-TIPABOBbIX HOPM ObIJIO OIIPENEeJIEHHO 3alpelieHo.
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XapaKTepusyercs CyILleCTBOBAHHEM BJIACTH M IO UHHeHHs. YacTHOEe —
HaJIMYMeM y TpaKJaH NpaB, JIMIUb B HEKOTOPOM OTHOIIEHHH Orpa.-
HUYEHHBIX B HHTEpecax rocyapcTBa H oOlecTBa, a MOTOMY 4aCTHOE
[IPaBO SBJIAETCA OCHOBOH CBOOORBI 4eJIOBEKA, MKUBYIEro B o0lecTBe
H CaMbIM CHJIBHBIM CTHMYJIOM K IPEeNIPUHMYHBOCTH M TBOPYECTBY.

CoBeTcKoe MPaBO TOJB3yeTcsd TePMUuHOJI02Uel. YaCTHOTO IIpaBa.
B C.C.C.P. cymecrByer «I'paskmaHCKHE KOJEKC», HO B DTOM KOZEKce
BBITPABJIEHO BCE TO, YTO MOIVIO COXPAHMTH TPaKAaHaM IPaBO CBO-
GOHO PACTOPIKATHLCA TEM, YTO MOXKeT 00ecleqyHuTh HOXOH, YTO IIO-
3BOJIIET CTATh XO3IMHOM B OOJIACTH IIPOM3BOACTBA H oOMeHa. B
C.III.A. uacTHOe mpaBO, HAOOOpPOT, COXpaHAeTCA H 3allHINaeTcsA B
nmosHOM oO0beMe. JJeMOKPATHMYHOCTD BJIACTH He II03BOJIAET NMOMYMHHUTL
rpaXJaH HeOTPAaHHYeHHOMY KOHTPOJIO Trocymapersa. HaoGopor,
BJIACTH KOHTPOJIEPYIOTCA CBOGOHOH cJIoBa, COOpaHWH W IleyaTH, a
cB0oGOfa MMYIIECTBeHHAA IOOIIPAET HHUIUATHBY, PHCK M TBOPYECTEO.

T'oBopa 0 COBETCKOM IIpaBe, Hesb3d 0e3 OrOBOPOK IIPHMEHATH
06bIuHbIe TEPMUHBI. JIEHUH IIPaBHJILHO TOBOPHJII: Yy HAC HET YacTHOIO
IpaB, y HAC BCe NPaBO IyGiMyHOe». I'paKTaHCKHH KOFEKC TaK e,
kak # KoHctuTrymusa C.C.C.P., ycioBeH. Bce mpasa rpaxjaH IIpH-
3HAIOTCA IIOCTOJNIBKY, ITOCKOJIKY PEXKHM HX TEPIHT H IIOCKOJIBKY
OJIb30BaHbe MMH He MOYKET CHeJaTh COBETCKOI'O I'paKHaHHMHA He3a-
BHCUMBIM OT rocyzapcrBa. Ho u myGimyHOe IIpaBO IIOHMMaeTcd B
CoBeTCKOM COI0O3e He TaK, KaK ero IIOHHMaeT TEOPHS IIpaBa COBpe-
MEHHOTO HAeMOKpaTHdecKoro rocymapcrBa. CioBa JleHwHa: «y Hac
BCe NIPaBO MyOJIMYHOE» — 03HAYAIOT IIOJIHOE I'OCHONCTBO I'OCYAapCTBA
MMEHHO TOT'O THIIA, KOTOPHIH HMes B BUAY JIEHMH — II0 U3BaHMIO,
TOCYHZApPCTBO «IIPOJIETAPCKOH MUKTATYpPHI» & II0 €ro HAeHCTBUTEJIb-
HOCTH TOCYHapCTBO KOMMYHHCTHYecKOH maprtuu. Ilaprus pacmopsa-
JKaeTcsa BCEM IOCTOSHHEM HAPORA TaK, KAK pPacIOpAYKaeTCs XO3AUH
cBoero mMeHusa. OHO YCTaHABJIMBAET UEJIH CBOET'O CYIIECTBOBAHUA
u, cooOpa3HO YCTAHOBJICHHBIM IIeJIAM, HAIp. IIPEBOCXOACTBA BOODPY-
JKEHHSA, PacXopyeT IOXO#bI cTpaHbl. OHO YCTaHABJIMBAET pa3Mepbl
3apaGoTHOH IIJIAThl M CHCTEMY BO3HATDAXKJAEHHA KPECTbAH, OKJIabI
BBICIINX YHHOB H pazMepsl U QOPMBI BO3HATPAKAEHUA KOMMYHHUCTH-
YeCKHX JIHAEepoB. PYKOBOOWTEIM KOMMYHHCTHYECKOH NapTHH He
HMeIOT Hafl coGo¥ KOHTPOJIA: OHHU IIOJIHBbIE X03f€Ba «IIPOJIETAPCKOTO
TOCYRapCTBa>.

B [eMOKpPATHYECKOM I'OCYHAPCTBE NYOAUZHOE NPABO 3TO COBOKYN-
HOCTb 06A3GHHOCTEIl, KaK T'PaXTAH II0 OTHOLIEHWIO K IOCYNapCTBY,
TaK M NPaBHTEJLCTBA II0 OTHOIIEHHIO K HaceJIeHHIO M cTpaHe. Ilpa-
BHUTEJILCTBO U €r'0 areHThI, B COOTBETCTBHH C IIOJIOKEHUEM II0 JOJIK-
HOCTH, OTBECTBEHHb! Ilepef M30HpaTeIiMU M IIPUCATAIOT Ha Bep-
HocTh rocypaperBy. B C.IILA. xoHcTHTynus B e€ mpeamOyJe IIoj-
TepKHyJa 3HaueHWe OGHeIWHEHHOrO0 TIOCYRapcTBa MOJS BCEX €ro
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rpaxjas. 'ocymaperBo ofecrieuuBaeT Tenmeph I'PaXAaH B CTAPOCTH
1 6oJe3HH, IIOMOTaeT MM BO BpeMa 6Ge3paGoTHIbI. JTO TOCYAAPCTBO
He T'PO3HBIH KOHTPOJIED, & PEBHOCTHBIA OIeKYH. MesKAy TeM NMpaKTHKA,
TIOCJIEJHEr0 JeCATHIIETHA, KaK OHA HAXOIWIa CBOe BhIpAJKeHHe B pe-
mesuax Bepxosnoro Cypa, mopguepKuBajia APYTYIO TEHAEHIHUIO —
BHMMaHHE K OTJENbHOU NUZHOCTU 8 OO/IbUEl CTeneH Zem SHUMOHUE
K npozZHOCTU 6nacTu. MATKOe OTHOINEHHe K aBHAAJIU3MY aHTH-TOCY-
JapCTBEHHBIX DJIEMEHTOB BpEeRHUT BceM. Bce, YTO NpPHYMHSET BpeX
rocymapcTBY, BPeRHUT H IpakfaHaM, IIOJb3YIOIIMMCI MHOTHMH (J1aro-
JledHHMMH COBPEMEHHOI'O KYJIBTYPHOI'O TOCYHAPCTBA H €r'0 «COIHAJIb-
HOIr'O» 3aKOHOZATEJILCTBA.

Bopr6a ¢ HEHOPMAJILHBIMHM ABJIEHHAMM IOCJENHHUX JIeT MOJMKEeT
ObITH NPOPUIAKTHIECKOH KapaTeJIbHOH H BOCIHTATEeNbHOH. HIMEHHO
9Ta MocJjefHAS U MMeeTcs B BUAY aBTOPOM HacTOAIEH crarhu. MoJio-
JeXb MOJIKHA OBITH BOCIMTHIBAEMA B IIOHMMaHHH CYIIHOCTH COBpE-
MEHHOT'O J[IeMOKPaTHYeCKOT'0 TOCyHapcTBa, TOCYHapcTBAa, B KOTOPOM
JeMOKPaTHYHOCTh BbIPAXKaeTCA He TOJBKO B €r0 CHCTeMe BbIGOPHBIX
IIPaBUTEJILCTBEHHBIX OPraHOB, HO U B €ro COIHAJILHBIX MepOIIpHsi-
THAX, B CHCTEeMe «COIIMAJIBHOTO obecliedeHbd» «MeZUKIp» u Ap. K
3TOTO poja MeATeJLHOCTH HeoOXONUMO IPHBJIEKATh U Bee 06IecTBeH-
Hble OPTaHU3ALMM M KPYIHbIe NPEIIPHUATHA.

B CcOBpeMeHHOM «KOPIIOPATHBHOM» TOCYHapCTBE MIMPOKO IIPO-
ABJIAETCA NCHXOJIOTHS «OOIIECTBEHHOH CONMZapHOCTH». I'ocymapcTBo
CTaHOBUTCS BePXOBHOH CHJIOH, KOTOpasd MOXKET IIPUMHPATH CTAJIKH-
BaloriMecs HHTepechbl. OTO Hew3GeXXHO B CTpaHe €O CTOJIb pPas3HO-
06pa3bIMH IPYIIIaMH HaceJIeHHse, M CTOJb MHOTOYHCJIEHHBIMH HHTeE-
pecamu pazHoro poga, kak B C.IIILA. Ho 3pech eme caumxkom nepe-
OUEHUBGETCA ZACTHO-NPABOBOU CTPOU U HEJOCTATOZHO ACHO U NPa-
BUJILHO 0C8EWAETC NYONUZHO-NPABOBOT XapaKTep COBPEMEHHOTO
rocynapcTBa.

B CoseTrckoM coiose, HA060pOT, rpakfaHe JIMIIAIOTCA TE€X YaCTHO-
[IPaBOBBIX CBOOOJ{, KOTOpbIE AAIOT BO3MOXKHOCTH KaXXJAOH JIMYHOCTH
HaWTH U OCYIECTBUTHb CBOe IIPHPOAHOE BJleYeHHe M CBOM HHAHUBH-
OyaJsibHble crocobHocTH. KOMMYHHCTHYECKOEe I'OCYHapcTBO He 06be-
IuHsgeT OOLIeCTBeHHbIE I'PYIIIbI, 4 pPa’zbefUHAET HX, CTABA KaKIYIO
B 3aBHCHMOCTb OT rocygapcTBa. IICHXOJIOTHA COJIMAAPHOCTH He COOT-
BETCTBYeT TeHNEHIUAM KOMMYHHCTHYECKHX JIHfIePOB T'OCIOACTBOBATH
HajJl BCeM HaceJIeHHeM U MOJUYUHHTL BCeX M KAMIOTO eJHHOH Bepe B
Mapxkca u JleHHHA, U B HEIOI'PEIUMOCTh «IIOJIUTOIOPO>.

B coBerckoM rocypnapcTBe ROBOJHUTCA JO KPaHHOCTH IIPHHITHI
NyGNMYHO-IIPABOBOY IEeHTPAJIU3aIlHd, ¢ YCTapPEeBIIMM JJIA BPeMeHHOH
TIOJIMTHYECKOH KYJbTYpbl abGCOJIIOTHOCTBIO BRICIIEH BJACTH, a B
C.III.A., BOIpeKH HYKJaM TellepellIHero IePexXOHOI'0 BpeMeHH, IIpe-
o61aaeT HHAWBHAYAJIMCTHYECKOEe IIOHMMAaHHe KOHCTUTYIMHM H 3a-
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ObIBaeTcd TO IIOHMMaHMe 3HAaYeHUA <«O0beJUHEHHOrO» IOCyAapcTBa,
KOTOpOe BbIpaKeHO B IIpeaMOysie KOHCTHTYIMM IIOYTH ABECTH JIeT
ToMy Hazaj. M3MeHeHUWA CHCTeMbI IIpaBa BbIpasKaloTcd JIH60 B TOJ-
KOBaHMM, IIPHCIIOCOBJIEHHOM K AYXY BpeMeHH, JHM00 B IIOpAZAKe 3a-
KOHOAATeJbCTBA IION MmaBJieHHeM oOiectBeHHoro mueHus. B Co-
BETCKOM COI03e OOIIecTBeHHOe MHeHHe JIMIIeHO CBOOOZBI ero BbIpa-
JKeHHs, HO OHO Hpossiigerca B ¢opme OpOKEHHA BOCCTAHWH H,
B KOHIle KOHI|OB, PEBOJIIOIIMH, €CJIM BJIACTH YIIOPHO He HAYT Ha-
BeTpeuy ofmectBy. B CIILA. — mepeMeHBI MOTYT IPOHCXONUTL H
Ge3 BMemaTesJbcTBa BiacTed. Tak, Hamp., COTPYAHHYECTBO OOIIle-
CTBEHHBIX IPYyINT BIOJHE 37ech BO3MOXKHO. HoO BiacTH, €O CBoeH
CTOPOHBI MOT'YT CIOCOOCTBOBATH KOHCOJIUJAIME MHTepecoB. B mepuon
TIOZ'OTOBKHY 3aKOHONIPOEKTOB [JIA IIpeficTaBileHua ux B Konrpecc,
NIPaBUTEJNHLCTBEHHbIE VYUYpPEXAEHHA MOIVIM Obl IIpUIJIalNaTh IIpef-
craBUTeN el Pa3HBIX 3aWHTEPECOBAHHBIX I'PYMI, YTOO Pa3bACHUTH UX
TIPeICTABATEIIAM TOYKY 3PEeHHS U IeJId NPaBUTEJIbCTBEHHOTO IPOEKTa
M y3HaTh OTHOIIEHHE M apryMeHTbI 3aWHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH, PaHb-
e yeM 5TO OYAYT AesaTh «JoO6HHMeThI» B Kopupmopax Kamwrosa B
Banmsarrone.

He MeHee cymecTBeHHO ObLyI0 ObI BIHSAHHE HAYKH, €cJid OBl B
BBICIIMX Yy4eOHBIX 3aBelleHHAX, OCOOEHHO TeX, B KOTOPBIX IIpeIo-
DAIOTCS IOPHUCHPYHEHIMS HJIM IIOJIUTHYeCKHe HayKH, Obimu Obl BBe-
JieHbI KYPChI <IIOJIMTHKH IIpaBa», T.e. HAYKH, Pa3bACHAIONIHE IICH-
XOJIOTHYeCKOe BO3feiicTBHe JeHCTBYIOIEro IpaBa Ha NOBefeHHe JIo-
Jei, yKasbIBalOIMe Ha Pa3jIM4Me H CPABHHUTEJHLHOE IIPEBOCXOJCTBO
OfHUX CHCTEM IIpaBa II0 CPAaBHEHHWIO ¢ APYTOA MJIM APYTHMH, B 3a-
BHCHMOCTH OT OCOGEHHOCTEH DSIIOXH UM HYKJ BpeMeHH. B HacTosAlee
BpeMmdA Iopuauueckoe obpasoBanue B C.IIILA., 3a HCKIIOUEHHEM He-
MHOT'HX IIIKOJI, HOCUT YHCTO NPO(eCCHOHAJLHBIA XapakTep, Ge3 3Ha-
KOMCTBa ¢ pmrocodueil IpaBa, — IOATOTOBJAA aJBOKATOB M CyReH
K HMX IPaKTHYeCKOH JeATEJIbHOCTH X He pPasbACHAS UM 3HAYEHHA
npaBa, kKak MaKTOpa MOBefeHUd M BOCIUTaHHA. HemocTaTouyHO, TOBU-
JHEMOMY, Pa3bACHeTCA U 3Ha4YeHHe T'OCYflapCTBa B Hallle BpeMsA, KOTHa,
COBpPeMeHHAA peopraHM3alus OOIeCTBA, BO3HHKHOBEHHE KPYIIHBIX
KOHIIEDHOB U MOTYIIECTBEHHBIX IOHMOHOB TpPeOYIOT HAJMuUs IIpH-
MHUPSIOIIETO HHTepechl DPa3HBIX TPy rocygapcTBa, a He PaBHO-
AYIOHOr'O HAOJIIONEHHA 33 MX COIEPHHYECTBOM HJIW 34 3aKyJIMCHBIMH
BITUSHHAMA.

HopmansHblil nponecc pa3surua oGecreueH B CIILA. Gosee uem
rge HHOYAb YiKe CYIIECTBYIOIeH IIPAKTHKOH MHOTOBOPOB MEXAY
IOHHOHAMH H IpefIpHHHUMaTenaMH. B CoBeTCKOM COIO3e HeT HYX-
HBIX KJIAIIaHOB B KOTJIaX, B KOTOPSIXK HAKAIJIMBAETCA HEOBOJLCTBO.
MHorde Tpymnsl MONL3YIOTCA IPUBHJIETHAMH. MHOrMe NpefaHbI Io-
CYAApCTBY IO IATPHOTHYECKHMM MOTHBAaM, KaK HAaI., O(HIEpPCTBO,
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Bceryia HIylliee BOGHHOI'0 IPEBOCXOACTBA; MJIM — Y4eHble, KOTOPBIX
YAOBJIETBOpAET MX paloTa, CBA3AHHAA C TBOPYECKHMH ITOPHIBAMH
M OTBeYAINad HYXKHaM crpanbsl. Ho... eciIm B HHM3aX HaKaILIH-
BaeTcAd pasfpa’keHHe M HEHAaBHCTh K CYIIECTBYIOIIEMY CTPOIO, HX
HAaCTPOEHHA He OCTaloTcA 0e3 ITocJefCTBHEH.

Resume of the article

“COMMUNISM AND SUPERCAPITALISM
IN THE MIRROR OF LAW”

The U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. are two great countries where
economic similarities and vast legal and social differences in their
systems are presented in a most striking manner. Both are powerful
industrial empires with rich resources and multinational population,
but their social trends are utterly dissimilar being based, in the case
of the United States, on the Preamble to the Constitution, and with
regard to the Soviet Union on the marxist revolutionary doctrine.

The author of the article reminds us that the tendency of the
increasing significance of public law at the expense of private law
has been becoming more and more evident since the beginning of
the 20-th century. The socialist doctrine, as the ideology supported
by the revolutionary bent of marxism, coupled with the practical
needs and trials of World War I, brought forth the socialist revol-
ution in Russia with almost the whole economic life of the country
coming under the state control and promoting a social experiment
on a coutry-wide scale.*

In the United States the tradition of individualism, nurtured by
the principles embedded in the constitution, continue to survive.
Yet even here the role of the state is gradually growing and widen-
ing. The author reminds us that the first points of the Preamble,
emphasizing the significance of the “UNION”, demand a careful
application of the laws and regulations protecting individualistic
trends.

The author sets forth the characteristics of the peculiarities of
both systems and their possible evolution under the pressure of
social movements and forces both in the U.S.S.R. and the United
States.

*For more details see G. C. Guins, Soviet Law and Soviet Society (The
Hague: M. Nijhoff, 1954) and his Communism on the Decline (The Hague:
M. Nijhoff, 1956).
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JAYXOBHOE HAC/IEJIHUE XIX BEKA
By Eugene Spectorsky*

«He OpeMiloT BpeMeHa — TMCaJl OJaKeHHBIH ABryCTHH, — HO
NpPOH30MAT B yMax YAUBHTENbHOE HAeHcTBHe». IIposABiserca 5To
HeficTBHe B TOM, 4TO MbI OCMBIC/IMBAaEeM feJia BaBHO MMHYBIIMX JHeMH
U H3BJIEKAaeM N3 HUX YPOKH, OJarofaps KOTOPBIM HCTOPHA He Ha-
[IPpacHO CUHTAETCA YYUTEJLHUIEIO KU3HH. UeMy e Hac Y4YHT HCTO-
pua XIX cronetua? Ilo TaKHM ero IJIOAaM MOMKHO CYJUTH O HeM
Telleph, CIyCTSA IIOJBeKa ?

Iy1aBHOI 0COGEHHOCTBIO KYJBTYpPbI 3TOTO CTOJIETHA OBLIO COYH-
TaHHe (e3IMPUMEPHOro MOAbeMa TEXHHKH CO CTOJIb e Oe3npUMepHbIM
ynaaxoM 9Tukd. TexHOKparus yOHuja STOKPATHIO.

Y TeXHHMKH W BTMKH OOIHUM SABJIgeTCS INPHU3HAHHE YeJIOBEYeCKOM
cBo6opsel. Texnuka HeMbIcauMa 6Ge3 IIPeOROJIEHUA COIPOTHUBJICHUA Ma-
TepHaJia TBOPYECKHMM aKTOM CBOOOJHOrO UeJIOBEKa, 3aCTaBJIAIOIIETO
KOCHYIO CTHXMTIO CJIY)KHTh eMy. PaBHbIM 06pa3oM 3THKa BO3MOMKHA
TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, KOTJ{a Mbl IIpH3HaeM cBOGOXY ueJIOBeKa, TO
€CThb BO3MOXKHOCTH BBIOMpATH JOGPO MJIM 3JI0 M HECTH OTBETCTBEH-
HOoCcThb 3a BBIOOpP. I'me cBoGoja, TaM M IlesH, KOTOpble ceGe CTaBUT
yesoBek. Ho 3mech HauMHaeTcd BO3MOMKHOCTH DACXOMKIEHUA MEXIY
STHKOI0O M TEeXHHKOIO0. TexXHHMKa roTOBa CJIYKHTb BCAKHM LesaM. A
9THKA NpPH3HAEeT TOJIbKO TaKHe I[eJIH, KOTOpble COOTBETCTBYIOT HPAaB-
CTBEHHOMY HoOJIKeHCTBOoBaHMIO. TaM uMcrad H OCe3NpHIMIIHAA Telle-
oJIOTHA. A 37lech KOHTPOJIMPYIOINAas LelH H CAePKHUBAIONIAA HEeOH-
TOJIOTHA.

U Bor B XIX Beke TeXHHKA CTaJIa COBEPIIEHCTBOBATHCA C HEOObI-
ya¥HOI0 CHJIOI0 K cJyiaBolo. Tak, HanpuMep, B HadaJjle BeKa, Kak
3aMeTsl 30MGapT, cpefcTBa INepPefiBIIKEHUA OCTaBaJMCh B CYILHOCTH
TAKMMHU )K€ IIePBOCHITHBIMH, KaK M 3a THICAYHJIETHA JO DTOTO: KOH-
CKas TAra CYMTAJIACH BEPXOM JOCTHTHYTBHIX YCIEXOB. A CIyCTA CTO
JleT CTaJIA COBepIIAThCA MOJIHHEHOCHBIe IlepeJeThl. ¥ BooOIe BocTOp-

*EUGENE SPECTORSKY (d. 1951) was Rector of Kiev University and
Professor of Law at the Universities of Prague, Belgrade, and Lubliana.
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JKECTBOBAJI TAaKOHM TEXHHWIIM3M, 4TO, KaK 3aMeTHJI TOT e 3omGapr,
Ty HETPOHYTYIO 4eJIOBEKOM IIPHPOAY, BO3BPAT K KOTOPOHX — IIPOIIO-
BeoBaJ Pycco, ysKe MOMKHO HAWTH TOJIBKO B MCKYCCTBEHHO oGepe-
raeMbIX 3aIOBeHUKax Bpoje HessoycroHckoro mapka. Cefiuac me-
PeR TeXHUKOIO OTKPBHIBAIOTCA COBEPIIEHHO I'OJIOBOKPY KUTEJbHbIE BO3-
MOXKHOCTH. VI COBpeMeHHBIH «4esIoBeK MacTep», homo faber, Ha-
YMHAaeT He Ha IIYTKY CYHTaTh ceGd BIIAfBIKOIO He TOJIBKO HaieH
TIPOBUHIIMAJILHON ILIAHETHI, HO BceH BeesieHHOH. Hy a Druka?

B 1mepBble OecATHIIETHS IPOLIJIOTO BeKa elle IIpoIBeTajla ee
IepBasg IPeNIOChINIKA, 4 HMEHHO Bepa B CBOOORY KaK AYXOBHYIO,
TaK K OOLIEeCTBEHHYIO, MJIH Jin6Gepalu3M -— CJIOBO TOTHA JKe IIpH-
nymanHoe B Mcemanuu. O cBoGojge IIlaroGpuaH mucaJi, 4To ee JIXOOUT
Jake caMbId TeMHBLIH 4esoBeK KO yBJIEKaJIaCch MOJIOAEKb. 3a Hee
yMupaJu Ha OGappuranax. BerxaMeH KOHCTaH MCTOJIKOBAJI XPUCTHAH-
CTBO KaK «OT'POMHYI0 cBoOomys. IllennuHr ysepsiy, 4To «cBoGoma
aT0 anbda u omera Bcedl ¢uiocodpmusy. Buxrop I''opo 00BABHI, 4TO
poMaHTH3M — 93TO JubepanusM B Jureparype. IOpHerni, rocypap-
CTBOBEbI, DKOHOMHCTBI BOCCJIABJIAJIHA CBOOOZY.

Ho opgHOBpeMeHHO ¢ 3THM HAed cBOGOABI crajia Bce Oojiee U Gostee
BBITECHATHCA BO3POXKJEHHEM TOTO CTAPHHHOIO yd4eHHdA, KOTOpoe B
XVII BeKe BecbMa HACTOHUYMBO mpoBoarJiacus CIHHO3a: Yy UeJIOBEKA
HET HMKaKOX cBOGOABI, IOTOMY YTO OH He 0ojlee KaK «4aCTHIA IIpHU-
POAbI», — «JAYXOBHBIH aBTOMAT», IIOJIHOCTHIO IIOJUMHEHHBIH ecTe-
CTBEHHOH HeoGxofguMocTH. BHeIlHHe U TeJjieCHblEe YCJIOBHA RYIIEBHON
JKU3HH M JNYXOBHOH JIefATEJIbHOCTH YeJIOBeKa OBbIJIM IIpeBpallleHbl B
NPUYHHEI, Ge3yCJOBHO JETEPMHHUPYIOIINE W 3Ty KHM3Hb H 9Ty Jed-
TeJBbHOCTh. MHHUMO CBOGOOHYIO BOJiI0 4YejioBeKa IllomeHraysp O6e3
OCTaTKa PACTBOPHJI B KAKOH TO MMPOBOH BOJIe, CTHXMHHOH, CJeIIOH,
He Befamoied, yro oHa TBOpUT. Orioct KoHT mopgumHMs dYesloBeKa
3aKOHaAM, HO He B CMBICJIe 3aIlOBefied, MPeJIIHMChIBAIOMIMX HOJIKHOE,
a B cMbIcjie (DOPMYJI, OITACBHIBAIOIMX HeHCTBHE IIPUPOAHBIX CTHXHUI
Ha YeJIOBeKa. JTo Ke JeHcTBHe IIPOABJAETCA B TOM, UYTO «CaMble
6J1arOpOHbIE SABJICHUA BCIORY IOUUHAIOTCA caMbIM I'py6hIM». H BoT
B XIX Beke HauyaJicsi IOAPHIB TOH MHOTOBEKOBOH STHYeCKOHX Tpa-
IOUIMH, KOTOPOH HecMOTPA Ha JIETKOMBICJIEHHOE MAaTepHaJIHCTHYECKOe
030pCTBO ellle ocTaBajiachk BepHa dumocodus XVIII Beka, mpo-
BO3IVIACHBINAA M OTCTAMBABINAA CBAILIEHHBbIE IIpaBa 4YeJOBe4YecKOl
JIMYHOCTH, He TOJIbKO FPaKJaHCKHe, HO H JYXOBHBIE.

KanT passmmyas ABe aHTPOIOJIOI'MH, TO €CTh HAYKH O YeJIOBeKe:
OJHa& Y4YUT O TOM, YTO 4eJIOBEK AeJlaeT M3 NPUPOAbI, ApyTrad — YTO
pUpORa TejiaeT W3 desjoBeka. Tak BOT BracTuTesnd AyM XIX Beka
NPHU3HAJIA TOJIBKO BTOPYIO aHTpomojsoruto. Coob6pas3HO ¢ ITUM Ha-
yaJlach Aerpajiallis BCEero, YeM dUeJIOBEeK IIPeBBIIIaeT MaTepHaJIbHbIE
cruxud. Bece AyXOBHOE B HEM CTAJIH CBORMTH K AYIIEBHOMY, AYIIEBHO®
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K TeJeCHOMY, TejlecHOe K OMOJIOTMM, GHOJIOTHIO K XMMHH, XHMHIO K
dusnke u MexaHuke. B pesysbraTe mosiyumsock fAaHHoe Jle Jlau-
TEKOM OIIpefiesIeHHe 4YeJIOBeKa: «MEXaHH3M, COCTOAIIMH M3 MeXaHH3-
MOB, B CBOIO O4epefb COCTOAIIUX U3 MeXaHu3MOB». TeH 3adABMI, UTO
IOGPOJeTeNH U TIOPOKK DTO TaKHe JKe BbIfeJIeHHA, KaK JKeJlub 1 caxap.
IIpm 5TOM OH He CYUHTAJICA C TeM, YTO JKeJlYb M caxap 5TO MPOAYKTHI,
KOTOpble MOKHO BHIETh, OCA3aTh, OOOHATH, M3MepAThL Ha Becax,
TOrMa Kak ¢ HOoGpOmeTessIMH STOIO HHKAaK HeJb3d chenarb. Jaxe
XYMOKHUKYM OTBEPIVIH BeJIHKOEe MOpPAaJibHOe INPH3BaHHME CBATOIO MC-
KyCCTBa M IIOAHAJHCH HATypau3My. 30J1a cTapajicd MOJOTHATH CBOE
TBOPYECTBO IIOf, OHOJIOTMuYEcKOe yueHHe O HacJIeHCTBEHHOCTH, Ipen-
OllpefiesIAIomell XxapaKTep ¥ NOBefeHHe Jirofel. Bojiep ykpacui 3710
useramu, a Ockap Yainpm 3asdBMII, YTO IOHATHe RoOpa M 3ja Cy-
LeCTBYET TOJBKO y JIOFeH, JIMINEHHBIX BCAKUX APYTHX IIOHATHH.
B cBA3KM ¢ HATYPaJIMCTHYECKHM YMOHACTPOEHHEM IIOSBHJIACH «IICH-
xojiorua 0e3 OyIW», 3aMeHHBIIAA CO3HATEJIbHOE «A» 0e3CO3HATeNb-
HbIM «OHO». Bce e cofepxaHue BTOro «oHO» PpeHy cBenx K IO-
XOTH, HOCTHUTAIOLIeH amoresi B «KOMILIeKCe ORWIIA», TO €CTh B He-
YOEpPKUMOHR 1oTpeGHOoCTH yOUTH OTIIa M HM3HACHIJIOBATH PONHYIO MaTh,
TOTPeGHOCTH, KOTOphIe AKOOBI IPOSABIAIOTCS YYTh He y Bcex JIOmeH
M IPUTOM YKe B MiajeHuecTBe. JIOCTOHHBIM JOIIOJJHEHHEM TaKOI'O
pelleHus 3arajKyd eJUHHYHOI'O 4YeJIOBEKa OKa3ajioch pelneHHe 3a-
ragku obiecrsa, dToro, Kak yBepasm Kapmelnmb, «uyma u3 uypnecs.
IToaBunach HOBad HayKa COLHOJIOTHS HJIH, KaK IIPEAIIOYNUTAJI HA3BI-
Bath ee O. Kour, conmumanbHas dusuka. Ei 6Gbuia mocrasiieHa 3a-
Jaya — OTKPBITh TaKHe eCcTeCTBEHHble 3aKOHBI M €CTECTBEHHBbIE iKe
«(paKTOPbI» YeJOBEYECKOTO OOINEXKHTHs, KOTOPELIE HCKJIOYAal0T CBO-
607y ¥ JIMYHYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 4eJOBeKa. YejoBeKa BOOOLIE 3a-
ObLIM: BCe <«IIPAaBHJIa COIMOJIOTMYECKOro MeTofa» JIopKrefiM cses
K M3YYeHHI0O KaKHX-TO «COLIHMAJIbHBIX Beiel». Xora Humme u mpe-
AyIpenus, 4To 6e3 OIEHKH IIyCT OpeX ObITHA, YCTPAHHJIH M3 BCeX
OOIIleCTBEHHBIX HayK KaKHe Obl TO HHU OBLJIO OIEHKH, HUCXOAAILME H3
noyuxeHcTBOBaHUA. CJIOBO «ILEHHOCTb» OBLIO YCBOGHO H IIPHCBOEHO
HATyPAJHMCTHYECKOI0 DSKOHOMMKOXO, COJIM3HBIIEI0O €€ C LEeHOX TOBa-
poB, 060pOT KOTOPBIX OblT MOmYHHEH GOpMYyJle «JeHbI'H — TOBAD —
HeHBLI'H», IPHYEM B IpefHcyIoBHY K «Kamurany» Mapke TOp:ecTBeHHO
3aABHJI, YTO UYeJIOBeYECKadA JIMYHOCThL 9TO HHMUTO. W Tax HasbIBaeMas
TPYAOBaA TEOPHSA NPEeBPaTUIa Pabodero U3 JKHBOTO YeJIOBEKA B CHILY
OIICHMBAEMyI0 MEXaHHIECKOI paboTOX0, KOTOPAas MM IIPOHM3BOIHUTCA.

IlpaBoBeflenrie yTPaTHJIO [AaHHLIH €My pPHUMCKHMH HOPHCTAMH
CMBICJI «IIO3HAHUA OOKECTBEHHBIX M YeJIOBeYeCKHX Bellel, HAYKH O
CIIpaBe[JIMBOM M HeCIIPaBe[JIMBOM» M ObLIO IepepaloTaHO B [yxe
HaTypPaJHCTHYECKOTO COIHMoJoru3Ma. Tak Ha3bIBaeMOe eCTeCTBeHHOe
IIpaBo, TO €CThb BeYHadA M HENPEeJIOXKHAs NpaBfa, ObLJIO0 BbLICMEAHO M
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HM3THAHO M3 IIPAaBOBOH TeOpHMH M MNpaKTHKU. MesIMHEK CcorJiacuica
TOJIBKO Ha «3THYECKMH MHHHMYM» B IpaBe. MepHHI Ke NpeBpaTH:I
cy0BeKTHBHOE IIpaBO M3 3aKOHOMePHOM cBOOOZBI B MHTepec, 8 0GheK-
THBHOE IIPaBO — B IIOJHUTHKY TOCyAapcTBeHHOH BiyacTH. Tak mosy-
YHJIOCh TO, dero omacaJcs Ilackajsib: BMeCTO TOT'O, YTOOBI YCHJIIHTH
npasmy, omnpaBpasu cumiay. H, kak BbIpasusica HesbcoH, mpasose-
feHHe OKa3aJjoch Ge3 mpasa. KpHMHHA/IMCTBI He YCTOSJIH Ilepef Ha-
TYPaJHCTHYECKOI0 KPHMHHOJIOTHEIO, OTPHIIAOIIEI0 He TOJIBKO 3JI0jesd-
HHs, HO U BCAKHe BOOOIe AedHHd, IIPOBO3IJIacHBIIEIO ycraMu [Mapo-
daso u JJopKrefiMa IIPeCTYIMHOCTH BIOJIHE HOPMAJIBHBIM SBJICHHEM
H BO3JIOKHUBIIEIO0 OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 32 Hee HAa OGIIECTBEHHYIO Cpeny
uiH, Beae, 3a JIoMGpo30, Ha CTpOEHHe YEeJIIOCTH M JIMIEBOTO YIJjia V
ygejioBeKa. Taxkum o6pa3oM, Kak HefoyMmeBaJl JlocToeBCKHE, T'yMaH-
Hy1I0 OpPMYJIy «BHHOBEH, HO HecucTeH», 3aMeHHJIH amodeo3oM OGes-
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH : «yOHJI, HO He BHHOBeH». Haflo i yRUBIATHCH, YTO
KOTfia IIocJjle NMepBOH MHUPOBOH BOHHBI B Xap6uHe, ObIBIIIEM TOrMA IO
BJIACTHIO KUTAHIEB, OTKPBIIH PYCCKHUH IOPUAUYECKHUH (PaKyJILTET, TO
IIPaBUTEJILCTBO HA3HAYMIIO IIpeltofiaBaresneM duymocodhuu npaBa Ku-
TaHCKOTO IOpHCTa, OOBACHAA BTO TeM, YTO y €BPONEHIEB yTPadyeHo
fICHOe IIOHATHE O CIpaBefJIMBOCTH. He cilefyeT yAHBIATHCA H TOMY,
YyTo KOrga Toxe B XX BeKe ¢ OOJIBIIIOI0 TIOMIIOI0 OBLIJI IIPOBO3IJIAIIEH
Kensoros maxT, mocTaBUBIIHE BOHHY BHE 3aKOHA, TO 5TO OKa3aJIOCh
He 0GoJjlee KaK pPETOPHYECKHM YIpaKHeHHeM, H60 Hcue3sia Bepa B
TaKHe HAJATOCYAAPCTBEHHBbIE 3aKOHBI, Ilepefi KOTOPBIMH KOT[a TO
TPeNeTaNn faxke 3JI0fEeH.

Kak ke ObLIO IOHATO TO TOCYAAapCTBO, KOTOPOMY IOPHCTBI He
3aIyMbIBasAcCh IlepefaJid Bce mpaBo? B Hauajye croJjieTHs ellle HAaXo-
OHUJIA BO3MOXKHBLIM CBA3BIBATH €r0 ¢ TeHHEM XPHCTHAHCTBA, U YIIO-
IoGIATh ero Kopabiro ¢ AxopeM Ha HebGecax. A rocmoxxa Crajp Ha-
3bIBaJIa, TOJIMTUKY ITO9THYECKHM 3aHATHeM. Ho HiIIO3uMa cKOpo pas-
cesanachk. PeHaH OTBepr BO3MOYKHOCTb OOBEKTHUBHOT'O TOCYXapCTBOBE-
MeHUA H 3aMEHAJ ero CYOBEeKTHBHBIMH JHAJIOTAMH C ORHHAKOBO
COMHHUTEJILHBIM IIPABOM Ha TaK HasblBaeMylo HcTHHY. Bacrtma ormpe-
HeJHUJI TOCYAapCTBO KaK «BEJIMKHIO (DHKINIO, IPH IIOCPEfCTBE KO-
TOPOH BCe XOTAT JKUTh Ha CYeT BCeX». AHIVIMACKME ydeHBIX OcTHH
Pa3bACHUI, 4TO B T'OCYHApCTBe ONHM IIPHKA3bIBAIOT, 4 APYrHe IOBU-
HYIOTCS, TpHYeM HeT HUKAKHX BBICHIMX HOPM, HAIIPaBJSIONIHX |
CHEPIHUBAIOIINX YCMOTpeHHe BJIACTBYIOIUX. HeMellkHe rocymapcrso-
Benbl ¢ JIaGaumom u MessIMHKOM BO IviaBe OOBSBHIIH, YTO TOJBKO
HOCHTEJ Y IMyGIIMYHOH BJIACTH KOMIIETEHTHBI YCTAHOBHTL COGCTBEHHYIO
KOMITETEHI[HIO U II0ceMY CBOOOMHBI OT KAaKOro Obl TO HU OBLIO KOH-
rposia. KesibceH Ha3BajJ 3Ty KOMIETEHI[MIO IIPAHOPMOIO, TO €CTb
OCHOBHBIM IIPABHJIOM TOCYRAAapPCTBEHHOI'0 IIOPAAKA, HCKIIFOYAIOIIIMM
Kakue Obl TO HH ObLIO BbICIIHe HOpPMBI. Takum 00pa3oM ¢ HOJHBIM
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npeHeGpe)KeHHEeM KO BCAKOTO pPOXA KOHCTUTYLIMOHHBIM TapaHTHAM
Haubojiee aBTOPHUTETHBbIe rocymapcTBoBeAbl XIX Beka YCTpaHHIH
MPUHLIMINAJIBHYIO pasHHIy MeXJAY CcaMOJlep:KaBHeM CyBepeHHOH
ByacTH U caMopypcrBoM. M [eresip IIpOBO3IVIACHI TaKoe Iocymap-
CTBO 3€MHBIM OOXKECTBOM, KOTOpPOe B CBOEM INECTBHM TOIIYET HHbIE
HeXKHble I[BETOYKH. A TYT ellle COIHOJIOTH HAJIOXKHJIK CBOIO TXKe-
JIyI0 PYKYy Ha IIOHATHe rocygapcrtBa. Ilapero m Muxesnc NOZYMHUIN
BHYTPEHHIOIO TIOJIMTHKY <«J¥KeJIe3HOMY 3aKOHy aHapxum». A TIym-
IJIOBHY IlepeHec Ha BHENTHIOK MOJMUTHKY dopmysay CnuHO3bI 0 GOJIb-
IIMX ¥ MaJbIX PhIOAX M IIPOBO3IJIACHJI €€ eIWHCTBEHHBIM 3aKOHOM,
4yro GoJIbIIME TOCyJapcTBa IIOTJIAINAIOT MaJible H B CBOIO OvYepenb
morsam@aiores eme Goseimmyu. Korma MagbaApcKHH yYeHBIH OTBemt
3aMEeHHJI B TpPeX4JIeHHOH (paHnysckoi cdopmyse GpaTcTBo Hapox-
HOCTBIO, TO, IIpefBapAA pacu3M, ['yMIJIOBHY cBesl ee K TakoH «GOps-
6e pac», uTo MOST I'pUibmaplienb cuesl HeOOXORMMBIM IpeROCTEpPEYh
0T Iepexofia «OT TYMaHHOCTH uepe3 HAIIMOHAJIBHOCTh K GecTHAJIb-
HOCTH>».

Tak NOCTeNneHHO, HO YPe3BbIYAHHO IIOCJIEKOBATEJHHO YramaJcs
IyX, a BMecTe C HHM IOZDPHIBAJIACh Bepa B CIOCOGHOCTH YeJIOBEKa K
TBOPYECTBY M OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. TaKoH TeopHH BOIHMIONMM 06Gpa3om
MPOTHBOPEYHJIA IIPAKTHKA, OCOOEHHO YCIIeXH TEXHOJIOTHH. DTH ycIie-
XM CJIMINKOM OYEBHAHO CBHJETEJILCTBOBAJIH, YTO UYEJIOBEK STO COBCEM
He IIOKOPHBIH pab Ge3cO3HATeNbHOH H 6e3CMBICIIEHHOH CTHXHM, a
HaIlpOTHB, CBOOOJHOE CYIECTBO, YCIIEIIHO CTpeMAIleecs CHeJIaTh
IpUPORY CBOMM paboM, paGOTAIOUMM 33 HEro M JIJiI Hero; I03TOMY
BO3HHKJIa JayKe «KHOepHATHKa», HayKa 00 YIIPaBJICHHMH IPHPOTOIO.
Ho ¢ sTuM mporuBOpeureM He cyuTajuch. Tpebysd OT MHTEJIJIUTEHT-
HOT'O, TO ecTh OYKBaJIbHO, IIOHMMAIOIIEro YeJIOBeKa, YTOGBI OH OT-
pPeKcA OT AYXOBHOH CBOGOABI, ¢ HET'O B BHIE KOMIIEHCAIIMHA CHHMAJIH
HpPaBCTBEHHYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 33 €r'0 IOBeJeHHe. OTY OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTh IIOJIHOCTBIO BO3JIOKHJIM Ha ecTecTBO. M1 uToGhI OKOHYATEJIHLHO
u36aBUTH YeJIOBEKa OT KaKOH Obl TO HH OBLJIO TPEBOTH, IIPOIIOBEN-
HHMKH HaTypaJlu3Ma CTajii yOalOKHMBaTh €ro CO3HAaHHE H COBECTh
yUeHHEM O TOM, 4YTO 0e3 BCAKOTO Y4YaCTHA 4YeJIOBEYeCKOH BOJIH CO-
BepluiaeTcd TaKOH Iporpecc, KOTODBIH HeHM3GeXKHO BefeT K IpAnRy-
LeMy 30JIOTOMY BeKy M BCAYECKOMY coBepiueHcTBy. Ilpwm sToM, He
LOBOJILCTBYACH OGIMMH OGeIjaHHAMH, aBTOPHUTeTHbIE O6IIeCTBOBENbI
HMeJIH HEeOCTOPOXKHOCTL PHCOBaTh U nogpobHocTH. O. KonT u CneHecep
3aSBHJIM OT MIMeHH IIO3UTHBHOH HAYKH, 4TO BOEHHBIHA THI 06LIecTEa
OTXORHUT B Oe3BO3BPATHOE NPOILLJIOE, YCTYIIaA MECTO IIPOMBIIIIEHHOMY
THITy, HCKJIOYAIOIEMy Kakwe Obl TO HH OblI0 BOHHBI JIIOpKreiim
yBepsJI, 4To caMa coGOI0 COBEPINEHHO HCUYe3HeT IIPecTYIHOCTh. Mapke
1 OHreJIbC YTBEPIKIAJIM, YTO HAC OKHUAAET OeckJyiaccoBoe oOINecTBO U
TOCYZapCTBO COBEPIIEHHO HCUYE3HET, TAK UTO IPHIETCS IPHUCOSHAUHUTD
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BCe ero BHEIIHHEe aTTPUOYThI K KAMEHHBIMU CTpPEJIaM M TOMY IHOZOG-
HbIM IIEPBOOBLITHBIM OPYZHAM, XpaHAIHMcA B My3edAx. U JleHun B
1905 romxy oOemmaJ, 4TO NPH COLHAJIMCTHYECKOM CTpoe «Gymer cBO-
GomHasa JHTEpaTypas.

TakxoBa ObLia maeoJsiorus, npeobiagaBmas B XIX Beke. KoHeuHo
JajleKo He BCe CJIYMKHUTENH JyXa COBEPIIAJIHM TOINa TaKoe, KaK BbI-
pasuica BeHpa, NpefaTenbeTBO, BROXHOBHBINEe PomeHoBa «MbIciu-
TeJIA» DTOT'O POCJIOTO AETHHY C YYMOBUIIHBIMH MYCKYJIAMH M HH3KHM
a6om. HeogHOKpaTHO pa3faBaJiCh HHBIE TOJIOCA, OTCTAUBABIIIHE
BeuHble I HeIIpeJIOJKHble JYXOBHbIe IIeHHOCTH M He COTVIAINABIINECST
BHUJIeTh B 4eJIOBEKe TOJIBKO IIpax 3eMHOH Ge3 oGpasa u nopobusa Bosxus.
B wacrrocTw B Poccum He cpasuch Hallld BeJIMKHE ITHCATENH, MWJIK
TaKHe IpaBoBefbl Kak b. H. Yuuepun, II. Y. HoBropoaues, kH. E. H.
TpyGenxoit, unu taxwe ¢gunocodsr kax H. O. Jlocckuit u Bragumup
CoJI0BBEB, KOTOPBIA OJHAKO HE HAIPaCHO RAJ OFNHOH M3 CBOHX JIyd-
mKUX KHHUT aIloJioruyeckoe 3aryiaBue «OmpaBpmanue mo6pas. He 6b10
HEJIOCTaTKAa W B 3JIOBEIIMX IIPeJOCTeperKeHuAx O Karactpode, K KO-
TOpOH BeJIO TaKoe YMOHacTpoeHue. JIOCTOEBCKHE yiKe B CEMHIECATHIX
rofax TpeRyHpexmas: «ka OHAa HaKaHyHe IajeHHa Bama Kspomna,
TIOBCEMECTHOTO, OOIIEero M YXKAaCHOTO»; «BCe IIORKOIAHO H, MOMKET
OBITh, 3aBTpa Ke PYXHeT Ge3ciielHO Ha BeKH BeKoB». Biagumup Co-
soBbeB mucasi B 1900 rony: «mMarucTpaisb BeeolIneH MCTOPHM TIPHINIIA
K xouny. KoHueHo Bce. XpHcTHaHCTBA HeT; Hjeil He OoJble, yeM
B 9IIOXY TPOSHCKOH BOHHBI; TOJIBKO TOTHRa GBLIM MOJIOABIe GOraThIpH,
a Telephb CTAPWYKU HAYT»>. Y ImpHCIymIMBasAch K TyJy «MHPOBOTO Op-
KecTpa», BJIOK CJIbIIIa B «IIOPhIBE MHPOBOTO BeTpay MKYTKHe CIOBA:
«TOPBKOH JoJie MHOTO JeT». Ho, Bce 9TH IpefocTepexkeHua AeaJHCh
BTYHE H 3aIJIylUaJIich CaMOJOBOJILHBIM IIPOCJIaBJIEHHEM [OCTHXKEHHH
KyapTypbl XIX Beka, KaTHBHIEHCS IO CTOJOOBOH MOpOre TeXHHKH
0e3 DTUKH.

OHa [oKaTHJIACh [O HaIIero cTojieTHda. M OHO C€TaJjl0 MOMKHHATH
IUIOKBLI TOTO, 4TO CEAJOCh IeNbix crojier. Havasmeb kaTacTpodsl,
COBEpPIIEHHO YHHUYTOXKHBIIHE OITHMBLIM TEOPHH IIporpecca: IPOMbI-
HIJIEHHOCTh CTaJ1a BOEHHOIO ¥ HAaYaJIMCh BOHHEI IIO0 CBOEH KECTOKOCTH
U ONCTOIIMTEJLHOCTH Oe3KOHEeUWHO IIpeB3OLIeNINe HaHuBHbIE CTOJIK-
HOBeHHsA IpPeKHUX BeKoB. OTIpaBidsach Ha BOHHY B aBrycre 1914 ro-
na, Ilerou mmcaJi: «Mbl HAeM 3a BceoOlllee pa3opyXKeHHe H 33 IIO-
CJIeHIOI0 BOHHY». B ceHTaOpe OoH Obll yOUT HyJier0, TIONABINEI0 B
ero Jgo6. A B 1940 romy HempuATesabckad Oomba momaJja B BHCOK
NMaMsATHUKA, IIOCTABJIEHHOro eMy B OpJiieaHe. IIpecTyIIHOCTL He TOJIBKO
He ocjiabGyesia, HO HAIPOTHB YCHJIMJIACH, IIPHYeM BOOPYXXHJIach CaMo-
HOBEHIIIMIMH TeXHHYECKMMH H3o0pereHusamu. M1 BMecTo TOro, 4TOOBI
HCYe3HyTb, TOCYAApPCTBO B IEJIOM DAAe CTPaH CTAJI0 CBHpPeENo To-
rasmaTapHeIiM. Bee mimosmm XIX Beka Obliu morepsHbl. ITpesxHnme
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OUIAAHUA OT HAYKHM «BeJIMKiA M GOraThld MHJIOCTH» CMEHMJIHCH
cTpaxoM IlepeR Hero, HOO Yepe3 TEXHHUKY, CBOOOMHYIO OT DTHKH, OHAL
CIY)KHUT He CO3HJAaHMIO, a paspyuueHuio. HarypaJsmcrudecKkuil fmerep-
MHHU3M pa3Hy3faJjl TEMHOTO raja, KOIOoLIAIerocs B IIOAINOJNEL YeJio-
BeuecKOH myiw. JIIOAH 03Bepesl M YacTO COBEPIIAIOT 3JIOfEeAHHA, Ha
KOTOpbIe IpekJe He pemIajiuch Aaxke BapBapbl. Cpefu Tex, KOTOpPbIe
ellle He YTPATHJIX CHOCOOHOCTh K pediieKCHH Bce dallle M dalle pas-
JaeTcd «HACMEIIKa TOpPbKasd OOMaHYTOro ChIHA HAf IIPOMOTABIINMCSH
oTroM». CTaji MOABJIATHCA KHUTH C MEJNAHXOJIMYEeCKHMHU 3arJyIaBUd-
mu: «EBpoma 6e3 mupa» (Hurtm), «3akar 3anmapmas (IIImenriep):
«AroHmsa xpucTHaHcTBa» (YHaMyHO). A mocje ETOPOH MHPOBOH
soiiHel Mopuak mmcaJj, NpaBfa C BOIPOCUTENLHBIM 3HAKOM: «HET
Gosibiie EBpombrs.

Yro xe Oymer masemie? Ham He maHO 3HaTh, 4TO JeHb I'PARY-
mui# HaM rotoBuT. Ho MBI M MOXEM H [OJDKHBI TOYHO 3HATh, YTO
MBI TOTOBUM JHIO Tpagymiemy. VI BOT eciu MbI GyfeM IIPOJOJIMKATH
IyMaTh M QeHcTBOBATH B Ayxe ToH Tpamunuu XIX Beka, KoTopas
ITOOIIPSAJIA TEXHUKY U yOHBajia 9THKY, TO Mbl COOCTBEHHBIMH PyKaMH
YHHUUTOXKMM BCIO IuBHiausanuio. Ecam 6b1 O6yfmeM OGe3ydacTHBI, TO
HaM OCTaeTcA TOJILKO IIaCCHBHO OXKHAATh mnorona 6e3 Hoea KoBuera.
Ho ecqiz mMb1 HaliieM B ceGe cuibl cOPOCHTH HATYpaJHCTHYECKOe Ha-
BOXKJIeHHe IPOLLIOr0 BeKa, TO Hallle CO3HAaHHEe H COBECTb OOpeTyT
oGy kJeHre K TBOPYECKOMY H IJIOAOTBOPHOMY HAeHCTBUTEJBHO IIpO-
CPECCUBHOMY TO3HAHUIO M [eJIAHWIO, BOGMMBLIM Bepol0 B Helpepe-
KaeMble W BeuHBIe JyXOBHbIe LeHHOocTH. K cuacThio ecTh IPU3HAKH,
YTO HMEHHO K 3TOMY, XOTH IIOKA ellle HeBePHbIMH LIATAMU yiKe HOYT
HanboJiee BIYMUYMBBIE CJIYKUTEJH AyXa, He HCKJIIIOUAS HaXe YUYEHBIX
dusuros. Oru Bce GoJiee U Gojiee NEMOHTHPYIOT BCe IIOCTPOEHHA Ha-
TYypajiu3Ma ¥ CHHUMAIOT € HAYKH IOKPBITBIH pPXKaBUMHOIO KOJIIAK
meTradusunrun XIX Bexka. Ho moka mo KpaliHelr Mepe 5TO elle He
BNUAET Ha MeHee H3BbICKaHHBIe yMbl. B pasrape cOBpeMeHHOH Tex-
HUKU aMepUKAHCKMH ydueHbIH OcGOpH NpefylmpefuJ, 4TO HAYHMHAIOT
HCTOLIAThCS MaTepuaJIbHbIe peccypcehl HallleH INTaHEThI M YTO HX Ha-
mo Gepeus. I B aBrycre 1949 roma O0memunenHble Harum coGpasu
MEXAYHAPORHYI0 KOHEepeHUIMIO Ha NpeMeT COXpPaHEHHA 3THUX pec-
cypoB. Hy a xak oOCTOMT JeJIO ¢ AYXOBHBIMH peccypcaMu?
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IV. ASSOCIATION NEWS

3HAMEHATE/IbHbBIE I'OJOBIIHWHbI

iz mu3um Pyccroit Axapemmueckoit I'pynmer B C.IILA.

K 85-JJETUIO IIPOPECCOPA A. A. BOTOJIEIIOBA

Ilpasnenne PATI npmsercrBoBasO npod. A. A. Borojenopa Io ciydaro
ucnnonuusuierocd B 1971 r. ero 85-nerusa. Coxkalles O TOM, YTO OH BBUAY CBOErOD
BOo3pacra emle B 1970 r. orkasajcAd BBLICTABMTE CBOI0 KaHIMAATYPY Ha Ipea-
cToABUIMX BbIGOpaX, NpaBJIeHNE BBLIPA3UIIO eMy GJIarofapHOCTL 3a €ro YCHEUIHYIO
HATUIETHIOK JeATeNIbHOCTL B KadecTBe npepacenarens PAT, npu KOTOpoM 3aBep-
mmMIack JaBHMUIIHAA paboTa npaBiaeHus 10 NOATOTOBKE M3NAHMA HAYYHBIX
3amncoxk PAT. BmecTe ¢ TeM NpaBjieHMe BBLICKA3aJji0 IIOXKeJaHMe AJIeKCAHAPY
AJleRcaHAPOBUYY BCAKOIO OJIATONONYyYMA ¥ AAJbHEMUINX YCIEXOB B €r0 HAYYHOM
[eATeIbHOCT.

Kak yxe 6b110 coobuieno B IV Tome 3ammcok B Buay 3acayr A. A. Boroje-
noBa obmee cobpanme PAT B 1970 r. u30paio ero MOYETHHIM 4JeHOM Pycckoit
Axranemmnyeckoit I'pynner B C.IILA.

Opasaenue

O PYCCKOM AKAJEMUYECKOV TPAIUIIUU

ITo noBoOAy MCHONHMBLIErOCA B 3TOM roxy 85-metmsa npoch. A. A. BoroJsemnosa
XO04Yy CKaszaTb HECKOJNKO cioB. IIpod. BOrojenor mxopor M IeHEH JJIIONAM,
YTYLIMM ¥ CTapallIMMCA COXPaHMTL TPaAMLIMM PYCCKOM KyJNbTYDbI, KaK Ipen-
CTaBUTEJb W HOCUTEJb PAfa 0COGEHHO LEHHBIX YepT HpeXHe PYCCKOil akajgeMu-
YECKOJ TPajuIMM: CTpeMJIeHMe K BAYMUYMBOMY ¥ BO3MOXKHO OOBEKTUBHOMY
MBYYEHNIO HAYYHBIX NaHHBLIX NIPY YBAaXKEeHUM K UYyXKUM yOeKIeHMAM ¥ IUMPOKOi
TEPIMMOCTM K YyXKMM B3IJIAZAM, IIOCKOJBKO aBTOPLI CTPEMATCS K A0GpocoBecT-
HOMY ¥ 4YEeCTHOMY MCCJeJOBaHMIO (DAKTOB M NpeJHaMEpPEeHHO He MCKaXKalT UX
B JyXe M3BHE IIPMHOCMMONI B HAYUHYI0 paboTy NpemB3ATON HETEePIMMOCTU.
Oumbry u 3abay:KAeHMA MCCHENOBATENEel BO3MOXKHBI M YaCTO HeMU3GerKHLI;
raaBHOe 4ToOBI GBINIO YECTHOE CTpeMJIeHME K BO3MOXKHO OOBEKTUMBHOMY M JI0-
6pOCOBECTHOMY M3YYEHMIO ¥M OCBEILEHMIO MAHHBIX. DTOT AYX XapaKTepeH s
PYCCKOJ arafeMM4ecKoil TpajMuyMM ¥ BOILIOILIEH HANpPMUMEpP B TaKUX MCCIeno-
BaTeJAX PYCCKON cTapMHbl, Kak P. Bycnaes, THMXOHPABOB, MCTOPUK MHOKOIMCK
Konpakos, B Takmx wucropmkax Kak C. ConoBbes, Becryxken, KIOueBCKMiL,

— 261 —



IInaToOHOB, B TaKMX MCCIENOBATENAX MCTOPUM UEJIOBEYECKOl MbICAM M ybemxne-
HudA Kak Jlonatus, 6p. TpyGeuxmne. I1. V1. HoBropngues, B TAKMX MUCCIENOBATEIAX
BceoOIIelT MCTOPMUM M CBEMUPHOJ JauTepaTypskl Kak I'epwe, I'pesc, II. T. Buuo-
rpazpos, I. V. IlerpymeBckust, 6p. BecemoBckue, ucnanuer IleTpoB, B TaKuUX
MCTOPUKAX LUepKBM Kak BoJsoroB, KanrepeB, TypaeB, B TaKMX 3HATOKAX OPEBHUX
OruoB llepkBu kak J. B. IIomoB (aBTOp 3HAMEHMTOI KHure o 0OJ. ABrycTmHE)
M KaK MHOTVE ¥ MHOrme apyrye. Xopollo, KOIyiJa MHOrga Mbl IIOYYBCTBYEM BeAHMe
MX AYyXa, UCIIONHEHHOI0 MCTHMHHOTO cBOGOROMI0OMA 1 cnyxeHus Ilpasme u Tobpy.

Huxonali Apcenves

SEJOP ITAPPEHTBEBUY BOTATHIPYYK

&®. II. Boratelpuyx poawmicd 1l4-ro nexabpsa 1892 r. B Kuese, B 1916 r.
OKOHYMII MEIULIMHCKMIZ (hakKyJabTeT KMEBCKOTO yHMBepcuTeTa CB. Biagumupa.
B 1919 r. Hayanm paboraTb B KAayeCTBE PEHTreHOJOTa B Pa3HbIX OOJBHMUIIAX
ropoga Kmesa. B 1924 r. Obil mpurjalleH 3aBefOBaTh PEHTIEHOBCKMM OTAeJe-
HueMm B ObIBLIE) 0onbHMLE AMA YepHOPabOuNMX, KOTOpas HECKOJBKO JIET CIIyCTS
peopranm3yerca BO BTOpoit Meauuymuackmit VHCcTHTYT. B 1925 r. moayums paspe-
IIIEHME 3a CBOM cYeT moexaTh B I'epMaHMIO ¥ ABCTPHMIO IJA yCOBEPIIEHCTBOBaHMUA
B CBOei1 crneumagbHocTi. B 1926 r. BOo3BpaTtmiaca B KmeB M cral IPUMHMMATH
IeATENBLHOE YYacTye B OpraHmM3almy MeOULIMHCKOro MHCTUTyTa Ha 6Gasze Goub-
guubl. Korpa Bropoit MemuimuHckuiz VI-T GbII OCHOBAaH Ha4daJ 4YUTATL B HEM
KYpPC PEHTTeHOJOTMM, CHavyajla B KadecTBe JeRKTopa a ¢ 1930 r. B KawecTse
ZIIONEHTa IIOCHeyTBEepKAeHMA B 3TOM 3BaHmy KomureToM 1o jgenaM Beiciest
IMlgonsl. B Tom mxme 1930 r. monyumsa 3BaHME KaHAWUIATA MEIUMUMHCKUX HayK,
a B 1940 r. 3ammTui AUCCEPTALMIO HaA CTENEHb MAOKTOpPa MEAULIMHCKUX HAYK
Ha Temy: «Makpo m MwugpopeHTreHorpadmua npu OKCIepuMMEHTAJbHbIX Baszo-
rpacdhuuecknx JVccnemosaHaXx». B Kuepe, BCKOpe OKKYIMPOBAaHHOM HEMI[aMH,
6p11 M306paH npexacemareneM YKpamHckoro Kpacroro Kpecra. AKTMBHaA gaed-
TeJbHOCTh IPOod. BorarTblpyyka Ha IIOJL3Y TOJIOAAMUIMX ¥ BOEHHOIJIEHHBIX
npuugack He 0 BKyCy HeMmiaM M oHM pacmyctmau Kpacsswlit Kpecr, apecToBas
BCIO €ro aJMMHMUCTPaUMIO BO TyiaBe ¢ mnpod. BorarsipuykoM. OnHaKO BCKOpe
ero BBIIMYCTMJIM HA CBOOOAY M paspelumiy 3aHATL MECTO AupeKkTopa VIHCTUTyTa
BDrenepumenTanbaoit Memuumupl. Yepe3 asa roja mpod. BoraThIpYyk BMecCTe
C ceMbeil 9Bakyupyerca B Iloablry M elje yepes rof B I'epmaHuMio, rae ronagaer
B LIEHTpP opranusymoleica 60ps6el ¢ 6onpmesnu3MoMm. OH BeTpewaeTcs B Bepanae
¢ reHepasoM A. A. BiacoBbIM M IPMHMMAET €ro IpeajioZKeHue BCTYIUTb B
ocBoBoauTenbHOe ABUKeHMe HaponoB Poccun. B HoaGpe 1944 r. mpod. BoraTwip-
uyyk m3bupaercsa yiaeHoM npesupamyma Kommrera OcBoGoxkpaenus Hapozos Poc-
cuy M Ha TOpKecTBeHHOM 3acemanuu B IIpare mopmmceiBaer Mammdecr Ko-
MHUTETa.

B 1949 r. npod. BoraTeipuyk smurpupyer B Kanany m nocae 10 jer ne-
pepbiBa BHOBL BO3BpalllaeTCsd K HAy4YHOM M Ileflarormyeckoir pabore. OH Ha3Ha-
yaeTrca npodpeccopoM npu Kadeape Anarommuym OTTaBCKOTO y-a, BelleT IIperoga-
BaHMEe DPEHTTEeHOBCKOM aHaToMMyu ¥ pabGoraer B objacTy M3ydyeHMA IIpoliecca
crapeHua Kocteir. JnA 9TMx uccaemoBaHmit . BoraThbIpYyK NPENIORMI U
paspaboran MeTon KOMOGMHMPOBAHHOIO IpMMEHEHMsa Jaydeir PenHrrena u rmcro-
Joruy HegeKalbLuMUIMPOBaHHOM KocTH. O nMpuMeHeHun 3Toro meroxa <. Bora-
THIPYYKOM HammcaHo 24 pabGorel. OpHa u3 Hux «Craperomuii ITI03BOHOYHMK»
yrmocToMJach MeAasy ¥ Npu3a MMeHM Bapkias, NPHUCYKIEHHOro ob6ljecTBoM
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Bpuranckux PeHtreHosoros. Bcero <. BoraTbIpuykoMm ObLIO onyGaMKOBaHO
40 pabor. OgHa u3 HMX MOHOrpadua Ha TEMB! MMKpOBazorpadmu.

IIpod. Borareipuyk mn30pan modeTHsIM uineHoM Kanazckoro O6urectBa PeHT-
TEHOJIOTOB ¥ COCTOMT SJIEHOM MHOTMX HayuHbIX ofbmiects B C.III.A., Kanmage
u AHramu. C 1960 r. ou unen Pycckoit Axanemuueckoitr I'pynner 8 C.IILA.

ITo mpuesme Ha 9TOT KOHTHMHEHT . BorareIpuyKk Hapsany C HAYYHON U
IIPEeNOBaTENLCKOM JEATENHLHOCTBIO MPOJOJIZKAeT IIPMHMMATL aKTHMBHOE ydacTue
B Oopnbe 3a cBoGomuyo Poccuio.

B wuione 1970 r. ®Pepop IlapdeHTheBMuY ymiea B OTCTaBKY. OH Hajeercsa
Telepb IOCBATUTL BCE CBOE BpPEMSA TOMY, YTOObI 3aKOHYUMTL WCCJIENOBAHUSA IIO
TEM TE€MaM, KOTOpbIe ObINIM MM 3aTPOHYTHI B IIOCJHEAHME TOXbl. JJisd 3TOi Ieau
OTraBcKMii Y-T OpraHu3oBaJ A Hero JabopaTOpMIO IIPY YHMBEPCHTETCKOM
rocouTallie, rAe OH IpojoJizKaeT paboTaTkb.

TTo smurpaimm mnpodd. BoraThIpyyK IIOCBAIAJ BCE TO HEMHOroe cBobogHoe
BpeMs, KOTOpO€e y HEro OCTaBajoCch, maxmaraM. OH 6b1 6eCCMEHHBIM YEMIIMOHOM
Kuena. JIa pa3 BbIMIpaJ IIepBbIE NPU3bl Ha MEXKIAYHAPOJHBIX TYypPHMpPAX, Op-
raHM3o0BaHHble B I'epMaHMM mociie BOMHBI. 3a BCe 3TM YCIEeXM eMy IPUCBOEHO
3BaHMe MeXAYyHapoaHoro macrepa. MexkpayHapopHaa IllaxmaTHas OpraHmM3anys
TIPMCBOMJIA €MY TaKiKe 3BaHMe MEXIAYHapOOHOTO MacTepa B UIPe II0 IIeperycKe.

B OyzyuieM rozy MCIIOJNHAETCS OATUIAECATHIIETHE ITefarOorM4uecKoii, COPOKO-
JeTHe HAY4YHOM, TPUAUATHMIETHE IIOJUTHYECKON NeATeNbHOCTM npodd. BoraTseip-
yyka. KoJlerm M Ipy3bs KEJAT eMy elle MHOTMX JIeT NOOporo 3J0pOBbS M
OaJbHeNIIe IIJIOJOTBOPHOM JNeATEIBHOCTM BO BCEeX TeX o0JjlacTsaxX, B KOTOPBIX
OH yKe JOOMJICSA CTONb 3HAYMTENBLHBIX YCIIEXOB.

Bubauozpagus

3a Bpema cBoero mnpebwiBauua B npepedax CCCP npod. Borrbipuykom
6b1I0 OIIYGIMKOBAHO MHOTO HAYYHBIX CTaTel ¥ yueGHBIX mocobuit JJiA CTYyHEHTOB.
C 1942 roja 1m0 HacCTOALIEro BpeMeHu Obina onybamurosaHa 31 mayyHasa pabora,
raaBHBIM 00pazoM B 006JacT¥ PEHTTEHOJIOTMM, M KpoMe TOTO MHOTO CcTaTeil B
razerax M XypHajlaX Ha pas3Hble APYTrMe TEMEI.

DPEOJOCCUM AHJIPEEBUY KOCCOBUY

B TeKylIeM roay MCIOJHMIOCH 75 JeTe HeM3MeHHOro Ka3Hayesa PAT B CIIIA
u 23 Jserme npebbIBaHMS €ro B I3TOM XJOMOTJAMBOI ¥ OTHMMAIOIIEH MHOTO
CcBOGOHOTO BPEMEHM ROJIIKHOCTH.

Ilo oxonwaHum IlepBoro MockoBckoro KazneTckoro KOpIyca IMOCTyIMUI B
MuxaijoBckoe ApTuiaepuiickoe Yumauige B Ilerporpaze, KOTOpOe B uMCIeE
IepBbIX ¥ OKOHuMJ B 1915 roxy u Obwn BemyweH B 13 KoxHyro GaTaper mpu
7 KaBaJLIEPUIICKOI AMBU3NM, B PAAAX KOTOPOI1 OH mposed BCio I Benmkyio BoiHY.
B 1919 ropy moctymmi B JIoGpOBOJBLYECKYI0 APMMIO, IPOGLII B HEl N[O OKOH-
waHMs BOMHBI M BMecTe ¢ Heil B 1920 roxy ocraBun Poccuro. Ilocie rogmyHoro
npebpiBaHMA B lamuunonu u apyxroguyHoro B IOrocnaBum nepebpalnca B
YexocyioBakuio, rage B 1928 roxy orxonuma Ilpamckuir IlosmrexHmueckmuici ViH-
CTUTYT CO 3BaHMeM UHXXeHepa-crpourens. Ilo nmonydenmro aunioma paGoran
B CJIOBaxMyM B MMHUCTEPCTBE OOIIECTBEHHBIX paboT II0 IOCTPOJiKEe TIHUAPO-
NeKTPuYecKux craHuuii. B 9145 romy mo 3aHAaTMA BpaTtuciaBbl GoJNbIIEBMEaAMM
3BakyupoBajica B I'epmaHuto, rae B 1946 roxy ObLT DNpUINIamieH CTapILIMM
aCCHCTEHTOM M MHCTPYKTODPOM IIO BOZAHBIM IIOCTPOMKAM B VIHTEepHALMOHAJNLHBIN
Yuusepcurer B MIOHXeHe, Irfle PYKOBOAMUJ IIPaKTUUIECKUMM paboTaMy CTyIEHTOB
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cTapumx KYypPCOB M MX IPOSKTHMPOBKOJ. B 1949 roay mnepeexan B CIIIA, rame
IO cux mop paboTaeT B KadecTBE YMHIKEHEPa-KOHCTPYKTOpPa ¥ YaCTHBIX IIpen-
NPUHMMATENbCKUX (DUPM.
IIpaBnenmne PAT B CIIIA or mymm IXejaeT €My €llje MHOI'O JIeT YCIIeIIHOM
U IIJTORZOTBOPHOM ANEATENbHOCTH, KAK II0 CBOEi CIIeLMAaJBEHOCTH, TAaK M HA IOJb3Y
Aganemuyeckoit I'pyrnbl.
K. B.

KOHCTAHTUH T'ABPUJIOBUY BEJOYCOB

B TexkyujeM rogy MCHOJHMIOCH 75 Jerne u 41 roj HaAYYHO} HEATEJHLHOCTU
K. T'. BenoycoBa. Boisee nogpobuaa 6uo-6mubamorpacdusa O6yner omybamkosana B
clenyoueM HoMepe 3amycok.

MAMSITH YHIEALIHUX
PENOP BACUJILEBMY BEPEMIIKMI  1881-1971

OKOHuMJ YeCHMTOBCKYIO KJac. TMMHa3uio B 1899 r., B 1904 r. IleTepGyprckyro
VimMneparopcryo BoeHHO-MenmumHCKy0 AKafeMu0 u ObII OCTaBJIEH NHPU Heit
Ha 3 roja AJNA IMOATOTOBKM K IPENOJaBTENIbCKOM meATenbHOCTM. B 1906 T.
3alUTIII AMCCEPTALMIO Ha YYeHYI0 creneHb JlokTopa Meamuuusnl. ITocie yero
6blJ1 KOMaHAMPOBAaH 3a-TPaHMIy IJA IPONOJIKEHMA HaydHoit paborbl. PaGoran
B Bepimuckom BakTepmosormyeckoMm Ji-e, OTKyZa BBILIIM 4 Hay4YHBIX TPYZAa
Ha HeMelROM sA3blke (ApxuB ¢brop TI'mruene, 1909 r., Ne 69). B Ilapukckom
ITacrepoBckoM M-e BeIIycTMa 2 TpyAa Ha (bpaHIy3CKOM A3bIKE M BO PpaHK-
cdbyprckom M-e Okrcnep. Tepamuu BbIIYCTHMI 3 paboThl HA HEM. S3bIKE, B TOM
upcine: «Be36nedapobaacTHBIE TPUIAHO30MbI», IUTUPYEMbBIE €BPOIIECKOI M aMe-
PMKAaHCKOI JMTepaTypoil.

B 1910 r. — npuBat-goueHT BoeH.-Mepn. Axkan., B 1911 r. — srcTpaopau-
HapHbeN1 npodeccop CapaToBCKOro YHmBepcurera, B 1914 r. m mo Dsagyauum
opauH. npod. KueBckoro Yuusepcutera. C 1945 no 1948 r. mpod. m gerau Men.
thagynbrera ViHTepH. YHUBepcuTeTa B MIOHXEHe, IIOTOM AeKaH 3yGoBpaduebHOTO
V-a B Miouxene. B IOrocaasum ¢ 1929 o 1943 r. Beln JIMYHLIM BpadeM KOPOJA
Anexcaunpa Ilepsoro u ToB. npeacegarens O-a PyccRuMX y4eHBIX M mucaTeleit.
C 1949 no cmeptv B 1971 r. 6611 B AprenTtuse, ¢ 1951 no 1965 B Vi-e Mwuxgpo-
6monormu, ormes «BupycoB»s. COTPpyZHMYAJ BO MHOTMX KYDHAJaX, raserax ¥
nyGInKanmnax.

Jimeer 48 Hay4yHBIX TPYAOB IO OarTepMOJOrmMy, OMOJNIOTMM W KJIVHHUEKE
BHYTPEHHBIX G0JIe3HEel .

Co pHa npuespma B 10. AMepuky Obln geiicTB. wieHoM Pycckoit Akagemmu-
yeckoyt I'pynner B CIIIA u Obll B IIOCHEAHEEe BPEMS CTApeMINM ee WICHOM.

BIAJVUMUP AJEKCEEBUY MEJAHIEP $OH XOJBIIAIIIIEJL 1896-1971
B. A. no oxoH4yaHuy CMOJIEHCKOJ I'MMHa3¥UM IIOCTYIIMJ Ha (MU3MKO-MaTe-
MaTuyecKuii hakyabTeTr MOCKOBCKOro y-a, KOTODBIMI M 3aKoHYMaI B 1918 r.

B TOM e I. IIOJYy4YMJI MecTO npernozaBarenda Ilemarorm4yeckoro uM-a M 3aBeAyro-
mero Myzea B r. EnpHa. B 1926 r. 6b11 nepeBefieH B CMOJIEHCK ¥ OZHO BpeMd
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6p11 aupekTOpoM My3esa. C 1930 r. crasg MIABOIO AemapTaMeHTa 300JOTUM B
Ileparornyeckom Vi-e u B 1938 r. Obln BhIOpaH npodeccopoM 300JI0THM, LIECTb
JIET COCTOAJ JEKAaHOM €CTECTBEHHOTO OTHENIeHUA 3TOro M-a. BHII 4ileHOM He-
CKOJIbKMX Hay4dHbIX ofiiectB. OmyGamroBasa 18 HayyHBIX paboT, M 6 npHUrorTo-
BJIEHHBIX, HO He ONnyGIMKOBaHHBIX CTaTEi.

BUBJINOTPAPUA

BOPUC JEOHUAOBHUY IIACTEPHAK
BUBJUOTPADHUA. H. A. TPOULIKUI. 1969, Crp. 148

H. A. Tpouuguit ures Pycckoit ARagemudeckoit I'pynnet B C.IIIA., ObIBIINI
Pyccruit Bubanorpacdp KopHeENILCKOro YHMBEPCUTETA, HbIHE BBIILIEAIINI HA HEeH-
CHIO, ABJAETCA COCTABUTEJIEM II€PBOII HayuyHoM OmGmmorpachmum o B. JI. ITacrep-
Hake. Bubamorpacuiueckue naHHbIe BKJIOUAOT npomi3BereHmnda B. IlacrepHaka,
ero mepeBOjbl, JIMTEPATYDy O HeM, JaHHbIE O €r0 apXMBaxX y4acTMM B peJaK-
TOPCTBE, €r0 3aMeTKH, pPelieH3uy, AeKJjapainuy, micbMa U peun. Bee 9™ jaHHBIE
OXBaTBLIBAIOT Halle4yaTaHHOE TOJbKO Ha pPYcCcKOM #A3blke B Poccumu, CCCP un
3arpaHUIei.

IIpeaucioBue K KHUTe IIPEAIIOCTAHO Ha aHIIMICKOM fA3blKe. B aTom mpe-
IMCIIOBMM COCTaBUTENb YKa3biBaeT, 4TO abCOJMIOTHO IIOJNHBIX OmOamorpadmit He
6bIBaeT, Bcerga BO3MOXKHBI IPOIIycKM. B paccmarpmBaemost 6mGimorpacdmum sTo
MOZKeT OTHOCUMTCA K 6ojiee paHHMM IIepMojaM, MaTepbAJM KOTOPBIX 37ech Ha
3amnaze 4acTo OTCYTCTBYIOT. KpoMe maHHas Gubamorpadmsa ABjseTcs BbIGOPOY-
HOM M DpHAJL peLeH3uii, OT3BIBOB, CTaTel, IIPOCTO He BKJIIIOYEHBbI, TaK KaK He
IIpeACTaBIAIOT HAay4yHOTO MHTepeca. HO Bce ke cocraBMTeNbL CeNajJl BCe BO3-
MOXXHOe, 4ToObI OmbOimorpacdma Obina Hambosiee ITOJNHOM, YTO OH ¥ HROCTMI.
MsbI ¢ yAOBOJBLCTBYIEM OTMEYAaeM BBITYCK 3TOTO HAYYHOTO TPYyZAa, KOTODPBI Oyner
CIYXWUTbh OCHOBHBIM IIOCOOMEM MAJNA JMTEPATYpPOBEHOB, IPOdeccyphbl, CTYLEHTOB
n Jrobureneil pyCcCKOM IIOI3UMA.

Hazo oTMeTMTh, YTO HA Hallle)l POAMHEe, IPM CYLIeCTBYIOIIMX TaM B JaHHOEe
BpPEeMA OTrPaHMYEHMAX, BBIIYCK TAKOTO TPYAA HEBO3MOKeH. VI Mbl 6yJeM MCKpEeH-
He paAbl ¥ HajgeeMcs, 4TO AaHHasa Oubimorpacdma npouurHer ¢ CCCP u Gyzper
MCIOJb30BaHa HALIMMM KOJIJIEraMy YHeHBIMM B MX JMCCJIEOBAaHMAX COBPEMEHHOM
PYCCKOMA IO93MM.

KHUTY MOXHO MONYYMTHL B DYCCKMX KHMIKHBIX MarasmHax ¥ B Pycckoii
Agagemuyecgoir I'pynme.

IBYXCOTJIETME MOCKOBCKOIO YHUBEPCUTETA. 1755-1955
Heio Vopk, 1956. Ctp. 150

Kunra Oblla M3AaHa pPEJaKIMOHHOI KOJJIermeiy, B KOTOPYIO BXOAMIa U
Pycckas Axajemmyeckas I'pynmna, COCTOMT M3 OTAENBHBIX cTaTelf, B GOMbIIMEH-
CTBe HamnMcaHHble BOCIIMTAHHMKAMM MOCKOBCKOIO YHMBEPCUTETA, IPOAOJIKAIOIUE
Hay4HBIE TPafMUIMM CTapeiilllero pyccKkoro y-a u 3a pybexom. Jlr060BR K Beam-
KoMy mnpouuoMy Poccuy — pe3KO OTIMYaeT 3TOT COOPDHMK OT BCEX M3AAHMIA
B CoserckoM Coro3e, MOCBALIEHHBIX I00MIIEI0, MOCKOBCKOTO y-a.

B 9TOjf KHMIe IOMEIEHbI CTAaThbM M peuym IIpodeccoOpoB — MHOTMX HBIHE
yKe yMepiMX, a TaKxe 6GIarornolydyHo 374paBCTBYIOIIMX. Bech mMareppas Ha-
CTOJIBKO MHTEPECHbII ¥ MHOTOCTOPOHHMI, YTO HEBO3MOZKHO JlaTh O HEM KpaTKMil
0630p. COOpPHMK cOmepRMT B cebe Pa3HOCTOPOHHME ACHEKTBHI PYCCKON KYJILTYPbI
M MCTOPMYECKM LE€HHble BOCIIOMMHAHMA. DTOT cOOPHMK OYeHb IeHEeH A 00beK-
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TUBHOJ WCTOPUYECKO} OLIEHKM DOJM MOCKOBCKOrO y-a, CTOJBKO CHEJABIIETO
AN pasBUTHA PYCCKOM ¥ MEXAYHAPOLHON MBICIM M KyJAbTYpPbl. Kaxawli
3aHMMaOIIMICA BOIIPOCAMM DPYCCKOI KYJbTYPBI HOJMKEH NPOYECTh 3Ty KHUTLY.

A. K.

IIOIIPABKA

A. A. Bopman o0paTJ BHMMaHME DPeNaRKIMM Ha dYeThbIpe HEeTOYHOCTM Ha
cTp. 69, IV Toma 3ammcox: 1) Ten. KopEmioB ObII CMepTENbHO paHeH B 600
nox ErarepuHozapoMm B 1918 r. M He HPMXOAA B CO3HAHME CKOHYAJCA. 2) JloOpo-
BoJIbueckag Apmmua Oplra co3zaHa B HoBouepkaccke B HoAOpe 1917 r. reH.
AnerceerbiM. 3) T'eH. BpaHreap npuGeLr Ha TeppuTopmy Besablx ApMuit OCEHBIO
1918 r. 4) Ten. II. H. KpacHOB He MMeJI HMKAKOIr0 OTHOLIEHMA K (HPOPMMPOBaHMIO
Ho6p. Apmumn.

WM. A. KypraHoB cOrjacMJCA C 3TMM 3aMedaHMeM M COOOLMI, YTO B €ro
TEKCTe CJOBO «JIETOM» CJeAyeT 4YMTaTh <«K Havajy 1918 r.» M BBIYEPKHYTH
cdammuamm ren. Bpaurena u KpacHosa.
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